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Introduction
Research can be defined as an opportunity to identify and try to solve a specific problem or to expand knowledge in a specific area (Sekharan, 2007, cited in Gray, 2014; Howard and Sharp, 1983, cited in Bell, 2005). It is a complex process through which the researcher needs to be aware of their own philosophical position and perspective to develop an effective research design. Careful consideration of the researcher’s own potential bias and the impact of researching in one’s own field also need to be considered to ensure a useful and valid outcome (Hersh et al., 2022). Within my practice as a Speech and Language Therapist (SLT), many different disciplines and research perspectives are drawn upon to offer a robust evidence base for the treatment approaches offered. The purpose of this study therefore is to develop my own awareness of the philosophical perspectives underpinning research designs, the issues of insider research and any ethical considerations that may influence research within the field of SLT practice. It is also to consider a range of methodologies and research methods, the advantages and disadvantages of these and how these may impact my future research decisions. 
Philosophical Considerations in Research
A researcher’s philosophical view of the world will influence their research perspective (Mertens, 2005). Ontology is the branch of philosophical discipline dealing with the study of being, or reality (Gray, 2014). A realist ontology believes that reality is concrete, there is a single truth which is unaffected by us and exists independently of us. It is stable and consistent and is not influenced by feelings, interpretations or prejudice (Scotland, 2012). In contrast, an idealist ontology suggests that our world is influenced by feelings and emotions. It is permanently changing and altering, and it is different to different people. There are multiple realities depending on our individual perspectives. In research terms, our ontology is what we know, or what we want to know. Whether we believe that there is a single truth or multiple realities will influence whether our research question looks for a single answer or multiple perspectives on the same phenomena.
Our ontological assumptions lead into to our epistemological assumptions, or our beliefs around how we know what we know. Epistemology is concerned with how knowledge can be created, acquired and communicated (Scotland, 2012). Three main epistemological positions exist: Objectivist, Constructivist and Subjectivist (Gray, 2014). The objectivist epistemology follows a realist ontology, believing that reality exists independently of consciousness; there is an objective reality or truth and researchers should not allow their own feelings or values to influence their research. Research is often deductive and designed to test and prove or disprove an already held view (Al-Ababneh, 2020). The constructivist epistemology opposes this view, believing that truth and meaning do not exist independently, but are constructed by an individuals’ interactions with the world. Therefore, different and potentially contradictory views of the world can exist. Constructivist research may focus on new theories or new understandings of the social world (Gray, 2014).  While objectivist and constructivist epistemologies hold different views, they are still based on a ‘being’ ontology (Chia, 2002: pg. 6). In contrast, a subjectivist epistemology believes that meaning is derived from the collective unconscious, through dreams or religious beliefs. It is formed from the ‘becoming’ ontology with an emphasis on a constantly changing and emergent world. Subjectivist research will therefore be based on the perceptions of phenomena described by participants (Al-Ababneh, 2020).  
Research Paradigms
A research paradigm is a combination of the ontology, epistemology and methodology behind the research question (Scotland, 2012). It is formed out of the researchers’ own views of ontology and epistemology and values (Heron and Reason, 1997). Choosing the research paradigm which best fits the research question will impact significantly on the quality of the research outcome (Hersh et al., 2022). Four main paradigms are discussed by Saunders et al., (2009): 
· Positivism, which adopts the philosophical stance of the natural sciences, that knowledge is both accurate and certain and can be researched objectively through quantifiable observations thus aligning with a realist ontology and objectivist epistemology (Al-Ababneh, 2020).  
· Interpretivism, in contradiction to positivism, views the social world as more complex and involving the multiple standpoints of individuals participating in it and aligns with an idealist ontology and constructivist epistemology (Crotty, 1998). 
· Realism is similar to positivism, it is based on the belief that reality exists in the world, however, acknowledges that some realities may not be observable and can therefore be subjective (Gray, 2014).
· Pragmatism, believes that there are both objective and subjective realities, and it is therefore possible to work within both a positivist and interpretivist philosophy (Saunders et al., 2009). 
The research paradigm driven by the research question will then impact on the methodology chosen for the research project (Al-Ababneh, 2020).  
Research Paradigms in Speech and Language Therapy
Qualitative vs Quantitative Research
