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[bookmark: _Toc157453103]Introduction
Undertaking research for the first time or as an early researcher can be confusing and highly complex (Mackenzie & Knipe, 2006). The way we view reality (ontology), how we acquire that knowledge (epistemology), and the values and beliefs we hold (axiology) form a lens or ‘paradigm’ on and through which any research is founded, conducted, viewed and interpreted (Scott, 2023a). To ensure research integrity, it is therefore vital to first fully explore and understand the researcher’s positionality via personal reflexivity to uncover and disclose potential unintentional biases, influences and assumptions that may affect choices in research design (Braun & Clarke, 2013; Mackenzie & Knipe, 2006; Scott, 2023b; Willig, 2012a; Willig, 2019).
By critically seeking, questioning and evaluating evidence towards current ‘best practice’ in initiatives and policy, teachers can strive towards a strong model of extending professionalism (Finney & Laurence, 2017). Pedagogical arts research provides opportunity to generate rich, complex and credible knowledge from the classroom and connect it to and test against wider educational issues (Dryburgh, 2022; Poulton, 2023). This allows teacher-researchers to immerse themselves in and build upon extant scholarship of their field, use research as a vehicle for change, and generate or validate new concepts in policy or curriculum (Finney & Laurence, 2017).
There is a growing field of voice practitioners interested in expanding their professional knowledge and skillset via research (Scott, 2022). Insider-, practitioner-led research within the work-based setting of the voice studio offers singing teachers the immersive and effective opportunity for personal and professional learning, development and deeply relevant problem-solving within their everyday practice (Dryburgh, 2022; Lester & Costley, 2010; Winter, 2020). A central component of work-based learning is self-managed and addresses real workplace issues with which the researcher is involved (Lester & Costley, 2010). As such, the insider-researcher should critically reflect on how their positionality impacts ethical issues and bias within insider-research, and how to safeguard against both (Costley et al., 2010).
This literature review aims to critically discuss ontological and epistemological viewpoints regarding research philosophy, paradigms and methodological approaches. It will then evaluate appropriate research methods and ethical considerations relating to insider-research within singing teaching practice. 
[bookmark: _Toc157453104]Understanding paradigms
Research paradigms can appear somewhat mysterious (Mackenzie & Knipe, 2006), and have historically been understood differently by “normal” traditional sciences and social sciences (Morgan, 2007). Gray (2009, p.579) defines a paradigm as a “perspective or worldview based upon sets of values and philosophical assumptions, from which distinctive conceptualizations and explanations of phenomena are proposed”. Guba, Lincoln and Denzin (e.g. 1994) identify three belief systems constituting a paradigmatic viewpoint: 1) ontology (the nature of reality), 2) epistemology (the nature of knowledge) and 3) methodology (the appropriate approach to systematic inquiry). Mertens (2010) builds upon this, recognising axiology (the nature of ethics) as a fourth significant component and defining paradigms as “metaphysical frameworks that guide researchers in the identification and clarification of their beliefs with regard to ethics, reality, knowledge and methodology”. Some would challenge the merging of ethics with the discussion of reality and knowledge (Morgan, 2007). Although axiology is highly important within social science research, Guba at al.’s (1994) three belief systems should have a “top-down” effect on everything that follows.
Identifying four interpretations of the term ‘paradigm’ within social science, Morgan (2007) compares research paradigms as i) worldviews ii) epistemological stances iii) shared beliefs within a research field and iv) model examples of how research is conducted within a given field (see Appendix A, p.22). Listing their advantages and disadvantages, he suggests these different understandings are not mutually exclusive but interconnected, defining paradigms as “systems of beliefs and practices that influence how researchers select both questions they study and methods that they use to study them”. Regardless of their definition, they therefore impact everything that follows in the singing teacher’s research process.
[bookmark: _Toc157453105]Comparing paradigms
Each paradigm has its own set of boundaries and restrictions (Scott, 2022), some of which are summarised in Gray (2014, see Appendix B, p.22) and Al-Ababneh’s (2020, see Appendix C, p.23) comparisons of positivism, phenomenology, interpretivism, realism and pragmatism. As can be seen, the independent, positivist researcher believes in a singular, objective reality, testing a hypotheses to find connection between measurable variables (Gray, 2009). A phenomenological paradigm is incompatible with this worldview and is more likely to fit with the subjective perspective and experience a singer-teacher brings to their research (Scott, 2022). It acknowledges a subjective reality in which researcher is part of the research process, inducing meaning and understanding from a given context (Gray, 2009). The pragmatist paradigm straddles both. It is highly complex and not necessarily fixed (Scott, 2022), accepting both an objective and/ or subjective understanding of reality to best fit a specific research question, and integrating these different perspectives and values to interpret data (Al-Ababneh, 2020). The choice of paradigm sets the intent, motivation and expectations for research, as well as the basis for subsequent choices in research design (Mackenzie & Knipe, 2006). Although complicated, understanding philosophical and theoretical perspectives underpinning research is therefore vital (Gray, 2009; Scott, 2022).
