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What Is Qualitative Research?

To cail vourself a 'qualitatirre' researcher settles surprisingly l i tt le. First,
as lve shall see at t lre end oi t l-ris chapter, 'qualitative research'co\/ers a wide
range of differerrt, even conflicting, activit ies. second, if the description is
being used n-rerell'as solne sort of negatir,e epitiret (savirrg what r,r,e are not,
i.e. uon-quantitative), then I anr not clear hou' r-rseful it is. As peter Grahame
puts rt:

the notior-r that qualitatjve tesearcir is non-quantitative is true but uninfor.mative:
n'e need more than a nesatjve definit ion. (1q99 4)

in this second sense,'qualitative research'seerns to pronrise that we r,r ' i l l
ar,oid or downplav statistical techniques and the mechanics of t lre kinds
of quantitative methods used in, say, survev research or epidemiolog,v. The
danger in the term, however, is that it seems to assume a fixed p."ier"r-r.e
or predefined evaluation of rvhat is 'good, (i.e. qualitative) ancf ,Lrad, (i.e.
quatrtitative) research. In fact, the choice between different research rnethods
slrould depend upon wl'rat you are trving to find out.

For instance, if vou rvant to discover horv people intend to vote, then a
quantitatir.e rnethod, l ike a social surve)', mav seem the most appropriate
choice. on the other hand, jf vou are concernecl n,ith exproring people's life
hi-stories or everl 'c161' behaviour, then qualitatir,e methoclr -uf be fivoured.

However, otirer, less practical questions arise lr.iren vou choose betrveen'qualitative' 
and 'quantitative' 

methods. The researchei has to bear in rnind
that these methods are often evaluated differentlr '. This is shon n in Table 2.1,
rvhicir is drarvn from the terms used b1'speakeri at a conference on research
metirocls.

Table 2.1 short's hon, imprecise, evaluatirre considerations come into plal '
r,r 'hen researchers describe qualitative and quantitative methods. oepending
on vour point of rrier,r ', the table might suggest that quantitative research wai
superior because, for exampie, it is value-free. The irnplication here is that
quantitative research sirnplv objectively reports realit1,, nrjrereas quali tative
research is influenced br. the researcher's polit ical r.alues. Converjel]-, other
J-reople nright argue that such'n'alue freedom irr social science is eit l-rer
undesirable or impossible.

The same sort of argunrent can arise about 'f lexibil i tr, ' . For sonre people,
t l r i s  f l e r i l . i l i t \  e r r cou raHes  qua l i t a t i l e  l esca rc l re rs  t o  l . c  i nno r .a t i r  c .  f  o r  o t l r c r c ,  A  - ^
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1'lcxibil i tr-lr icht i.e crit icized as rnealrins lack of strl lctrrrc. Co'r,ersell., rreirrg'f ired' 
gi 'es srrcir . structure tc, researcir ' L.,rrt r,r, ithclut f lexibil ih,.

Hor,r'erver.. this is bv no nreans a t_ralancecl urgurrl"r.,r. Lrrarra" the socialsclellce cotltrunitr ' '  there is l i tt le cior,rbt that quantitatir,e data ruler t6e rclost.( 'o'ertlttrents fatttrttt '  qtrantitati 'c research I-,eciruse it nrinrics tl-re researc.h cifi ts  o l r .n  agencies (Crcor , r re l ,  lg t r l :  36) .  Ther . rvant  quick anstvcrs based cxr' r t  
i iab le '  r 'ar : iab les.

, 
Similarl l ' ,  lralr ' research ftr.di 'g asencies calr quaritati 'e researcrrer-s'1or-rlrralists' 

or soit scientists, rt,]rose. i lnii. ,.,
te'necl *nscienti irc.,.r.rrly c1plor.t.rr,, or entirelr, perso.al and f ' l l  of bias. (Denzinand Lincoln, 199.1: _l)

l - . v  111 "  ge re r . r l  P r r r l i c ' ,  r he re  i s  r  ' r i r t u ' e  o r  resp t , r t  t i r r  and  susp i c i on  t r rrluatlt i tative c1a ta (,r,a^ d s r a r i s ri c, ; i in, ; il'ii; :;:: nif -,# R';: : tf ,ft,:,{,"-,l;:: : ;S ; *il] :*polJs are treatecl as ne\^.s\\.ort 'r- _ 
..111iqularh, irnmecliatel ' befor.e eiections.()' iht' otl'rer Jri'rntJ. r,,r",Ipio,t','e,-,i u,-r.i i.flation statistics are often 'ien,ec-r*' i th suspici.n - pn11i6uiu.ri '  r.r,hen the' appear to c.ntradict 'our o*,nexpe.enc€r (statistics rvr'r ich shon' that infl;t io;ihas tutt". rr.,ur,,.,o;fu *i l*if ]L)tl see prices eoinr up for t l-re gogcls 'ou b,t. l).

F.r this reaso.. r. 'r: t i ie r990s, ln ,r-,or-rtl i t i".,"rlr. '  c..rrrfries, trre assumeclre'liaLriiit' of quantitatir.e research *'ur.b"gi*-rr,-,g to be tnder sigTrificant tru.eat.ln Ilritain, for irrstauce, tlre wa's irr *,i.rich in'ation a.d tu.remplo\ime.t r.vere

;1i:llli.:?i"].;';i,ff 
rhatcher 

".n ','",= ,.gur,'rr' .i ;,.;;; ilis sr.rggesrecr
r i e r r up o n, h " ; " ; ; ;: x. T;.1,!",1,:, |;:i): ;';:liTifi : :,::: ru;* li*in i ire Brit ish ge.er.J erecrion of l igtzlar'rost .,,"r;;;; i" i,r" r*,,.r faijureof Us telephotre poil sttrt l ies in the i9-18 rruma'-De*,ei presicler-rtial race)nr.rr-1e tlre LrtrLrric a l ittrc. scepticar al-rout strcir statistics'_'nr,"r..,-,nu.,gir thecorrrpa'ies i.r 'c)r1'€'cl i ir.sisted ther. r,r,ere pro'idi.g or-,t,.rtut"_"r-,ts of current'.t ing i.tentions a.d .ot preclici ions of t l-re act'al result.

Btr t  s t tch col rcel 'ns urar .ccxrst j tu te orr l l ,  a  ,bJ ipr . i1  
t [e  opgoi lg  h is tor '  o ftlre. t l 'nrinat'rce' of cir-ta't i iative .u...or.h. Q,-,ulitati 'e ,"."ur.i.,"r. it i l l  lu.g"lr.tecl t^e*-isel'es to be seccl'd-crass cit ize-ns r,r,hose ,"o.k ;pi.;rrr. evokessr'rs1'riciorr, r 'here tl ie 'c.,rrr 

starrtlarcr ' 
is quarrtrtati 'e research.
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HorvcVer, scr far rte h:rve been dealing rvit lr l i tt le more than emPt\' terms,

apparentlv related to rthether or rlot researchers use statistics of some kind.