Research in the Speech and Language Therapy field has historically come from a medical model which is largely realist and objectivist in its philosophy and sits in the positivist paradigm. The positivist paradigm is borne out of a desire to produce objective facts or direct concrete answers to a question. It is often used to test out an established theory though observation or experiment (Cohen et al., 2018). It believes that the researcher and the research can be independent of each other and the outcome is therefore not influenced by the views or values of the researcher (Guba and Lincoln, 1994). Positivist research generally uses a quantitative method of data collection and requires a well-structured methodology and statistical analysis (Rememnyi et al, 2005). Positivist research therefore generally has a very narrow focus in order to rule out the influence of external variables. While it is argued that the strict methodology and analysis allows the research to be viewed objectively, and enables replication of the experiment, it is limited by the researcher’s subjective choice of question and methodology (Eastwood, 1988). It seeks to prove a ‘truth’ that was originally borne out of theory (Crotty, 1998). If that theory is proved false, a new explanation is required and a different paradigm may need to be used in order to develop a new theory. Quantitative research has been criticised in recent years for limiting opportunities to ask the ‘how’ and ‘why’ questions about the research question and data collected (Hersh et al., 2022). The narrow focus has been criticised for the information is excludes, rather than what it includes (Azul and Zimman, 2022). From an ethical perspective, quantitative research has been criticised for overlooking individual or cultural differences within a large data sample (Clark et al., 2008).
Qualitative research, in contrast to a more positivist, quantitative approach, usually involves the researcher within the field of research, and therefore highlights the need to understand the philosophical beliefs of the researcher (Denzin and Lincoln, 2018). A qualitative approach is based in the interpretivist or constructivist paradigm which proposes that realities are experienced by individuals differently, therefore multiple realities can exist. It sits within an idealist ontology and constructivist epistemology. Qualitative research can be socially and experientially based and can be shared by groups or cultures (Guba and Lincoln, 1994). The research question and methodological approach selected will be guided by the researcher’s beliefs about ontology and epistemology. The researcher is aware of being actively engaged in the research process and may or may not have a working hypothesis as they seek to understand and describe their research (Stevenson et al., 2015). Qualitative research allows for a deeper understanding of different realities and increased knowledge (Hersh et al., 2022). It is an inductive approach aiming to generate new theories based on observed patterns, acknowledging that these theories will alter and evolve over time (Gray, 2014).
Table 1 discusses a range of quantitative and qualitative approaches:  
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A range of methodological strategies can be employed in qualitative research, and the choice will be determined by the research question. Ethnographic research aims to understand social problems by the researcher immersing themselves in the field for a period of time to observe how people behave, think, interact or make sense of the world. The researcher needs to remain aware of the fact that their presence will have an impact on the situation, and that their observations will be different to others because of the researchers own cultural, political and psychological preconceptions or background (Davies, 2007). The ethnographic researcher also has to be careful not to overgeneralise their results, as one cultural or social setting may not be the same as another (Bell, 2009), for example one SLT team may not be representative of all SLT teams working in the same field. Phenomenology research seeks to study the participants’ thoughts or point of view in order to interpret and understand their actions or behaviour. Rather than the researcher acknowledging their potential role in the research outcome, the researcher seeks to ‘bracket’ out their own preconceptions and understand the world from the participants point of view (Gray, 2014). By comparison, phenomenological research is more likely to involve the use of unstructured interviews and small numbers of participants in order to gain the individuals perspectives, where an ethnographical approach may be more likely to observe a group situation (Tesch 1994, cited in Gray 2014). Hermeneutic research is concerned with understanding the social world though the written word. The researcher must seek to understand the complexity of social reality through the interpretation of the information. The hermeneutic circle involves examining a text and reflecting on the content to discover something meaningful (Sloan & Bowe, 2014). Rather than ‘bracketing’ out their perceptions, hermeneutic researchers use their own reflections as part of the research process (Gray, 2014). The choice of research approach will therefore be determined by what the research question demands and whether it is based on observable behaviours, opinions or written perspectives. Choosing the most appropriate methodology will impact the quality and validity of the research and allow the researcher to consider their position and impact on the research. 
The move away from positivist, quantitative research in SLT towards a more qualitative approach has reflected the view that certain research questions cannot be answered by purely quantitative or experimental methods alone (Eastwood, 1998). Working with communication disorders is a complex process, involving an understanding of the diagnosed disorder itself and also the impact on the individual client, both socially and emotionally. There is, therefore, value to be gained from a deeper, more subjective qualitative approach to research (Hersh et al., 2022). It aligns well with SLT in that it encompasses both the social and physical sciences and can be interdisciplinary. The move towards qualitative research has led to a more client-focused approach within healthcare and has led to the inclusion of clients in decision making about services and their care (Hughes et al., 2008, Glogowska, 2022).