[bookmark: _Toc157453106]Positionality
The researcher’s philosophical positionality (and thus biases) result in particular methodologies, combining as a paradigm that constrain method choices appropriate for research (Braun & Clarke, 2013). Epistemological and ontological viewpoints of this positionality have been compared to the outer layer of a “research onion” (see Appendix D, p.24, Saunders & Thornhill, 2007, p.102); the progressional stages of the research process. This positionality is not static (Holmes, 2020) and it is the researcher’s duty to regularly question assumptions, scientific process, findings and separate knowledge from beliefs to ensure research integrity (Kelly, 2021; King et al., 2018). 
[bookmark: _Toc157453107]Ontological and epistemological viewpoints
The philosophical theories of ontology and epistemology are far from independent of each other (Braun & Clarke, 2013), with the relationship between what is known, how this knowledge is acquired and the directionality between the two debated (Bates & Jenkins, 2007; Kant, 2014).  Whereas ontology refers to the perceptions, assumptions and theories of what exists and the nature of being upon which we build our understanding of the world, epistemology refers to the nature of knowledge, providing a philosophical background of how knowledge is acquired, its legitimacy and adequacy (Braun & Clarke, 2013; Costley et al., 2010; Gray, 2009; Willig, 2019). 
The relationship between ontology and epistemology can be explored in the acquisition of knowledge as either objective (discovering an independent truth), constructive (constructing truth via the subject’s interaction with the world) or subjective (imposing meaning upon an object by the subject’s individual perspective) (Gray, 2009). Just as an archaeologist digs to discover artefacts, so does a realist view truth (knowledge) through an objective lens as obtainable and singular (Braun & Clarke, 2013). A relativist, however, acknowledges absolute truth as impossible and reality as a subjective, perspectival construct. Although ontology does not fully determine an epistemological position, it does therefore affect it and vice versa (Bates & Jenkins, 2007).
[bookmark: _Toc157453108]Confirmation bias
The pervasive epistemic tendency to support an existing belief or expectation by unjustifiably favouring certain evidence can impede reliable belief formation and negatively influence truth tracking (Peters, 2022). Confirmation bias is “an inclination to retain or a disinclination to abandon, a favoured explanation” which threatens the trustworthiness of research (McSweeney, 2021). It can take place unconsciously or fraudulently in a number of ways to promote a preferred outcome, including i) not considering rival explanations, ii) ignoring or not researching contrary evidence iii) using imaginary supportive advice, especially via hollow citations (devoid of implied evidence) and iv) revising a research procedure until a (“correct”) theory-predicted result is obtained (McSweeney, 2021; Greenwald et al., 1986). Bringing awareness and scrutiny to subtle forms of bias can achieve meaningful change with regards to research integrity (King et al., 2018; Pope et al., 2018).
[bookmark: _Toc157453109]Bias within research paradigms
Research paradigms inform practice explicitly and implicitly, and researchers might not be aware of the assumptions they bring with them (Willig, 2019). Even if the researcher chooses positivism, a paradigm valued for its objectivity (e.g. Braun & Clarke, 2013), bias can be present. The ‘scientific method’ or positivist approach to research philosophy views the social world as external to the researcher and tests a particular theory of cause and effect against the objective collection of measurable data such as via a spectrogram (Costley et al., 2010; Gray, 2009; Greenwald et al., 1986; Mackenzie & Knipe, 2006). Nevertheless, impartiality is not guaranteed. A favoured outcome can, for example, (unconsciously) be retained by not considering, researching or testing rival hypotheses and ignoring disconfirming data (Greenwald et al., 1986; McSweeney, 2021). 
Other paradigms attempt to acknowledge the conflict between researcher and truth. Post-positivism recognises truth to be influenced by researcher context and aims to control or remove subjective influences to discover a ‘single truth’ (Braun & Clarke, 2013). Yet by controlling or removing influences, the truth is still vulnerable to the researcher’s bias in the decisions they make. Supporting data may be overemphasised and counter evidence diminished, falsely confirming a favoured hypothesis (McSweeney, 2021). Greenwald et al. (1986) suggest a solution to this in a results- over theory-focussed research process. The contextualist paradigm approaches research as a discovery process to disclose a hypothesis’ full contextual meaning by revealing its hidden assumptions and displacing theory testing as the central goal of research (McGuire, 1983 cited in Greenwald et al. 1986).
Some paradigms (e.g. interpretivism, phenomenology and naturalism) value the subjectivity of truth grounded in people’s experiences, recognising the observer-researcher’s ‘value-bonded’ perspective as part of the process (Gray, 2009). (Social) constructivism, (also known as interpretivism), generally begins without a hypothesis. With the aim of inducing and developing a theory during the research process, it often uses qualitative or mixed-methods data collection to find patterns and meaning (Creswell, 2007; Mackenzie & Knipe, 2006). As it views reality as socially constructed through the individual’s complex, subjective experience (Creswell, 2007; Mertens, 2010), constructivism is ideally placed to examine the “nuanced, personal inter-relationships experienced with the teaching studio” (Winter, 2020, p.21). Greenwald et al. (1986) even suggest researcher bias is not actually too great a concern when using a subjective paradigm such as constructivism, recognising scientific disciplines (e.g. voice science) as their own social systems which complement and mutually compensate theoretical biases. Nevertheless, as a paradigm defines the exact nature of research, how knowledge is studied and interpreted (Mertens, 2010), every effort should be made to acknowledge the restrictions and bias within that framework.