Ii, as I alreadt' have arguer-l, the valtte of a research methtlt-l shouid properll

be gaugecl solell in relation to u'hat it is tn,ing to find oltt, u'e need r.rot-to

sketch out the uses and abuses of both quantitati ire arid quaiitative rnethods.

2 . 1  T H E  S E N S E  O F  Q U A N T I T A T I V E  R E S E A R C H

Bryman (198S) has d iscussed the f ive main methods of  qt rarr t i ta i ive socia l

sc ience rescarch and these are set  out  in  Table 2. r .
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To flesh out the Lrare L.ones of Table 2.2, I rt ' i l l  use orle example based orr

the quantitative analvsis of official statistics. The example relates to data taken

from the General Social Surve,v (GSS) carried out ever)- t'ear Lrv the US National

Opirriorr Researclr Center (NORC) arrd discussed Lrt'Procter (1993).

Irrocter sirou's hort r. 'ou can use these data to calculate the relationship

betr'veen two or more variables. Sociologists have long beetr interested in
'social mobil itr ' '  - the movement betrveeu different statuses in societv either

lvit l 'r in one lifetin-re or between generation-s. The GSS data carl be used to

calculate the latter, as Table 2.3 shon's.
ln Table ?.3 rve are sho'tvn tlre relationship between father's occupation and

sou's occupat ion.  ln  th is  case,  t l - re fat i rer 's  occupat iou is  t l ie  ' independent '

varial-rle becattse it is treirted as the prossilrle c:rttse of the son's occtrpation (the
'dependent' variable ).

Tabie 2.3 appears to shorv a strotrg association (or 'correlation') betl 'r 'een

fatl 'rer's and son's occupations. For irrstarrce, oi the group rvith nott-trtartltal ,r )
L/



IABIE 2 Re-sponcen/'s occupoi,c r, br, t'olher s occuooilofr
Fother 's  cccLrpctr  or
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fathers, 63.1,L were thetnselves .
n ' i t l r  ta therrvorkBeca'|JsTf, :*i","".TT'ift',',t}:Hitif :"ffi1x1;il"1:#
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specifiable tirniis, ,i-'^; ,#.-rerarion ,, .,,.,i*ui1, i,,
Howet'er' qr'tantitative researchers are reiuctant to rnorre frorn statementsof correlatio' to causar statements. For instance, botrr father,s and son,s

,xTl.i"il:lt 
ma'be associated with anothe..'u.iuur"-rra'inrreritecl wearth)

il:l,H::,,:"#:.1.1n:,."i1?::iliil\:ffi :,"_:".::l*?:L.,,,,,##*l:
h*l*Lff 

",.T",::::':lJ:,lii:x'j:.#:,#if 
,"if ::;nff i*r;#,ff*

.spurious,. 
ion between the occupation of fathers and sons is rnisleading or

Arong these li.es procter (7gg3:24g-, makes the inieresting observationthat there appea's to be a markecr .o.."iutior-, i";;;;; the price of rum inBarbados and the re'er of Methoaist *ir-, irt"rrir;;;r, i .e. in an1. gi 'enI'ear' botrr g: 
"p.or 

clown together. However, -",toua not jump to theconclusion that this Ineans th"at rum clistillers fund ttre Methoclist Chrrrch.As Procter points out, both the price of runr una _i.,irt"..i saiaries may simpll,be responding to inflatio'arv pr"rr.rr"r. Hence the ir ' t iai correration is'spurious,.

Ailempt Exercise 2. 1 obout now

lMrile looking at Tables 2.2 and2.3,.you mav have been struck by the extentto n'hich quanri tative social resear:li yr"; ;fr ". ;ffi g"rry"'rii.;,; il;: Iha'e been taught in say ph1,si.r. lh"rr-,rrt y or biology. As Brvman.otes:

fi:iili:TH::i':il:,,,;J,:ii:1,:1)'J',":: u special ransuage rsim'arr ro
'ariables, contror, measuremen,, .-o""l,t l"r,x. il;ilu11;tr'rate 

the naturar o.d". -

sometirnes, this has led critics to claim that quantitative research ignores thedifferences between the natural and sociar world by fail ing to u'derstand
?8 

the 'meani.gs' 
that are brought to sociar rrf". di;.hrrfe rs often associated

r,t ' i th crit ics who iabel quantitative researcir as 'positivistic' (e.g- Filmer et al.,
1972).

Unfortunately, positivism is a very slipperr; and emotirre term. Not onlv
is it diff icuit to define but there are \/er)/ ferv quantitative researchers who
would accept it (see Marsh, 19E2: clr. 3). lnstead, most quantitative researchers
would argue tl-rat they do not aim to produce a science of laws (like phvsics)
but simply aim to produce a set ot cumulatjve generaiizations L.'ased oti the
crit ical sift ing of data, i.e. a 'science' as defined above.

As I arg;ue, at this iet el, many of the apparent differences between quatr-
i i tative and qualitative research sirould disappear - although sorne qualitative
researchers remain insistent that the1, want nothing to do with even such a
limited version of science (see Section 2.6). Bv contrast, in rny vien' at least,
qualitati 'u'e researchers sirorrld celebrate rather tiran crit icize quantitativc
researchers' aim to assemble and sift tireir data criticallr,. (see Chapter 8).

2 . 2  T H E  N O N S E N S E  O F  Q U A N T I T A T I V E  R E S E A R C H

Procter's attempt to control for spurious correlations was possible because
of tire quantitative stvle c'r{ iris researcir. Tl-ris has the disadvantage of Lreing
dependent upon surve;' methods r,vit] 'r all their attendant diff iculties. As
Fieiding and Fieiding ar€iue:

the most advanced sur\rey procedures themselves oniv manipulate data that had
to be gained at some point bv asking people. (1986: 12)

As we will see in Chapter 4, r,r,hat peopie sa1, in answer to interrriew questions
does not have a stable relationship n,ith horar thev behave in naturalh, occurring
situations. Again, Fielding and Fielding make the relevant point:

researchers who generalize frorn a sample sllr\rey to a larger populatiorr ignore thc
possible disparity betrveen the discourse of actors about .some topical issue arrd
the war,, they respond to questions in a formal context. (1986: 21)

This is why a dependence on purely quantitative methods may neglect the
social and culturai construction of the 'r'ariables' which quantitative research
seeks to correiate. As Kirk and lt4il ler (1986) argue,'attitudes', for instance,
do not simply attach to the inside of peop)e's heads and researching thenr
depends on making a whole series of analytical assumptions. Thev conclude'

The survey researcher rviro drscusses is not wrong to do so. Rather, the researcirer
is wrong if he or sl.re faiis to acknowledge tlre theoretical basis on rvhich rt is
meaningful to make measurements of such entit ies and to do so with surve\/
quest ions.  (1986:15)

According to its crit ics, much quantitative research leads to the use of a set of
ad lnc procedures to define, count and analyse its rrariabies (Biumer, 1956;
Cicourel, 1964; Silverm an,7975). The implication is that quantitative researchers



unknou'inglY use the methocls of c-vervcrav l ife, erren as thev craim scientif ic
. b i ec t i r  i t r  (C i t , ' u re i .  l 9 r ' { ;  Ca r f i nke l .  t qnZ r  Th i :  i s  , r h ,  i ou , *  q r r . r l i t a t i ' e
researchers harre pi'eferred to describe hor,r ', in e'ervdav i if", *" actuail l,go
about c' lefining, counting and analvsing.