[bookmark: _Hlk153962955]Qualitative research has been criticised however, for its subjectivity and lack of generalisability. Findings are often based on small samples sizes which cannot be replicated. Challenges are faced by researchers, particularly in the fields of health, and to some extent SLT, to get funding for or publication of qualitative research (Hersh et al., 2022). In their defence, qualitative researchers have argued that whatever the research methodology used, it is only ever possible to produce partial knowledge relating to a particular time or population (Richardson and Pierre, 2018). The variables controlled in quantitative research are arbitrarily set by the researcher and therefore their objectivity can be called into question (Gray, 2014). Morse, (2003) argues that rather than viewing qualitative or quantitative research as better or worse, they should be viewed in terms of answering different questions. The focus therefore should be on finding the best possible approach to answer the research question (Glogowska, 2011). Table 2 demonstrates a range of qualitative research methods, their advantages and limitations which may impact the decision:
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Mixed Methods Research
Both qualitative and quantitative methodologies may be employed in a mixed methods approach which is increasingly used in social research (Johnson et al., 2007; Glogowska, 2011). The mixed methods approach fits within the pragmatic paradigm which is not aligned to any one ontology or epistemology. Proposing that reality is constantly changing, it is focused on understanding the research problem in the best way possible (Cresswell, 2003), therefore paradigms can be mixed or combined to achieve the best or most useful outcome. While some researchers (Plano Clark et al., 2008; Sale et al., 2002) believe that mixing qualitative and quantitative methods is incompatible due to the differences in the underpinning philosophy, pragmatists have argued that this is not the case (Glogowska, 2011). Undertaking a mixed-methods approach allows for a comprehensive understanding of a research question to be built, and a theory developed where increased understanding is gained and potentially allows for the voice of marginalised participants to be heard (O’Cathain et al., 2007b; Plano Clark et al., 2008). A pragmatic approach to research design aligns well with SLT due to the nature of work undertaken by the profession, when managing the multifactorial causes and impacts of a communication disorder (Glogowska, 2011). While quantitative research into disease prevalence may be useful for service planning and resource management, the person-centred approach to therapy demands more in-depth, qualitative data, allowing for a developing understanding of the impact of the communication disorder on the individual. It is argued that the validity of mixed method research is increased by using multiple methodologies to develop a deeper understanding of the research question (Plano Clark et al., 2008). 
Several challenges have been identified in the use of mixed-method research. Researchers need a breadth of knowledge of both quantitative and qualitative methods in order to select those most appropriate to answer the research question. The sheer volume of data collected in a mixed methods approach can prove challenging for an individual researcher with limited time or resources (Bryman, 2006b). While a research project may be qualitative, an initial quantitative survey could be used to gather a large sample of data which can then be investigated in more detail through follow-up qualitative interviews. Alternatively, research data gathered qualitatively could be tested with a follow-up quantitative method. Because of the researcher’s underlying ontology and epistemology, or confidence in using certain research methods, it is likely that a mixed methods project will still focus more on one approach than another (Glogowska, 2011). Alternatively, the researcher’s bias towards quantitative or qualitative analysis may lead to them writing results selectively based on what is of more interest or holds more value to them (Glogowska, 2011). Sale et al., (2002) argue that due to the ontological and epistemological differences in research approaches, they cannot be considered as researching the same question, as they are studying different phenomena. As a result, a more complete picture of different aspects of one phenomenon may be discovered, for example, a study of waiting lists could look purely quantitively at the numbers on the list, while a qualitative analysis may look at the way the list is organised and the experience of those actively involved in managing it (Pope and Mays, 1993). 
Considerations in Insider Research
In qualitative and mixed method research methodologies, it is likely that the researcher will be an integrated part of the community or phenomena being researched. Some authors have argued that this can create bias through the researcher imposing their already held views and biases on a research project (Drake, 2010) and lead to a lack of objectivity (De Lyser, 2001). Others however have argued that the shared knowledge and experiences between the researcher and the researched means that the researcher is better equipped to understand the deeper, more subtle or implied content of research data (Berger, 2015) which can lead to a more nuanced answer to the research question posed (Finefter-Rosenbluh, 2017). In order to enhance the validity of insider research, a reflexive approach is increasingly used to strengthen rigor and minimise the impact of researcher bias (Mackieson et al., 