[bookmark: _Toc157453110]Qualitative and quantitative research
Qualitative and quantitative research paradigms are not to be confused with their associated methodologies (Braun & Clarke, 2013). The (‘big Q’ ) Qualitative paradigm refers to the broader framework of qualitative practice surrounding qualitative beliefs, assumptions and values of the researcher that knowledge is contextual and partial. (‘Small q’) qualitative methodology refers to qualitative data collection and techniques (not necessarily within the Qualitative paradigm). The broad differences between both paradigms can be compared in Appendix E, p.25 (Braun & Clarke, 2013).
[bookmark: _Toc157453111]Methodology
Mackenzie and Knipe (2006) define methodology as the overall approach to research, linked to the research paradigm, whereas Crotty (1998) refers to a less passive idea of strategy and plan of action which determines particular research methods for a desired outcome. Methodology affects how research participants are selected, appropriate data collected and by whom, as well as the role of the researcher throughout (Braun & Clarke, 2013). 
Normative understanding of ideal theory in practice asserts methodological choice should be based upon the research question (Blaikie, 2000; Braun & Clarke, 2013; Crotty, 1998). In reality researchers may however first choose a methodology before forming their question (Bryman, 2007b). This may be due to i) a preference for or commitment to the methodology ii) habit iii) familiarity or comfort iv) the desire for a more interesting narrative v) an increased likelihood of publication within a particular field vi) a need to interpret quantitative/ qualitative results vii) a need to generalise findings viii) pressure from a funding body or institution ix) a desire to gain attention from policy makers and x) bias within their social science field for the ‘general superiority’ of the methodology (Bryman, 2007b). Indeed Willig (2012a) stresses the need to develop reflexive awareness for the latter biases of how ontological and epistemological assumptions inform research questions and the methodological choices made. Perhaps it is therefore more realistic to acknowledge the impact of research positionality, paradigm and approach on both question and design (see Appendix F, p.26, Mackenzie & Knipe, 2006). 
[bookmark: _Toc157453112]Qualitative and quantitative
Different methodological approaches can be applied to similar topics to explore different perspectives. Quantitative research maps broad, population-level patterns in behaviour and changes in trends (Braun & Clarke, 2013). This methodology might be applied, for example, to measuring acoustic changes in the male vocal range during puberty (see Willis & Kenny (2008), ‘Relationship Between Weight, Speaking Fundamental Frequency, and the Appearance of Phonational Gaps in the Adolescent Male Changing Voice’). Qualitative research instead seeks contextual meaning, allowing the subject to frame an issue using their own perspective and references, and embracing the complex, contradictory nature of people (Braun & Clarke, 2013). A qualitative approach, then, might look at how male teenage singers are affected by puberty (see Shivji et al. (2021), ‘Hearing the unheard voice-puberty experiences of young Pakistani men: A qualitative study’). “In the same way objectivity is valued in the quantitative paradigm, subjectivity is positively valued in the qualitative paradigm (Braun & Clarke, 2013, p.36).” Taken as a given, human bias and subjectivity must be considered carefully, but can actually be used as a research tool. Perspective will therefore affect the data valued and methodological approach taken by the researcher.
[bookmark: _Toc157453113]Mixed-methods
In the 1960s there appeared to be a clear dichotomy between scientific quantitative and subjective qualitative approaches (Mackenzie & Knipe, 2006). However, the mixed-methods approach of selecting from a wide variety of complementary, suitable qualitative (e.g. see Appendix G, Creswell, 2007, p.27), quantitative, and combined theories, techniques and tools is now considered a flexible, effective alternative to answering a research question (Braun & Clarke, 2013; Mackenzie & Knipe, 2006; Morgan, 2007). By collecting and analysing both quantitative and qualitative data, a broader perspective can be achieved (Mertens, 2010). This is demonstrated in Davies et al. (2023) where quantitative methods were used to qualitatively measure student well-being before and after a singing project intervention, followed by qualitative thematic analysis of a focus group transcript regarding the children’s experience at the end of the project.
There can however be disadvantages to a mixed-methods approach (Gray, 2009). Practically speaking, research students are unlikely to have time or resources to combine quantitative and qualitative data collection (Silverman, 2014). A mono-method may therefore be more effectively conducted. Qualitative and quantitative findings may also not easily be combined or complement each other effectively (Bryman, 2006). To avoid this problem, ‘integration of findings’, including reliable combination of data interpretation, analysis and write up, should be considered (Bryman, 2007a; Silverman 2014). Furthermore, mixed-methods may give the researcher mistaken hope they are providing an (unobtainable) ‘whole picture’. This can lead to biased or under-analysed data and an imprecise or theoretically confused research problem (Silverman, 2014). Finally, the researcher should consider whether a clearly defined paradigm can be achieved when mixing philosophies and methodologies (Bryman, 2007a; Greene et al., 1989). To mitigate these potential problems, careful planning, consideration of data integration, and defensible rationales based on comprehensive theory must accompany the design and implementation of mixed-methods evaluations in order to inspire confidence in research findings (Fielding, 2012; Greene et al., 1989).