^rl:,,,1]: 
tr-v to concrerize this crit i-que by means of a single example.

vrore i lran 3t) ve.rrs agcl, two American sociologists, peter Blau alcl Richarcl
schoenherr, con.iucte-d a stud' of se'eral large organizations. rhe stud1, is
tlrteresting for orrr present plrrposes because it is explicitty based on a crit ique
of quaiitative rnethods. In these authors'r, iew,, too much researcir in the 1960s
had trsed qualitative methocls to descritre ,informal, 

aspects of organization- like horv enrplc'r'ees perceive their orgar-rizaticln and jct according to t6ese
perceptrons rather than accordi.g to the organizati.nal ,^rlebook,.

Blatr and schoenherr (1971) sr,rggested tl iat the tinre r,vas ripe to switch the
balance and to concentrate on 'fornral'organization, 

i ike hor.r, jobs are ofticiallt,
def ined anr l  horv r .nan\" levers '  ex is t  iJ  the c, rgarr izat iorrar  I r i " , . . . r r r .  sr . i ' '
features carr then be seen as 'r,ariables' 

ancl statistical .u.r"luii.,r lr- ' .;;;
prodr.icerl n'hich are both reliable and valid.

Look at hou' suc]r^an apparenth, siniple, quantitative logic rvorked out
in practice. Blau and schoenherr used as ih"i. iutu organizati lnal rt,aircharts
rvl-rich slro*'irierarchies and job fq'r.rlor-rr. unfortunitell,, from their poi.t
of ier't" as a re'ealing eariy chapter acknowredges, t(ese .l,vailcharts are
ofte. a'rbiguous a^d vary in structure trom one organlzatlon to another.
Consequentil', it n''as necessary to discuss their mearrirg in interviert,s with'kev i.rfo'.alrts' i . ea,ch organization. using trris infirrnation, Blau and
sch'enherr corrstructed sta.rdardized measures clf various aspects of organ_
izational structure such as 'hierarchy'arrd ,job specificitr,,. The iesult of all this
rvas a set of statistical correlatic-: which conviircingly shora,. the relationshipr
betrveen the variables that Blau arrd Schoenherr coisiructed.

Unfortunatell ' , given the incleterminancv of the data the;, p,gr" working
r'r ' i th, the authors engaged i. a series of sensibre but undtub ftdry nd rnc
decisions in order to standardize the different forms in which people talk ab'ut
their or'r 'n .rganization. For instance, thev decideci to iniegr'ate into one
c1teg3r1'the hvo gracles of 'cierk'that 

appear on one organizatior-r,s rvallchart
or autnoilt\ ' .

This decision rvas g'it led bv a statistical rogic that clemandeci clearl '
defined, 'reliable' 

nleasures. Finr""r,"., the research"rr, a".lr io., ;;;;"
unknowrr reiationship 

l9 
now participants in the organization concerned

actually'relate to this rvalrchart ancl how or r,vhen the' rr-rvoke it. indeed, Brau
and Schoenherr are prevented from examining such nratters b). their decision
:: :sta)' 

at a purell"structura| lever a^d to avoid ,i.fornial, 
behaviour.

This mea.s that their ow. interpretatio. of the nrea^ing of the staiistical

:,?i::].,,."r 
so olrtained, *,hite no doubr statisticaliv ri lorous, rs equaih.

f id  l t }c .

\{hat r 'r 'e ha'e here is a nice case of 'the cart leading the hclrse,. Brau a.d
Schoerrherr adopt a 

lut:1y 
statistjcal logic precisel\, in o.O"r to rc.pJace

conlmon-sense urLrerstandings b1' scie.tif ic expranations based on apparentl, i '

7q

."1131r1e, quantif iable r.ariables. Hower,er, clespite themselves, thev lnevitablv

appeal to common-sensL' knoh,ledge both in defining tireir 'variables' and in

interpreting their correlations. So the quantitatirte desire to establish 'opera-

tional' defiritions at an earlv stage of social researci-r can be arr arbitrary process
lthich deflects attention awa1, from the everyday' serrse-making prrocedures
of  people in  speci f ic  mi l ieux.  As a consequence,  the 'hard '  data on socia l

stmctures rvirich quantitative researchers clairn to plovide cart turu oLll fo be

a mirage (see also Cicourel, I964).
This brief (non-random!) example should aiiow, \ 'ou to understand the kinds

of crit icism that are often directed at pureli '  quantitative research by tnor:c
qualitative'types'. Because space is short, Table a..1 attempts to sutntrarize
these crit icisms.

TABfE : 4 Sorne i ' i i / rrrsrns ol olonltrolrr 'e Ieseor.rh

.SuJnt l t . , l r ve  res :orc i r  cor  cnr ( ) i r i r l  ia ,  o  a l i l . - l i  i r ^  i r , vo l , . , lnc  l i t i i e  o i  ' r r :o r r to i : i  v r i l i  oeop l - . t t  l t , :

l i= lc l

S tc l r r t  l .o j  aa) i le l ( r i lons  mov 
' le  

b lsed  u ! i ) i  \ ,o r  c l r l t :  i l ro l  t f  l i re  a inJc t l  o l  l l o l ! la l  l , '  o , iu t r  t l , . l

l  - l  I  L  I  I ' L  r  t ,  t  l  
"  

i

Ai ;e :  rhe  icc t  soecu io t  o I  cLcut  lhe  rnern iT ' . . t  o l  : c t re io i ion :  carTr  i - r I J i !a  i i r c  ve l , ,aa , f l t f l l  ,n  sensa.

proaesses  o i  reosor , r r rg  l l c t  : c ,e r ,ce  l r - :  i . ,  , r ! . i lC  is - - -  Cr :cure l  )9 ( t4  ' r  4  2 ) )
- i i r -  

O l rsu i i  ' r i  r r ,eos , - , roUle  p l ra r  - i l1 ; r . r  - . r  i l r c r r I  l i r c :  r tL l , -o ;1s11 's i ]  , ' ' c , l , le -s  : te : ; ,  t l , t : l  t -osaara t l  b

s i r r ip i ; ,  lo i : i r rg  o r r  D .^ , r rd  l r i ch i ' " ,p r  ;L i :mut i i :  onc j  ln re i iob le  j cn .ep l : '  su :h  o :  
'L leL inqLr - ' r r . !  