2019; Pillow 2003). A reflexive approach is required to ensure the researcher is aware of and considers the impact of their own ontology, epistemology, values, personal beliefs and the socio-cultural context in which they are situated, and to understand that these will influence the research they produce (Azul and Zimman, 2022; Berger, 2015). Being clear about researcher positionality and integrating this throughout the research process will ensure the best possible validity for the project (Probst and Berenson, 2014). The extent to which the researcher is an insider also needs to be considered, bringing with it different aspects to be considered in terms of the researchers’ positionality within the research (Chavez, 2008). From an SLT perspective, the SLT as researcher may be considered a total insider when completing research with other SLTs within their team or professional group. They may be considered a partial insider when researching within the client group they work with, where whilst having knowledge and experience of the patient population, there is some detachment from the community (Chavez, 2008).  Several reflexive strategies have been identified in an attempt to increase the rigour and validity of research:
· Repeated interviews to ensure accurate understanding and interpretation of data (Bradbury- Jones, 2007)
· Research Journal recording what was said, what it might mean and what the researchers feeling were about it (Bradbury-Jones, 2007)
· Field notes including journal, activity and methodological log, personal reflection (Guba and Lincoln, 1994)
· Triangulation
Triangulation is a strategy used in qualitative research to test validity by comparing information from different sources (Carter et al., 2014). While it may not be required if the research question is narrow and specific enough to be answered by a single method (Sim et al., 1998), it can be useful in ensuring that the use of one research method has not led to significant bias (Denzin, 1989). Four different types of triangulation have been identified (Patton, 1999): 
· Method: using multiple data collection methods to analyse the phenomena.
· Investigator, using a co-researcher to compare findings and approaches.
· Theory, using current literature to compare findings.
· Data source triangulation, collection of data through a range of individual or group interviews (Carter et al., 2014). 
While data source triangulation has been challenged in terms of mixing qualitative and quantitative approaches, and therefore comparing different philosophical positions, (Hersh et al., 2022; Sale et al., 2002), using two qualitative methods has been found to giver a richer and deeper understanding of phenomena (Kalpowitz and Hoehn, 2001). Individual interviews have been found to elicit more detailed and sensitive information from participants (Kalpowitz, 2000), while Focus Groups can produce diverse experiences and opinions due to the interactive exchange between participants (Brown, 1999). The decision over whether to use triangulation, and the type of triangulation required will be driven by the complexity of the research question and the need to mitigate against bias (Denzin, 1998). 
Ethical Considerations in Research
Both Qualitative and Mixed Methods research methodologies involve the researcher being actively involved in the research process. Therefore, the researcher needs to be aware of the influence their beliefs may have on the research question and methodological approach chosen, and of the ethical implications of their direct involvement in the research. SLTs are expected to follow the professional standards set out by the Health and Care Professions Council, (2016):
1. To promote and protect the interests of service users and carers.
2. Communicate effectively.
3. Work within the limits of your knowledge and skills.
4. Delegate appropriately.
5. Respect confidentiality.
6. Manage risk.
7. Report concerns about safety.
8. Be open when things go wrong.
9. Be honest and trustworthy.
10. Keep records of your work.
Just as treatment is carried out within these bounds, so must research be. Ethical considerations impact every stage of the research process, from the development of the research question, methodology chosen, methods used, the way in which the research is carried out and the interpretation of results (Ciuk and Latusek, 2018). Ethical approval must be sought from the relevant bodies- in the case of SLT research within the NHS there is potential for ethical approval to be required from the employee’s Trust, the NHS National Research Ethics Service who’s overarching aim is to “safeguard the rights, safety, dignity and well-being of people participating in research, as well as facilitating and promoting ethical research that is of potential benefit to participants, science and society” (NHS Research Authority, 2016), and the academic institution supporting the learning process (see Appendix 1). All must be considered if completing research involving the patient or staff population. This can cause complications due to the different ethical values and standards of each institution (Stevenson et al., 2015). Stevenson et al., (2015) drew attention to the challenges raised by seeking ethical approval for qualitative research in healthcare. They proposed that due to the historical positivist nature of healthcare research, the ethical standards were inappropriate when applied to qualitative research- see table below:
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Due to the constructionist and interpretivist nature of qualitative research, many of the ethical implications are unknown at the start of the research. Ethical considerations for qualitative research need to be considered as an ongoing and evolving process, as all variables cannot be predicted at the commencement of research when seeking ethical approval (Charmaz, 2000; Gibson and Brown, 2009). 