[bookmark: _Toc157453114]Research methods
Research methods are the “systematic approach towards the collection of data so that information can be obtained” (Gray, 2009, p.578). Creating an effective ‘blueprint’ addressing the research problem as logically and unambiguously as possible from the start, and avoiding the tendency to choose methods influenced by cultural, personal and professional background, is essential (Elmer & Elmer, 2000; Sun et al., 2018; Thakur, 2021).
Quantitative and qualitative research methods are rarely simply ‘right’ or ‘wrong’ (Silverman, 2014). Equally none are likely to be a perfect fit for any design. The benefits and weaknesses of each should rather be carefully considered when planning the research process (Scott, 2023c). In a broad overview, the claimed common features of qualitative and quantitative research methods, results and analysis were discussed amongst a group of researchers, their judgements (and biases) compared in Appendix H, p.28 (Halfpenny, 1979). Quantitative methods were described as fixed, objective and scientific, whilst qualitative methods were labelled exploratory, subjective and descriptive. Relating this then to voice research, the fixed, acoustic range mapped across the years of puberty in young male singers can be quantified objectively and scientifically with spectral analysis (Willis & Kenny, 2008). This will not, however, expose, describe and qualify the emotional impact on the male singer of changes to the voice (see Shivji et al., 2021) and what this means for him in a broader life context as an interview or oral history might. To demonstrate this further, and using Mackenzie and Knipe (2006) Appendix F p.26 as a template, Appendix I p.29 explores two contrasting hypothetical studies of the same research topic (“differences between singing and instrumental practice”) using two paradigms and their resulting methodological approaches, methods and data collection. This exercise again stressed the importance of understanding what information is required to answer the research question effectively. 
[bookmark: _Toc157453115]Quantitative methods
Quantitative research methods deduce patterns and trends using systematic, mathematical techniques (Gray, 2009). Walker (2005) lists three types of quantitative research method: i) descriptive research (looking at the frequency of an event such as ‘Trends in Singing Voice Research’ (Pestana et al., 2019)) ii) correlational research (examining links between variables to develop a hypotheses such as perceived benefits associated between choral singing and Quality of Life (QOL) (Johnson et al., 2013)) and iii) experimental research (a randomised, controlled trial to test an existing hypotheses such as Daffern et al. (2019), which provided a virtual reality system to control variables within a group singing experiment). The studies above use the empirical methods of frequency tables, questionnaires, checklists, surveys, electroencephalography headsets, Shimmer GSR+ sensors, electrolaryngographs and spectral analysis to collect measurable data.
Method validity and reliability can still be threatened, even if methods are appropriate to the research question. One such threat to quantitative methods is sampling selection and bias (Smith & Noble, 2014). “A good sample is a miniature of the population – just like it, only smaller (Fink, 2002, p.1).” Whilst random sampling of a population is the ideal, if too small, scope to generalise results is limited and can lead to misrepresentation and misinterpretation (Gray, 2009; Smith & Noble, 2014). Gray (2009) therefore suggests the quality of sample is more important and practical for smaller studies with limited resources. Sample participants should be a fair representation of the population being researched and as free from bias as possible (Walliman, 2001). Achieving this from a random selection of students within a small singing teaching practice is likely to be difficult. The voice researcher may therefore consider non-random sampling as the best course of action. One way to approach this is via ‘purposive sampling’ where the researcher deliberately selects what they believe to be a representative cross-section of a (small) population (Gray, 2009). Nonetheless, avoiding making generalisations from this limited sample is still vital to results validity and reliability, with value found rather in indicative trends for further, wider research.
[bookmark: _Toc157453116]Qualitative methods
Researchers cannot escape the subjective nature of qualitative methods (Morris & Paris, 2022). Although interviews, focus group discussions, observations, open-ended questionnaires and documentary reviews offer flexible, in-depth and detailed means of discovering information and meaning within typically smaller samples (Mwita, 2022), they are vulnerable to researcher bias likely found in the descriptive and interpretive flaws of collected data and how it is explained theoretically (Johnson, 1997). One way to address this, bolster confidence in accuracy, and increase research credibility is through ‘member checking’ (Gray, 2009; Morris & Paris, 2022), where participants review and confirm the researcher’s accounts and conclusions of their experience (Silverman, 2014). First however, it is worthwhile addressing the fundamental importance of reflexivity towards the researcher’s implicit and confirmation question bias in interviews and questionnaires (e.g. Cairns-Lee et al., 2022; Choi & Pak, 2004; Powell et al., 2012; Stivers & Majid, 2007). Without such reflexivity, resulting data can be misleading, unfair and over- or underemphasised (Slattery et al., 2011). In order to reduce the impact of confirmation bias upon data, leading questions should therefore be avoided as much as possible, with priority given to open-ended questions (Powell et al., 2012). This can be achieved by again paying careful attention to research, question, and interview/ questionnaire design and how it is administered (Choi & Pak, 2004).