: r l
' l n t : i l l o : r c e

\ ! i r rLe  r r  i s  Inpar lc r , l  to  les i  h i 'p r r i l re :e : .  o  r r r r fe  r  s i ' - : l l s t  co l  i co  c  c , t r  n ro l .e  i l te  d . : \ 'eJp t r ren l  a i

i r ' rp : theses  o  Tr rv io i  mo i re r  ond f r  l ro  f re lp  rn  cerero l l rq  hypo l i reses  i r , :m c ic ro  i see  Gl . rser  on . l

S t r o u s :  l 9 o / ,  d i s c r s s e d  r r  S e c l i o r r  3  4  1 i .

It siroulci be noted that Table 2.4 contains simpiv sotne compiaints made
about sorrr cluantitative research. Moreover, because quantitatirre researchers
are rareJl"dopes', manv treat such matters seriouslY and trv to overcome them.
So, for instance, epidemiologists, who studv official statistics about disease,

anc-l criminologists are onl1,too aware of the probiematic character of rvhat
gets recorded as, say, 'caLrse of death' or a 'criminal offence' (see Hindess,
1973). Equall1,, good quantitative researchers are conscious of the problems
inr.olved in interpreting statistical correlations irr relatior.t to wl-rat the r,ariables
involved'mean'  to  the par t ic ipants (see Marsh,  1982:  ch.  5) .

In the l ight of this qualif ication, I conclude this secticxr bv observirrg tl i .rt
an insistence that any research worth jts salt should follon' a purelt '  qtran^
titative logic r,vouid simply rule out the studv of uranv interesting pirenomena
reiating to what people actuallv do in their dav-to-daf i ives, whether in iromes,

offices or other pubiic and private places. But, as the next sectioll shorvs,
a balancec-l view, should accepi the strengths, as well as the l imitations, of
quantitatirze research.
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2 .3  THE SENSE OF QUALITATIVE RESEARCH

Quaiitative researchers suggest that we should not assume that tecllnigues
used in quantitative researcir are the only wav of establishing the r.ali i-t i t1,
of f indings from qualitative or f ield reseirch. This means that a number.f
practices which originate frorn quantitatirre studies ma), be inappropr-iatc to
qualitative research. Ti-rese irrclucle tire assun-rptions that social science
research can onlY be valid if based on experimei-rtal data, official statistics
or the randtlm sarnPlin8 of populations and that quantified data are tire or-rly,
valid or generalizable social facts.

Crit ics of quantitative research argue that these assumptions have a
nturrberof defects (see Cicourel, 1964;Den2ln,797();Schwartz aidJacobs,IgTg;
Hammerslel ' arrd Atkinsorr, l9g3; Gubrium, 19gg). These crit ics note that
experiments, official statistics and sun.ey daia may siniply be inappropriate
to some of the tasks of social science. For instance, thev Lxclude the obien,a-
tlon of behaviour_in everyda)'situations. Hence, wiri le quantif ication ma1,
st'ttnatintes be useful, it can lrotlr conceal as well as reveal basic social pro."rr"i.

Consider the probiern of counting attitudes in surve1,s. Do lvb all have
coherent attitudes on any topics wli lch await the researcher's questions?
And horv do'attitrrdes'relate to rvirat lve actually do - our practices? Or think
of official statistics on cause of death comparecl to studie.s oi l-row hospital staff(Sudnort', 7968a), pathologists anr-l statistical clerks (Pnor, 19gZ) atte.d to
deaths (see Section 5.3.2). Note thatthis is not toargue that such statistics may
be biased. Instead, it is to suggest il-rat there u." ui:"u, of social reality w6ich
such statistics cannot rneasure.

The rnetirods used by quaiitative researchers exemplify a common belief
that thel' can pro'ide a 'deeper' 

understanding of sociai pirenomena than
rvould be obtained from purely quantitatirre dita. Howe'er, just as qualr-
tjtatil'e researchers r'vouid resist tire charge that thev are all 'positivists, (Marsir,
1982), there is no agreed doctrine underlving all clualitative social research
(see Section 2.ti).

2 .4  THE NONSENSE OF QUATITATIVE RESEARCH
In tnanv quantitativell '  oriented social science methodologv textbooks,
qualitative research is often treated as a relatively minor metlodology. As
such, it is suggested that it should onl1. be contempiated at earlv or ,"^iploru_
tor)" stages of a study. Viewed from this perspective, qualitative research can
Lre ttsed to farliliarize oneself with a setting before the serious sampling a.d
counting begin.

This view is expressed in the foilorving extract from an earlv text. Note how
the authors refer to 'nonquantif ied 

dati '  - implying that quantrtatiye data
are the standard torm:

Tire inspection of nonquantifierl data may be particularly helpful if it is done
-14 periodicalll' throughout a studt' rather thair postponed to the end of the statistical
s l -

analvs is 'Frequent ly ,as ingle inc identnotedbyapercept iveobserverct ln tarnsthe
clue to an unclerstanding o"i a phenomenon. lf the social scientist becomes atvate of

this implication at a moient when he can still adcl to his materral or exploit furrther

the data he has aiready collected, he mav considerabiv enricir the qualitv of irrs

conclusions. (Sellt iz et a1., 1t)64: 435, mv emphasis)

Despite these authors' 
' fr iendiy'r. iew of the uses of 'r-ronquantif ied' data, thev

asslrme that 'statistical analVsis' is tl-re beclrock of research. A similar tocus is

to be found, a quarter of a century l irter, in another mainly quantitative text:

F ie ld research is  esseni ia l l , , 'a  mdt ter  of  immersi r rg onesel t  in  a natur ' r l lv  ( ) (curr i l lH

. . . set of e'ents rn order io gain firsthand knor,r'ledge of the situation. (Singletor.t

e t  a l . ,  1988:  11)

Note the emphasis on ' immers ion '  and i ts  impl ic i t  coxtras i  wi t l t  la ter '  more

focused research. This is urrderlineci irr the authors' subsequerrt identif ication

of qr.ralitative or f ield research n ith'exploration' alrd 'description' (1988: 296)

ur-rd th"i. approval of the use of field research 
'when one knorvs relativelv iittle

about the iubject under investigation' (1988: 298-9)'

These reseivations have some basis given the fact that qualitative research

is, by definit ion, stronger on long desiriptive narratir,es than ou statistical

tables. The problem tiat then arises is hort, such a researche' goes about

categorizing the events or activit ies described'