Within SLT, particular attention will need to be paid to participants with communication disorders. Participants may require information to be provided in simpler language, or in a primary language where the first language differs from that of the researcher. Written, gesture or picture support for consent may be required to enable informed consent to be gained. For clients with cognitive impairment who would be classed as vulnerable, consent may also need to be gained from carers or their next of kin (Gray, 2014). Cultural differences may also need to be taken into account and varied forms of gaining and recording consent may be required in order to encourage a diverse population to take part in research (Azul and Zimman, 2022). For ethnographic research, consent may be gained to observe participants rather than for a specific task, and therefore may need to be revisited as different situations emerge through time (Stevenson et al., 2015). 
Consideration also needs to be paid to the participants ability to indicate any negative impact of the research on their physical or mental wellbeing, particularly in the presence of communication impairment (Gray, 2014). The close relationship between researcher and participants in insider research can result in a reduction in participant anxiety due to the balance of power being more equal and can lead to a richer understanding due to the depth of knowledge gained, however it can also result in changes in the relationship between researcher and participant (Bell, 2005). In the healthcare setting, a participant may feel obligated to participate due to their wish to continue treatment, or to continue participation even when they are feeling uncomfortable so that the relationship with their clinician is maintained (Karnieli-Miller et al., 2009). The researcher therefore needs to ensure the participant is aware and reminded of their right to withdraw at any time. Ensuring the wellbeing of participants may also include the thorough debriefing of participants to ensure they understand the purpose of the research, to allow them to explore any thoughts or feelings associated with their role within it and to offer any additional support required (Dempster and Hanna, 2015).  Maintaining the reflexive process previously discussed will support the maintenance of ethical relationships between participants and researchers, allowing the researcher to constantly reflect and review the impact of the research process on the participants and themselves (Pillow, 2003). 
The requirement to respect and maintain confidentiality runs through both the research process and the reporting and storing of data. Qualitative research is often carried out on a small scale with relatively few participants. This can raise ethical issues in terms of confidentiality when participants are from a small social or occupational group.  In an interview situation where participants are asked to discuss their views and opinions, or sensitive clinical information, care must be taken to ensure that individual participants cannot be identified by others from the data used in the study, whilst at the same time preserving the integrity of participants responses (Marcus and Fischer, 1986). Whilst anonymity is maintained throughout the research process and data analysis and storage, participants rights to withdraw themselves or their data during the research process need to be upheld (UK Statistics Authority, 2022).  
The physical and psychological safety of the researcher should also be considered when conducting research (Dunn, 1991). Working with participants, particularly when the topics discussed are emotionally or ethically challenging involves a high level of physical and mental effort and can result in impacts on the researcher’s physical and mental wellbeing (Punch, 1986). The researcher needs to be aware of and record any of these impacts in their reflections as they may influence the interpretation of data (Van Maanen, 1998). Researchers therefore need to consider their workload management, allowing time to complete their project without overloading themselves, allow sufficient time for reflection and recovery and ensure they have adequate social and psychological support available (Dunn 1991; Benoot et al., 2016).  
Conclusions
Through completing this study on the philosophical underpinnings of research, I believe my own ontology and epistemology is not necessarily fixed to a particular paradigm. It can vary depending on the question being asked, and therefore the epistemology and research methodology for a research problem will be different. While being aware of and understanding our biases and the influence of our own perspectives is important, the drivers behind the chosen research paradigm should be what will best answer the research question. Both qualitative and quantitative research methodologies can add value depending on the phenomena being researched. Sword, (1999) stated that no research can be free from the biases, assumptions and personality of the researcher, however the awareness and reflection on this throughout the research process can add beneficial information and perspective to the research project.  I believe my perspective is influenced by my training as an SLT, which encompasses a multidisciplinary and multimodal approach, perhaps most particularly in the field of voice therapy where evidence and practices from medical, psychological, social sciences and the arts are employed to offer the best intervention for each individual client (Shewell, 2009). Whilst acknowledging my own positionality within a research project, it is possible as a researcher to work within whichever paradigm best fits the research project in order to produce a valid and useful piece of research. 
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4. Code of Practice for Research Ethics and Integrity