[bookmark: _Toc157453117]Triangulation
Triangulation is a process which uses multiple methods, sources, theories and evidence to converge, analyse and corroborate a theme or perspective, providing another strategy to test validity of and promote a study’s consistency, comprehensiveness and robustness (Carter et al., 2014; Creswell, 2007; Roberts & Priest, 2006; Thurmond, 2001). Of five types of research triangulation (including i) method(ological), ii) investigator, iii) theory, iv) data (source) and v) environmental), early voice researchers are perhaps best placed to utilise ‘method triangulation’ through the collection of multiple, qualitative or mixed-methods data, as well as ‘theory triangulation’ in their literature review and results discussion to support or refute findings (Carter et al., 2014; Guion et al., 2011). Here, epistemology and paradigm should be considered in the understanding of truth, either as singular or constructed through lived and shared experience (Moon, 2019). Rather than weaken an argument, inconsistencies should be seen as opportunity to discover deeper meaning within data and identify areas for future study (Guion et al., 2011; Moon, 2019).
Triangulation strategies do not strengthen a flawed or poorly designed study and the researcher should be aware of their disadvantages (Thurmond, 2001). Drawbacks include unnecessary increased workload to collect and analyse large amounts of data, increased margin for error, and conflict between researcher (method) biases and theoretical frameworks. To avoid narrowly viewing triangulation simply as the combination of different methods of investigation, Begley (1996) suggests a more engaged, conscious process, using a ‘triangulation state of mind’ to permeate, cross-check and validate multiple data sources continuously. The researcher should be able to give clear rationale as to how implemented triangulation methods enhance the study for them to be valid (Begley, 1996; Thurmond (2001).
[bookmark: _Toc157453118]Ethics
No formal research project (especially involving human or animal participants) can usually proceed without ethical approval from its supporting or partnering institution (Costley et al., 2010; UWTSD, 2022a), yet ethics should be considered at every stage of the research process from design through to write up (Helps, 2017; Silverman, 2014). Music research struggles to be regulated by the absolute rules found in medicinal sciences and each researcher’s unique ethical rules, epistemology, cultural and axiological background will have implications on their research project (Costley et al. 2010; Poulton, 2023; Queiroz, 2013). It is therefore vital to work from a standardised code of practice or ‘framework’ (based on considered moral principles, rules and virtues) to provide practical solutions founded within commonly accepted ethical theory (Beauchamp & Childress, 2019). 
Ethical frameworks can be used by teachers and institutions alike to create rich ethical environments for education, sharpen decision making and provide the tools to face professional ethical dilemmas (Mathur & Corley, 2014). There are five frameworks that can be applied to educational settings, each prioritising a different focus (Furman, 2004). These are i) care ii) justice iii) critique iv) profession or v) community, their core ideas and implications compared in Appendix J, p.30 (Mathur & Corley, 2014). By keeping an ethical framework and its underpinning principles central to ongoing reflexivity, teacher-researchers can navigate ethical dilemmas confidently and safely (Poulton, 2023).
[bookmark: _Toc157453119]Ethical issues specific to insider-research
Insider-research offers easy opportunity for study within a familiar field and setting (e.g the voice studio), with readily available, open and receptive participants (existing singing students) (Ashworth & Burke, 2023; Snellgrove & Punch, 2022). Mockler (2007) states the importance of deeply embedding ethics within research practice, not only as a moral issue to safeguard participants, but to research critically and ensure quality, fairness and equity in practitioner research and professional practice. 
Ethical issues involved may pertain to i) the exploitation and deception of (vulnerable) people, ii) negligent or deliberate exposure of participants’ identity or data, iii) researcher bias of participants or groups the researcher does not like, iv) (not) gaining informed, voluntary consent from participants and v) safeguarding both researcher and participant (Silverman, 2014). Whilst these mainly affect participants, insider-researchers can be personally challenged by pressure to fit research to a pre-existing narrative of an institution, or requests to “collaboratively” align with a funding institution’s existing findings and wishes (Snellgrove & Punch, 2022). A further challenge may involve recruiting a colleague with whom the researcher shares a professional and/ or personal past, maintaining ‘distance’ from and protecting their anonymity, as well as deciding what to tell them before and after they participate (Mercer, 2007; Poulton, 2023). “The researcher’s relationship with the researched is not static, but fluctuates constantly, shifting back and forth along a continuum of possibilities (Mercer, 2007).” Insider-researchers should therefore ideally seek “reactive collaboration” with research accountability and integrity found in a non-insider colleague’s contribution (or tutor/ supervisor’s support) (Snellgrove & Punch, 2022).
[bookmark: _Toc157453120]Minimising ethical issues in research