This is sometimes knob,n as the problem of reliabil i ty. As Hammerslel '

puts it, reliabili[':

re fers to t l ie  degree o[  consis tencv wl th w'h ich rnstances Jrc a>srgncd tu tht '

same category L.y different observers or by tlre same observe'r on different occastons

(1997:67\

The issue of consistency particularlv arises because shortage of space means

that manv qualitative studies provide readers with l itt le more tl-ran brief,

persuasir.L, data extracts. As Biyman trotes about the typicai observational

study:

field notes or extended transcripts are rarely avaiiable; these would be very helPful

in order to allow the reader to formulate his or her own hunche.s abotrt t lre

perspective of tire people who have been studied (7988:77)

Moreover, even when people's activit ies are audio or video recorded ;rnd

transcribed. the reliability of tn" interpretation of transcriPts niay be gravell'

weakened bv a failure to note apparently trivial, brit often crttcial, pauses/

or,,erlaps or bocly movements. For instance, a recent studv of medical

consultations was concerned to estabiisl i whether cancer patients had

understood that their condition was fatal. When researchers first listened to

tapes of relevant hospital consultations, tl-rey sometimes felt that there was

no evidence that the patients had picked up their doctors often guarded



stateme.ts ab.r,rt their prognclsis. Hort,er,er, when the tapes were retran-scribed, it was i icnronstriteJthat patier-rts used 'er), soft utterances (rike ,ves,
or, l110re'strari i 'r.rrm') 

to'-rark that dre' were taiing up this i"r".r""rr."Equalll', docto's 'u'ourd.mo'itor putier'ris; s'ences and rep^iase their prog,nosisstatements (see Clavarino et al., 1995).
Some qualitative resc,arclrers argue that a concem frlr the reriabirit l ,ofobsg11z61i.rr.ts anses onll lvithin theluantitative research tradition. Becauser'r'hat they call the 'positivist' 

position sees lro difference behveen the naturaland social l 'orlds. reliabre ,r,"ur.r.", of sclciar rife are onr' needecr by sucrr'r 'rosit i ' ists'. 
Corr'erser1,, it is argued, once lve,r"ur rol,ui.;^i;;r. 

", 
alwalz5 inflttx, then it rnakes no sense to worrl,about n,hether our researcir instrtrmenismeasure accuratelr. (e.g. Marslrall ancl Rossman, 19i19).

Sucl-r a positio.L r"uul.r rlrre out an' svstematic research since rt irnpriesthat we cannot assulne,an-\' stabre profe.i ies ir", t l-,e social *ortj. Hor.r,e'er, ifwe c.nce-de tire p.ssibre existcnce of such properties, nh' srrguicl^,t otrrer.r,r,ork replicate t 'esc properties? As Kirk 
",. '1 

lf iU". 
";;.,",, 

"" '

Qualitatir 'e researchers.can no longer afford to beg the issue of reliabirit\.. whircthe fbrte of fiejti research t.ill aln,ai.s lie in its capabilitl, to sort out the r.alidity ofp.oposr t ion: ,  i r :  re>ul ts , r r  i i l  l reasorrabi r  r  go ignored m,, r r , r  r r tent ion to re l iab i r i t r . .For reliabil i t ' t . be calculated, rt is incLimbent on the scientif ic lnvestigator todocunrent hii or.her proceclure. e:tSo:72)

A second crit icis'r of qualitatir.e research relates to how sound are theexplanations it offers. this is sometimes knor,vn as tire problem of anecdo_talism, re'eared in the *'a)' in which research reports soi'etimes appeal to afer'r' telling 'exampres' 
of sor'e uppo* pr-rur-roi-r"r,or-r, -itn*ri'u.r1, attemptto a.ralyse less clear (or e'en coniradrctfrl ') data (silverma., i9g9a). Thisproblem is expressed very cleariy b1, Brvma,r,

Tlrere is a tendenct, 1.",, ;,,.o ;;; ;; ;i;i j llfi i: ?l ili*1lJ IL:TI 1 jl:; H: :l::ii",lJ "j : [.] l:
::#JffllTi:red 

rnten,ienrs.. . are used to pror.ide evidence of a particular
ge'erarirl, ,,i hesc ,,l:;":,::iiilij:j,.rj:::::"T ,-fr,rlg,'epresenrariveness 

or

This complaint of 'arrecdotalism' 
questions. the validity of much quaritati 'eresearch' 'Valicritr'' 

is a.other ,.,or.l fo. t*rth (see ch"pi"; gj. dJ-"rrrr,", o,-,"do'bts the'alidii 'of an expranation because the researcn", nur.l*urly madeno attempt to dear rt'ith contrar\r cases. sometimes, the extended irnmersionin the 'f ield', 
so typtcal of qualit i t iv" ,"r"ur.n, l"rJ; ;;;;;r:rui. ir". io,rr.,.r,about  the r ' . r l id i t 'o f  the researcher 's  own ur terpretat io .  of  , therr , t r ibe 

ororganization or sometimes, tn" a"mu'Js of journal editors for srrorterand shorter articles sirnplv rnea' that tt_r"l"r"o..t er rs reluctantll, 1"6 onl' touse 'teil ing' 
examples _ something that canhappen in mucir the ;"^";; ;the natural sciences rvhere, for inst"ance, laboratory assistants ha'e been srrown

lff*"ittt 
'perfect' slides for their profesroi, i,',iro.,""f i".*."'is"e Ly,.,.h,
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Despite these common problems, doubts about the reliabil i tv ancl validitv t-rt

q*ruiitutir," researcl-i have led many quantitative researchers to downplaV the

rlalue of the former. However, as n,e have seen, this kind of 'damning bv faini

praise' has been rnore than balanced b1' crit icisms of quantitative research

offered bv manlt qualitaiir,e researchcrs.

2 .5  COMBINING QUATITATIVE AND
QUANTITATIVE RESEARCH

Bv our Lrragnlatic vjen', qualitative rese-alch does implr' a cermmitnreut to fielLl

actiyit ies. It does not irnply a commitment to innumer"rcr'. (Krrk and N{il ler,

1986:  10)

Since the 1960s, a stor)'has got about t l 'rat no good sociologists sl-ror"i ld dirtv

their hands with numbers. Somettmes this ston'has been supported bv soutrd

critiques of the rationale underlVing some quantitative analt'ses (81urner, 1956;

Cicourel, 196-l). Even here, horvever, the story iras been better or-i critiqtie than

on the der,elopment of positirre, alternative strategtes.

The various forms of ethnography, through which attempts are rnade to

describe social processes, share a singie defect. The crit ical reader is forcecl ttr

ponder whether the researcher has seiected only those fragtnents of data rvhich

support his argurnent. where deviant cases are cited and explained 1cf . strong,

1974; Heath, iggt), the reader feels rnore confident about the anail 'sis- But

doubts should stiil remain about tl-re persuasiveness of ciaims made on the

Lrasis of a few selected examples.
In this part of the cirapter I rvatlt to make some practical suggestions about

6s1a, quantitatiye data can be incorporated into quaiitatiye research. These

sugges t i ons f l o r v f romm\ rownrecen t resea rchexpe r i ence ina t rumbero f
studies, one of which is briefl l '  discussed shortlr ' .