The University of Wales Trinity Saint David is committed to the maintenance of high ethical
standards in the research undertaken by its staff and students, whether supported directly by
the University or funded by external sources. The University recognises its obligations under
the Concordat to Support Research Integrity to ensure that research undertaken under its
auspices is conducted to appropriate standards and conforms to generally accepted ethical
principles and practices of conduct and governance. The University believes that research
ethics review and approval are important for the following reasons:

To uphold the highest standards of rigour and integrity in all aspects of research
To ensure that research is conducted according to appropriate ethical, legal and
professional frameworks, obligations and standards

« To support a research environment that is underpinned by a culture of integrity and
based on good govemance, best practice, and support for the development of
researchers

« To use transparent, timely, robust and fair processes to handle allegations of research
misconduct when they arise

« To ensure that the University meets its obligations as a Data Controller under the Data
Protection Act 2018 and the General Data Protection Regulation 2018 (‘UK GDPR")
with respect to research data processing.

« To work together with other institutions as required from time to time to strengthen the
integrity of research and to reviewing progress regularly and openly.
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4.1 Research Integrity

Research conducted in and by the University should be undertaken in accordance with
commonly agreed standards of good practice. The Concordat to Support Research Integrity
recognises that the core aspects of research integrity include:

« Honesty in all aspects of research, including in the presentation of research goals,
intentions and findings; in reporting on research methods and procedures; in gathering
data; in using and acknowledging the work of other researchers; and in conveying valid
interpretations and making justifiable claims based on research findings.