UWTSD (2022a) recognises i) honesty ii) rigour ii) transparency and open communication iv) care and respect and v) accountability as central to its own ethical framework, which is founded on the principles listed in Appendix K, p.31. To demonstrate its application. a hypothetical mixed-methods study ‘How do teenage singer attitudes to and methods of practising voice differ from practising an instrument?’ was considered using UWTSD (2022b) application form for ethical approval. Safeguards for participant, researcher, university, Voice Study Centre and environment are laid out in Appendix L p.32, aiming to minimise potential risk of conducting a study within an independent secondary boarding school.
[bookmark: _Toc157453121]Benefits of and considerations for insider-research
With the likelihood of a greater, swifter rapport between researcher and participant than an outsider-researcher, reciprocity allows the researcher to more easily understand participants’ needs, appropriate questions to ask, and ways to acquire data (Finney & Laurence, 2017; Mercer, 2007). Familiarity can however cause the insider-researcher to share more personal experience and opinion than they would otherwise, consequently influencing participants’ interview responses unintentionally (Mercer, 2007). Here careful planning and reflexivity during the process is essential (Scott, 2023e). Refraining from drawing on personal knowledge and experience and relying on a highly or semi-structured interview format can set the boundaries needed to avoid data contamination (Mercer, 2007; Snellgrove & Punch, 2022). 
Understanding cultural logistics, distinct language and practices of a work-based setting gives a unique perspective to the insider-research process and can also make it easier (Costley et al., 2010; Snellgrove & Punch, 2022). It can however lead to assumptions from both researcher and participant, with the researcher assuming a certain level of “insider” knowledge from the participant and a “self-evident” nature in their findings (researcher bias), and the participant assuming an agenda from, or knowledge in, the researcher that may not exist (informant bias) (Mercer, 2007; Snellgrove & Punch, 2022). Here, continual reflexivity is vital for acknowledging, understanding and navigating potential unintentional bias that may impact research and its validity, rigor and trustworthiness (Braun & Clarke, 2013; Galdas, 2017). 
Finally, the ‘observer effect’ should be acknowledged (Helps, 2017). By observing through a research lens, the researcher’s relationship with self and between self and participant changes and may affect how the researcher interacts with participants. This can have an impact not only on the research process, but the longer term researcher-participant relationship and should be carefully considered, managed and accounted for. In her investigation of the efficacy of pupils constructing songs to aid learning of English Tudor history, classroom teacher-researcher Craine (2011, cited in Finney & Laurence, 2017) observed only tentative results. She did however note a generally positive impact of her study upon classroom singers as ‘co-researchers’. From being observed, participants not only developed a positive sense of self and agency, they also gained new skills, ways of questioning and thinking and increased social competency. Although researching a particular topic may not achieve the expected effects, the observer effect can encourage reflexivity in singing students, consequently increasing agency within their own practice.
With the subjective, complex nature of insider-research, the long-term value of music teacher research has been questioned (Costley et al., 2010; Finney & Laurence, 2017). However, just as the observer effect changes the relationship with self and the observed, Finney and Laurence (2017) put forward a strong argument for classroom-based singing teacher-research. By simply questioning prevalent assumptions, teacher-researchers can open up new perspectives and practices, enlarge their field, reveal and describe insights which can further inform it, and become active agents of change within and beyond their own practice.
[bookmark: _Toc157453122]Conclusion
This essay has discussed the importance of identifying shifting researcher ontological and epistemological viewpoints with regards to research philosophy, paradigms and methodological approaches (Holmes, 2020). It has evaluated quantitative, qualitative and mixed-methods and has stressed the importance of considering and acknowledging bias and ethics throughout (Helps, 2017; Kelly, 2021; King et al., 2017; Silverman, 2014). Analysis of the available literature acknowledges that placing both research question and researcher reflexivity at the centre of design and process will help reduce bias and assumption and ensure the validity and integrity of insider-research (Braun & Clarke, 2013; Galdas, 2017; Gray, 2009). It will also align with the ethical principle of beneficence (‘do positive good’) within a singing teaching practice and the field of voice science (UWTSD, 2022a), which ‘could’ surely be one of the reasons for which both teacher-researcher and singer-participant are there.
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Table 3. Comparison of four interpretations of the term ‘paradigm’. Taken from Morgan (2007). Information collated from Kuhn’s (1970) 2nd ed. “Postscript”.
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Summary of positivist and phenomenological paradigms
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Table 1. Summary of positivist and phenomenological paradigms taken from Gray (2014, p.61). Adapted from Easterby-Smith et al. (2002).
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Description automatically generated]Table 2. Comparison of the research philosophies. Taken from Al-Ababneh (2020). Information collated from Saunders et al. (2009, p.119).
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Figure 4. The research ‘onion’. Taken from Saunders & Thornhill (2007, p.102). Original source from Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill (2006).