I do not atternpt irere to defend quantitative or positivistic research pi'i s.'.

I am not concerned with research designs which centle on quantitatirre

methods ald/or are i ldifferent to the interpretivist problem of meaning.

Instead, I want to trY to demonstrate sorne uses of quantification in researcl'l

which is qualitative and interpretive in design.

i sirall tr\, to show tirat simple counting techniques catr offer a ureans tcr

survey the whole corpus of data ordinaril l '  lost in intensive, qualitative

research. instead of taking the researcher's word for rt, t ire reader has a chance

to gain a sense of the flavour of the clata as a rthole. ln turn, researchers are

able to test and to revise their generalizations, removing nagging doubts about

the accuracy of their impressions about ti ie data.

As Cicourel (1964) noted many years ago, in a bureattcratic-technological

societlr, ns6bers talk. Today, with qualitative social science on trial, we cantrot

3s-



afford to l i 'e l ike hermits,. bli.ded by grobal, theoretical crit iques to thepossibie analytical and practical uses of quantiflcaiion. in the nen, rnillen'ium,I believe this case hoids just as strongll,.
It is, of course, mr.stlkgn to count Jimplv for the sake of counting. \{itirouta tireoretical rationare behind tire tabulated categories, .r"r-,rir.'g o^I1, gi'es aspurious validity to research.
For instance, in rris observation of classroom behaviour, r\4ehan suggeststhat marrv kinds of quantif ication have onlv i imited vaiue:

tire qr:anfitati|e approach to classroom obsen,ation is useful for certai. purposes,namely, for providing the frequency of teacher talk b1, .."rp"rir"" rt,ith studenttalk ' ' However, this approach minimizes trre contribution of students, neglectsthe inter-reiationsli ip of verbal to non-,,,erbal behavior, obscures tire contingent

EH::,;i 
interaction, and ignores rl-re (often mulriple) f.,ncttons of tanguage.

To some extent, whel_l c.ounted Ir3flgn15' questiorrs in a study of cancer clinics(Sih erma^'  r  qb{),  I  fe}r  four of Merran's .r i r i . i r r , - , . .  ; i ih; ; ;h i . , f  .o*puri=o,,of clinics was theoreticailv informed (deri'ing f.o- strongT, ,tsis disc'ssionof 'ceremonial 
orders'), the tabulation was Lased upon?rririu.,r, cornmon-sensical categories. For instance, it is very probiematic to count participants,quest ions rvhen vour onl 'c lata are f ierdnotes. without u- i"g , ; i -  ro rernspecta tape-recording, my. categ^ory of 'question, has an unk^own reiation to theparticipants'orientations. so quantification can neatiy tie in rvith the rogic ofqualitative research when, insiead of cond

countparticipanrs'owncategori"rurrr"Jil'T:,:H;I;.:TII#;:t''"'"
, 

L-"t 
-*" 

give you ut-t 
"^umpr" 

of this. In the early 19g0s (see silverman, 19EZ:chs 1-6) I was directing a group of researchers stuil.ing a paediatric cardiology(cl-rild ireart) unit. Many' of bur data derived from tape-recordings of anoutpatient clinic tirat was held et,erl, Weclnesday.
we soon became interested in rrow decisions (or 'disposars,) 

rvere organizedand announced. It seemed rikeiy that the doctor's way of announcing decisio.s*ur.:{rt".Taticall l '  rerated not only t. crinicar factors (l ike the child,s heartcondition) but to social factors (sucli as what parents wourd be torci at variousstages of treatment). For instance, at a first ouLpatienis, consultation, croctors
l1ouid 

not normall)/ announce to parents th" dir.o.,".1, oi" *u;or heartabnormality a.d trre necessity for rife-threatening surgerv. Instead, thev wourdsuggest the need for more tests and only hint that major surgerv rnight beneeded' Thel'would arso collaborate wiih parents who produced examplesof iheir child's apparent ,wellness,.

This.step-by-step n-rethod of i.formation-giving was avoided in onry twocases. Firsr, if a child was diagnosed as ,hearth'i,uy?-,".u.at;i;;;, 
the doctorrvould give all the information in one go and would engage in irhut we called

3,'learch 
and destroy, operation, base"d on eliciting ur_,ir;rr.,uir,ir.,f _or.le, otthe^parent(s) and proving that they were mistaken. 

J

Second, in the .u." o? u S-roup of children with Down,s syndrome inaddition to suspecied cardiaclisease, the doctor would present all the clinical
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inforn'ration at one sitt ing, avoiding a step-bv-step metirod. lvloreover,

atypicalll', the doctor would allo$, parents to make the ciroice about further

treitment, while encouraging them to drvell on non-clirricai tnatters iike their'

child's 'enjoyment of iife' or frierrdly personalitl'.
This medical focus on the child's soclal characteristics was seen right at

the outset of each consultation. I was able to construct a table, based on a

comparison of Dorarn's and non-Down's consultations, showing the differelrt

forms of the cloctor's questions to parents and the parents' answers. This

tabulation shor,ved a strong tendency r.t'ith Down's children for both the dclctor

and the parer-rts to arroid using the rvord 'well'about the chjid, and this abser.rce

of reference to 'wellness' proved to be crucial to r.rnderstanding the subsequeut

shape of the clinical consultation.
Moreover, the categories in the table were not my own. I simply tabulated

the different questions and answers as actually given. For instance, tlre nrost

colnmon question that the doctor asked parents was:

A rvcll child?

However, parents of Down's s,vndrorne children were rarelt, asked this

question. Instead, t lre most common question was:

Hon'is he (she)?

Tiris avoidance of t lre term 'well '  proved to be crucial to understanding

the direction whicir the consultations with Down's syndrome famiiies

subsequentll, took.
This example shows that there is no reason why qualitative researchers

sirould not, where appropriate, use quantitalive measures. Simple counting

techniques, theoreticallv derived and ideally based on participants' orvtr

categories, can offer a meatls to sur\ze)' the wlrole corPus of data ordinarilv

lost in intensirre, qualitative research. Inste'ad of taking the researcher's word

for it, the reader has a cirance to gain a sense of the flavour of the data as a

whole. In turn, researchers are able to test and to revise their generalizations,

removing nagging doubts about the accuracy of their impressions about the

data.
I conclude this section, therefore, u'ith a statemelrt which shows the

absurditv of pushing too far the qualitative/quantitative distinction:

we are not faced, then, with a stark choice betrt'een words and numbers, or e\ren

between precise and imprecise data; but ratirer with a range from more to less

precise data. Furthermore, our decisions about rvhat ievel of precision is approprtate
in relation to any particular claim shorrld depend on the nature of rvhat we are trving

to describe, on the likellt accuracv of our descriptions, on our purposes, and on the

resoulces available to us; not on ideoiogical commitment to one methodological

paradigm or another. (Hammerslel', 1'992a: 1'63)

Attempt Exercise 2.3 crbout now



2 . 6  V A R I E T I E S  O F  Q U A T I T A T I V E  R E S E A R C H

\{riters of textbooks on qualitative nrethod, including myself (Siirrerman,
19.93), usuallv feel obiigated to define tlreir phenomenon and to risk suggesting
what qualitatiyc researcirers ma1, have in common. Martyn Hammerstej,
(1992) has takcn a cauti.us path by argui.g that, at best, we sl.rare a set of
preferences. These are set outin Table 2.5.