« Rigour, in line with prevailing disciplinary norms and standards: in performing research
and using appropriate methods; in adhering to an agreed protocol where appropriate; in
drawing interpretations and conclusions from the research; and in communicating the
results.

« Transparency and open communication in declaring conflicts of interest; in the
reporting of research data collection methods; in the analysis and interpretation of data;
in making research findings widely available, which includes sharing negative results as
appropriate; and in presenting the work to other researchers and to the general pubiic.

« Care and respect for all participants in and subjects of research, including humans,
animals, the environment and cultural objects. Those engaged with research must also
show care and respect for the stewardship of research and scholarship for future
generations.

« Accountability for the University to create a research environment in which its staff abd
Students are empowered and enabled to own the research process. Those engaged with
research must also ensure that investigators are held to account when behaviour falls
short of the standards set by this Code.

‘The University recognises that researchers must be able to exercise freedom in their
academic choices and must also accept responsibility for the decisions they make. Thus, the
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primary responsibility for ensuring that they act according to these principles in all aspects of
their research work, including peer review, lies with the individual. However, the University,
funders of research and other organisations engaged with supporting research and
researchers also have important roles to play. The governance process for staff and the
University are outlined in this Code of Practice. In this regard, in line with the Concordat, this
Code of Practice seeks to ensure that:

« Researchers, whether at undergraduate, postgraduate or staff level in the University
understand the expected standards of rigour and integrity relevant to their research
and maintain the highest standards of rigour and integrity in their work at all times.

«The University is responsible for maintaining a research environment that develops
good research practice and nurtures a culture of research integrity and supports
researchers o understand and act according to expected standards, values and
behaviours, and defending them when they live up to these expectations in difficult
circumstances

With specific regard to data protection legislation, this means that while the University as a
data controller has an obligation to implement appropriate organisational and technical
measures, every individual who is subject to this Code must comply with it.
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Table 1

Quantitafive and Qualitative Methodologies and their Philosophit

| Underpinnings.

Quantitative approa

hes

Qualitative approaches

Experiment

Objectivist
Positvist

Al-Ababnen, (2020)

Deduclive In nalure, researcher contiols
variables and pariicipants are randomly
assigned to treatment groups. Can be diffcult
to control variables and can be difficultto find
control groups. Ethical considerations of
withholding ireatmen rom control group

Case Study
Constructivist

Bel, 2005)

IndUCtve research. Can be an InGwidual
particpant or a grouplorganisationevent
Flexible design. Looking for detalled
information about the question, possible.
muliple data collction methods

‘Quasi- experiment

Objectivist
Positvist

Al-Ababneh, (2020)

Deduclive research. Researcher draws on
existing groups rather than random sampling
who have shared an experience when
compared to control group who haven't

Ethnographic
Study

Subjectivist
Davies, (2007)

Inducive research seeking to understand the
social world. Usually involves the researcher
immersed in the research field carying out
observations.

Correlational

Deducive research 100King 10 prove a ink.

Phenomenological

Inductive research looking at the worid from

Survey between different variables. Usually involing | Study parlicipants points of view. Researchers
Objectivist Statistcal analysis to prove corelations. immersed in the field communicating with
Positvist Subjectivist participans.

Dempster and Gray, (2014)

Hanna, (2016)

Longitudinal study | Deductive or inductive. Looking at change | Grounded Theory | Inductive research- involves data analysis o
Objectivist over time_ Using a test- refest approach to identify emerging theory. A cyciical process of
Positivist compare quantiative Gata Subjectivist coding data, identitying theoretical insigbis and
Gray, (2014) Bell_ (2005} then testing again

Heuristic Enquiry

Subjectivist
Gray, (2014)

‘An open-ended enquiry of a quesfion usually
personal {o the researcher where the
researcher seeks to immerse themselves in
the question fp order o gain new insight

"Action research

Constructivst
Gray, (2014)

Inductive research approach - can use a range o qualitaive as well as quantiative methods with a focus on
promoting change. The researcher may be an insider researcher of an ousider.