Appendix E
Broad differences between quantitative and qualitative paradigms
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Table 5. Broad differences between quantitative and qualitative paradigms. Taken from Braun & Clarke (2013, p.4). Adapted and expanded from Tolich & Davidson (2003).








Appendix F
The impact of research positionality, paradigm and approach on research question and design
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Contrasting characteristics of five qualitative approaches
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Table 6. Contrasting characteristics of five qualitative approaches. Taken from Creswell (2007, pp.78-79). 




Appendix H
Discussion overview of qualitative and quantitative research methods, results and analysis.
	Qualitative
	Quantitative

	soft
dry
flexible/ fluid
grounded
descriptive/ exploratory
pre-scientific
subjective
inductive
speculative/ illustrative
political
non-rigorous
idiographic
holistic
interpretivist
exposes (actors’) meanings
phenomenological
relativistic
case-study
good
bad
	hard 
wet
fixed
abstract
explanatory
scientific
objective
deductive
hypothesis testing
value-free
rigorous
nomothetic
atomistic
positivist
imposes sociological theory
empiricist/ behaviourist
universalistic
survey
bad
good

	Table 8. Discussion overview of qualitative and quantitative research methods, results and analysis. Taken from (Halfpenny, 1979).


                          
 




Appendix I
Two contrasting hypothetical studies of the same research topic using different paradigms.
[image: A diagram of steps to a lesson

Description automatically generated]
Figure 9. Two contrasting hypothetical studies of the same research topic using different paradigms. Based on Mackenzie & Knipe (2006) Appendix G.
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Five ethical frameworks suitable for education
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Table 10. Five ethical frameworks suitable for education. Taken from Mathur & Corley (2014).











Appendix K
Founding principes of UWTSD’s ethical framework ‘Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice’
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Figure 11. Founding principes of UWTSD’s ethical framework ‘Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice’. Taken from University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD) (2022a).










Appendix L
Ethical risk assessment for hypothetical mixed-methods study ‘How do teenage singer attitudes to and methods of practising voice differ from practising an instrument?’
	
	Risk
	Safeguarding risk management

	
Participant
	Physical harm e.g. over-practising and vocal strain
	Discuss with and provide participant information on vocal health prior to and during research (see BVA Take care of your voice handout).

	
	Mental harm e,g. self-induced pressure to produce ‘good results’
	Inform students prior to study of the research’s impartiality and independence from other studies and qualifications.

	
	Emotional harm e.g. if (lack of) practice is highly connected to participant self-worth and efficacy
	Discuss with and provide participant information on vocal health prior to and during research (see BVA The effects of stress and emotion on the voice handout).

	
	Challenges to participant rights (diversity, lifestyle, values or attitudes) within focus group or informal discussion by other participants
	Ground rules for group discussion to be clearly and carefully presented in writing beforehand and verbally before group discussion.

	
	Physical, mental, emotional and time costs of research project to participants are out of proportion to benefits.
	Inform participants of right to withdraw from research at any time during or after process.

	
	Lack of informed, voluntary consent
	· Inform participant of the aims and procedures of the research in writing and verbally.
· Obtain participants’ written and verbal, voluntary agreement to take part on the basis of aims and procedures detailed, if over 18.
· Obtain participants’ verbal agreement and guardian’s written voluntary agreement to take part on the basis of aims and procedures detailed, if under 18 or boarding.
· Inform participants of right to withdraw from research at any time during or after process.

	
	Questions raised, misunderstandings or concerns developed following during or following the research process
	Provide support and additional information after taking part in the research.


	
	Identity of participant revealed 
	· Discuss requirement for anonymity beyond focus group both in writing and verbally at the beginning of discussion(s).
· Ensure anonymity unless consent is given prior.

	
	Confidence of participant broken 
	Ensure consent given verbally and in writing for responses to be used anonymously in results discussion.

	
	Personal data provided by participant is breached.
	Ensure electronic, physical, audio and video data is stored in accordance with current GDPR requirements.

	
	Participant vulnerability online e.g. interaction between researcher and/ or other participants
	Ensure all communication is carried out via school intranet and email in accordance with school policy.

	
Researcher/
investigator


	Mental harm e.g. stress from task management around work and personal commitments
	Create Gantt chart for task management from research design through to write up and participant debrief.

	
	Emotional harm e.g. results bring up difficult feelings
	· Check-in with tutor regularly. 
· Seek further support from the university if needed.

	
	Accusation of harm/ impropriety when lone working
	· Carry out all work in line with school safeguarding policy and university ethics framework.
· Ensure focus group is recorded and stored correctly. 
· Communicate online with participants only through school agreed, protected  channels.

	
	Conflict of interest between participant welfare/ progress and research aims.
	Stop immediately and seek advice from tutor.

	
	Conflict of interest between school/ university narrative and research results.
	Stop immediately and seek advice from tutor.

	
UWTSD/
VSC
	Adverse publicity in the event of participant accusation of researcher
	· Researcher to follow university ethical framework to the best of their ability. 
· Researcher to discuss any potential concerns with VSC immediately.

	
Environment
	Waste of resources e.g. paper
	Keep communication, consent and data collection digital, unless hard copy requested by participant or guardian.

	
	Pollution
	Restrict research to current teaching day if possible, to reducing impacts of extra travel.