I -BLE - .5 f / l3 pr6,6,1pn-:s of  quol t fcs i tve reseor i :her- .

r .o l i lc i ive dorc urrr iersrood srr .p l . ,J  os ihe onolvsis o i  wor. l .  crnd rmcrges rr rher

'A  ! te fe re lc :  l . r r  i l i l l u ra l ] i !  occr tT i i i r i  r l c lc  -  obs : : rvo l ron  ra t lher  lhon  exper in ren i  L rns t rua lu fec t  \ . ,e rsu5
5ll 'uCIu Ieal n i!-1vi,...r ' .. i

A  p i e f e . r e n c e  l r r  i r a i t J l i t g s  t i l i l r e r  t h c n  b e l r o ' r , , , , ,  J l t e t n p l  r - -  t a  d a a u m a r l l l , - -  r o r i l  i r c r r  t i  e
po in i  c f  v  e r . , , i  i r r .  l , - - . rL . ie  s lu i l ie i '  (1 lonn,ers ' r \  I  aa . )2 :  I  O,5)
a  te le : l t : i r  ' : , i  T , . : , r r r :  - ! - - ra i t ! ! ;  os  c  m. ,de i
r '  p r e f e r e r : : -  r  r  r i r r  r  - r r / a ,  |  / l a l i r e s i s - i l e r a r . r i  r r l  r , - 3 ; ; 1 1 , 1 r  r . i h e r  l i r , r r  l i i r \ - r l l r + " i !  r : : l r r r g  : 1
U I C ) e l  J I L  I  : l l  |  ) O  

)

)oL i i .e  oc lop led  ' r  .  , : r  l  t .mmers l l t i , ,  )9e2 I  61 , - - l

Unfortur.ratel\-, as Har1rnrersle\'himself recognizes, e.rren such a cautious
list as that in TaLrle 2.5 is a l-ruge over-gerreralization. For instance, to take just
item 5 irr 

_the 
table, Lluaiitative research u'ould look a i itt le odd, after a historl,

of orrer 100 years, if i t had no hypotheses to test:
Moreover, if lve take the l isi l. u ."uro.,uble approximation of the mairr

features of qr,raiitative research, we can start to see wh1, it car-r be crit icized.
As alreadl' noted, in a world where nurnbers talk and peof.rie use the term'hard' 

science, a iailure to test hvpotheses, coupied with a reiection of natural
science methods. certair-rlv leave qualitative reiearchers open to crit icism.

so unless \tre Llse the negative criterion of being ,non-quaniitative,, 
there is

no agreed doctri.e underlying all qualitati 'e social research. lnstead, there
are manv ' isnrs' t lrat appear to l ie behind qualitative methods. we have already
seen hor.t '  crit ics of quantitative res"or.h accuse it of positivisrn. Ald rnan1,
readers of  th is  book wi l l  have a l re i rdy colne across other , isms,such as
feminism and preslmsdernism.

The most useful attempt to depict trrese different appr.acrres within
qualitative research is in Gubrium and Holstein (1gg7)..ih"1, rr" t l_re term'idiom' to encompass both tlre anarytical prefere.ces indicatecl by m1, term
model (see Table I I ) and the use of particr.rlar vocabularies, investigatory'styies
and ways of rvrit ing. They distinguisrr (and crit icize) foLrr dif iereirt , idioms,:

' l ,ktturnlis,r A relucta.ce to i 'rpose meaning and a preference to ,Eiet out
and observe thc field'.

'  Ethnometlndology shares naturalis*r's attention to detail but locates it in
talk-in-interaction.

' Emotionallsrr Desires'intirnate' contact with research subjects and favours
the personal biographl,.
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A preierence i r , i
l l ror  nur lbers

. Postnrcttlt,r'rzlsrrr Seeks to deconstruct the concepts of tl.re 'subject' and the
' f ie ld ' .

Some development of these ideas is four-rd in Table 2.6.

iABfE 2 6 ftc,t,t tluoltioltve rdiorrts

l . i ron Cor,cetr ts Pr- . ter- . i l  dotcr

l \ L t l u f o l r s r f

Eihnomethodol . , : l  r

Enr, : t lonci  sn

fa:ffil.]!ler r r | 5r r

Aal-r | :
,V\eonrrr . t .

/ r , lembers '  nrul i lods lor

cssembl lng [ , r ref  orrLeno

SL rb  ec t i v i l ,
Emrl  or

ka r ; i e5 : t r l : t l r ' . 1
Re f  ex r r  r n

Ci-lsen,,:ri lr

I  r fe l \  r  r ' / :

Auc iL i -  vLdeo reco tc l  lQ :

l l le l ' /  - \ \  r

AT , ,1hr r rL : r  o . le :

Slrurce:  o, : i rLr ie,J t r ; r r  Gutt iurr ,  cnC i - loL-; te l r '  l ' r ' l l

According to Gubrium and Holstein, qualitative researchers inhabit the'l ived

border between realitv and representation' (1997:102). On this border, in tlreir

viert ', each idiorn veers too far to otre side as foilows:

. NnttrrLtl istrr Its pursurt of the content oi evervday l ives offers deep insi{I lrts

into the 'what?' of reaiity at the price of the'how?' of reality's represeniattotr

(by both participants and researchers).
. Ethnomcthodology Its focus oll common-sense practices gives rewal'cl ing

answers to 'hort'?' questions but underplays the ' lvhat?' of contextttal

girzens.
. Emotionslisnr Helps us understand people's exPeriellces but at t ire cost

of privilc'ging a common-sellse category ('ernotion').
. Pttstnndernism Reveals practices of representaticln Lrut carr lead to a

niirilistic denial of content.