Note: Table 1 demonsirates a range of quantiafive and qualitative methodologies and their philosophical underpinings. The research
question vill determine the research approach chosen by the researcher
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Table 2

Qualitative Methods: Advantag

s and limitations

Wethods

Advantages

Limitations

‘Questionnaires- can collect
quaniiative or qualiative ata
Researcher doesn't need o be.
present- can be easily
anonymised.

Low cost (tme and money)
Convenient or participants

Can be quick o colate data if
closed questions are used

Lack of interviewer bias.
Confidentiaity is easily achieved
(Gray, 2014).

Response rate can be low

Literacy is required for participation

Researcher is unable to ask follow-up questions to test valdity
of answers/ check that participants understood the question.
Pariicipants memory and knowledge/understanding of the topic
may influence valdity (Bell, 2005)

Questions can be biased by researcher's style of questioning/
order of questions/wording (Davies, 2007)

Interviews- usualy collect
qualiative data. Can range from
being very structured to
informal, conversational syle
Used to understand a
participant's views and atitudes
onlived experiences (Rowiey,
2012

Useful for colecting highly personal
and deep information

Allows for nuance to be recorded.
Validity can be checked as
questions can be clarified (Cohen
and Manion, 2000).

‘Small sample size can i generalisabily.
‘Time consuming to franscribe and analyse (Gray, 2014).
Potentialfor bias either from interviewer or participant.

‘Observations- Invalves the
systematic observation and
recording of paricipants actions
and analysis of behaviour. It can
be structured or unstructured,
avertor covert (Gray, 2014)

Useful in generating hypothesis for
new questions.

Opportunity to see whether
behaviour correlates wih atiitudes
and self-interpretations in pracice.
Data’s fich and encompasses

many different themes (Gray, 2014)

Polential for bias if an observalion is misinterpreted due 0
researcher’s preconceived ideas (Bell, 2005)

Paricipant behaviour may be impacted by presence of
researcher of researcher participation in the environment
Ethical issues where those being observed are unaware of
research project

Recording of data can be complex and time consuming

Focus Groups- Discussion
between a small sample of
people (6-20) to focus on a
specifc issue. Am to achieve a
flow of ideas from participants.

Valuable for in-depth information
about how a sample of people view
anissue.

Group dynamics can impact the information gained e.g.
strong personaity overshadowing quieter members, or non-
expression of an apparently opposing view (DENSCAME, 1998).
Confidentiaity issues for particpants sharing information with
others in the foom (Krueger and Casey, 2009)

Careful wording of questions to aid discussion required to
avold researcher bias impact (Bradbury-Jones, 2007}
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Table 1 Comparing two ethical paradigms

re dictive ethics

Terative ethics

T Ethical ks are generaly predictable
2 Ethical proceduresshouid be prespeciied - xics a5 requrement”

3 Trets participants a being ‘subject ' research
4 Ethics reviews am to protect paricipants

5 Ethics reviews sim to valte esearchers

6 Etics reviews apply’ codes of conduct and trat thics 5. st o
“accountable sandards

7 Researchers weated asindependent flom practices of data colection and
tegarded 35 implementing a reseach protocol

8 Work with  binary of ethical/non-thical-

Eica ks may NOT be prediiatle

Exical procedhures shouid be emergent to ke into account the
unfolding context - Etics 25 process

Treats pariipants s being Subjective paricipants witin reseaich

Exics reviews aim to help researchers (0 think seitiely about how
o mantain an thical stance towards and with reseach particpants

Etics reviews aim to vk ith rsesrchers o explore sthical concems

Etics reviews analse ethicalconcerns with researchers n reation o
the specifc reserch context

Researchers seen as efleive paricpars within reserch

Treat etical problers as mulidimensional and contextualy famed