As a way out of this purely crit ical position, Gubriurn and Holstein offer

three valuable practical ploVs for the qualitative researcher. First, seeking a

middle ground to 'manage the tensions between realitl' and representation'

(7997: 7I4\, they show hort we can gir,e voice to each idiom's silenced

other. Tl-re figure of the ' insider', so dear to naturaiisl l l , can be treated as 'a

represented realitv' (7997: 703), as can emotionalism's 'feeling' subject

Equali l ' ,  conversation analysis's account of instituticlnality (see Chapter 6)

and Sacks's membershiP categorization anaivsis (see Chapter 5) sholv l 'rclu'

ethnomethodoiogy can put meat on the bare bones ot representation. Last,

while we must respect what postmodernism tells us about representation,

this can be treated as an incentive for ernpirically based description, not as

its epitaph. ?r



Atlempt Exercise 2.4 obout now

If 'qualitati 'e 
research' in'ol 'es manl' different, potentially confl icting.rnodels or idionrs, this shor,r.s tt.,ot it_," u,lrole ,;J^il i l ; l ;uantitative,

diclrotomy is open to cltrestron.
tn tire context of this book, i view most

:::11_l : :t:"* ", r.,, g;r y a u,., g",o.,,. A ; ff 
'[1r: 

:'lT:ffiil1%iil:::i:lstudents to obt.in a firsi grip o^ a difficurt fierd: the1,hel;,;;:1"";;" ilre jargon.At worst' t lrel ' are e\c'ses for .ot thi 'ki.g, whicli urr"-t" groups ofresearchers into 'arnred 
camps" u.r.villing to learn fronr one another.The implication I drar' is iha.t dolng 'q"r,rutiruri,r", 

researcrr shoulcr offer noprotection fro'r trre rigoro's, crit icar siandards ,nu, rno,,tJn" ,f ir,"a to an'enterprise corlcerned tci sort ,fact, 
from ,fanc\,,. 

Ultinatell,, souldl1,baseclknowleclge sirould be the cornmon 
";-';"n 

r".ial science (see Kirk a.d Milrer,I986:  10-11) .  As Hammersley argues:

,'-']: or"r"r:: of urqurry iI science is trre same wh:rtever metr.rod is used, and the retreatrrrto pararlignrs effectivel), sturtifies debate and hampe,rs p."g*rr-iinir, ,urr

KEY POINTS

\{4ren we compare q.uantitative antr quaritative research, we generarl' find,

ilff::fl1t:r:::lemphases 
berr'eerr ,rc.,oot.,rvrro thensetr"r..o.,tui.,,r,u.,r,

Qualitative researchers should celebrate r,researchers'aim to assembie and sift rn",rT:,""'il?,:;11:l..r" 
quantitarive

Reliability' and validitr. 
"lg 

kq, ,r,u1o oi 
"r,ul""i_f ,=*;.f-,Certain kinds of quantitative ^"ur.r.", *,

qualitatiye r"r"uri l. ' ' .  
rr!rrqrrvs rrtc<rbLrfes ma)'sometlmes be appropriate in

Flowerrer, a depende'ce on purell. quantitati 'e methods may, negiect thesocial and cultural constructron of the
research seeks to correiate. " 'ariables' 

which quantitative

Recommended Reoding

T}re most useful iniroductory texts ore Alon Brttee3) ".J-cJi"" s""lle ireegl sensibte ,,";:::_{1799)r, 
Nisel Gilbert

pcsirion ore ro be {ound in ,ra.,,r, rinriir.. i,lr"JJ',::#:l!".H"lli:'"';
11973) ion officiol sroijsiics)

in oddrtion io these generor texis, reoders ore urged to fomirjorize fhemserveswlth exomp/es of quoritolive,ond quontitotiu" ,.ulo...n Jt,".g ti"g)'gl onaLipset ei  ol .  {1962) ore good 
"*. lpLf 

. f  . . .n
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Exercise 2.1

This exerc ise grves you on oppor luni lv  io  ies l  your  understonding o l  Procfer  s
(1993j  orqumenis oboul  s to l is t icc l  corre lo i ions Tobie ?.7 re lofes vof ing i r
pf rn lers 'union e lect ions lo  hoving f r iends who ore o lso pnnlers Fxomine i t
core iu l l ,v  ond ihen onswer the quest ions beneoth i t

IASt= 
'2 

7 Club membershtp ortd voltng trt uniort elecrrcrts
(71  por i i c ipo t  ng  in  e lec i ions)

So.rrce: odcpier.:i from [icsel er ol

I Does Ia6le 2.7 show,f frot there rs on ossociction beNveen hoving cr priniing
fr iend ond por t ic ipot ing in  union e lect rons? Explo in corefu l ly ,  referr ing fo
fhe toble

2 Can we be conf ident  thot  bv coni ro i i ing for  the degree o i  pol i t ico l
inlerest of o printer, we prevenf crny correiciion beh.r,,een friendships ond
po r ' : c rpo l i on  be ing  -pu r i ous

Exercise 2.2

Review ony,  rs t . . r . .h  s fudy wi t l r  n ,h ich yoL,  cr re ioml l ior  T l - ren ons 'wer lhe
to l lowing quest ions:

I To wl-rol extenl ore rls rlethods ol reseorcf, {quolitoi 're, quonli lotive or cl
combinoi iorr  of  both)  oppropr io le lo  the nofure of  the reseorch quesi ion{s)
berng osked?

2 How for  does i ts  use of  these methods meet  lhe cr i l tc isrns of  both quol i lo t rve
onci  quont i io t ive reseorcf r  d iscussed in th is  chcpter2

3 ln  your  v iew, ,  how could th is  s tudy hove beer improved methodologicol i ,v
ond conceptuol ly?



schoo l  ; - , up . l i l , s  Fcc l r  bL rzzg roup  shou ld  now, fo rm two ' l eo rns ' { t eo r l  l i s

I
a

J

4
5

Teonr ls l ioL, lJ  forn ' ru lo ie o qucnt i rot ive srudy to reseorch thrs iopic
Teom l l  - . f ioLr ic l  suggest  l i r l i is , , /probiems rn ih is  s tudy { teom I  ro defendj
Teorn l r  s i rorr iC fornru lo le o quol i to i ive sf t rdy to reseorch th is  topic .
Teonr lshc,r ld  sr iggesf  l in ' i r ls7 'problenrs rn ih is  s tudy l rec;n-r  l l  rc ,  deiend)
Both fecrrns should now'com+ lc  ;ome c; r rc lusrons

Exercise 2.4

This exerc ise wr i l  o lso focus upc- ,n drug obuse omong sc-hool  pupi ls  l t  con be
done in Ixz.groups or  by indiv idr- ,o ls

Fo l i o r . v rng  Gubr ium ond  Ho ls le in ' s  11992 )  occoun t  o f  f ou r  
' j d i oms 'o f

quol i fo l ive reseorc l r  {Toble 2 oJ,  suggesr  how eoch id iorn nr ighl

c ie l ine o del rmrted reseorch problern on i i r rs  toprc
suggest  o por t icu lor  methodoiogy

I
2