	Table 12. Ethical risk assessment for hypothetical mixed-methods study ‘How do teenage singer attitudes to and methods of practising voice differ from practising an instrument?’. Based on UWTSD (2022b) PG2-E1 application form for ethical approval.
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explores difference and divergence within data

Tends to be theory-testing, and deductive

Tends to be theory generating, and inductive

(working up from the data)

Values detachment and impartiality (objectivity)

Values personal involvement and partiality

(subjectivity, reflexivity)

Has a fixed method (harder to change focus once

data collection has begun)

Method is less fixed (can accommodate a shift in

focus in the same study)

Can be completed quickly

Tends to take longer to complete because it is

interpretative and there is no formula

‘Adapted (and expanded) from Tolich & Davidson (2003)
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Table 4.1 Contrasting Characteristics of Five Qualitative Approaches

Characteristics  Narrative Research  Phenomenology Grounded Theory  Ethnography Case Study
Focus Exploring the life  Understanding the  Developing a Describing and Developing an in-
of an individual essence of the theory grounded in  interpreting a depth description
experience data from the field  culture-sharing group  and analysis of a
case or multiple cases|
| Type of Needing to tell Needing to describe  Grounding a Describing and Providing an in-
Problem Best stories of the essence of a theory in the views  interpreting the shared  depth understanding
Suited for individual lived phenomenon  of participants patterns of culture of a case or cases
Design experiences of a group
| Discipline - Drawing from Drawing from Drawing from Drawing from Drawing from
Background the humanities philosophy, sociology anthropology and psychology, law,
i including psychology, and sociology political science,
anthropology, education medicine
literarure, history,
psychology, and
sociology
Uniit of Studying one or Studying several Studying a process,  Studying a group that  Studying an event, a
Analysis more individuals  individuals that action, or shares the same ‘program, an activity,
have shared the interaction culture more than one
experience involving many individual

individuals
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individual’s life

Characteristics Narrative Research ~ Phenomenology Grounded Theory  Ethnography Case Study
Data Collection  Using primarily Using primarily Using primarily Using primarily Using multiple
Forms interviews and interviews with interviews with observations and sources, such as
documents individuals, 20-60 individuals interviews, but interviews,
although perhaps collecting observations,
documents, . other sources during documents,
observations, and extended time in field  artifacts
art may also be
considered
Data Analysis Analyzing data for  Analyzing data for Analyzing Analyzing data Analyzing data
Strategies stories, significant data through through description of  through
“restorying” statements, meaning ~ open coding, the culture-sharing description of the
stories, developing  units, textural and axial coding, group; themes about case and themes
themes, often using  structural selective coding the group of the case
a chronology description, as well as
description cross-case themes
of the “essence”
Written Report  Developing a Describing the Generating a Describing how Developing a |
narrative about the  “essence” of the theory illustrated in  a culture-sharing detailed analysis of
stories of an experience a figure group works one or more cases
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Step 1: Singing practice

|
| |
Step 2: Differences between singing Step 2: Differences between singing
and instrumental practice and instrumental practice
| |
Step 3: Descriptive Step 3: Mixed-methods
| |

Step 4: Research question (following Step 4: Research question (following
literature review) refined to: literature review) refined to:

‘What are the differences in dedicated ‘How do teenage singer attitudes to and

rﬁaTt?éire1ffovrct>iacgdarr?de?r??nss?ritr‘;\v::tnin methods of practising voice differ from
P! ) practising an instrument?’

teenage musicians?’
| |
Step 5: Quantitative Step 5: Mixed-methods
| |

Step 6: Questionnaire Step 6: Questionnaire & focus group
/ /

Step 7: Cross sectional study of
teenage students collected by
singing teacher members of
nationwide (UK) AOTOS
(Association of Teachers of Singing)

Step 7: Cross sectional study of teenage
students from one music department at an
independent secondary boarding school,
collected by insider-researcher
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Table 1. Ethical frameworks in teacher education

Framework(s) Focus Main Ideas Role of Teacher
Caring  for  individuals Meets individual _student
Compassion oriented; values  promoting compassion, needs, and develops positive
Care nen passic S an
people over principles empathy, maintaining relationships  that  show
relationships and dignity nurturing and care for students
Respects individual students
Promoting faimess by valuing and deals with them with
Justice Rules based decision making ~rights, rules and  laws, faimess, follows due process
supporting equitable treatment  to protect civil and human
rights
Engages in discourses of
Challenging ~ status  quo, questioning the status quo,
Critiaue A paradigm that can see the initiating social discourse to analyzes and evaluates who
& law as distinct from ethics ~ confront moral issues and benefited from the laws, and
inequities demonstrates  sensitivity  to
inequities
Guiding values within the j:.rc‘;::‘g et mm“s:u::m‘:c Uses - professional - code of
Profession Juicing : > P S ethics and keeps the student at
teaching profession professional  standards ~and o
.o ) the center of decisions
decision-making
Community-based decision L romoting leadership through -\ community
! ) community values, ’
. making for the best interest —— N issues, ie., student
Community maintaining relationships and 5
or greatest good for the local ! S 3¢ achievement and success for
* collaboration, and  building
community all

community
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Beneficence: 'do positive good'

Non-malfeasance: ‘do no harm’

Rights: Protect participants’ interests

Risk Management: Ensure participant and researcher safety and risk: i.e., the need to
avoid harm or potential harm.

Proportionality: Consider and protect against where necessary the impact of work on
others

Ensure informed consent: i.e., the need to inform participants of the aims and
procedures of the research and obtain their agreement to take part on the basis of this
information (although this should not be the legal basis for processing research data
under the Data Protection Act and UK GDPR)

Avoid deception: i.e., the need to avoid deception in informing participants about the
research, or to justify the need for deception if necessary

Provide debriefing: i.e., the need to provide participants with additional information to
support them after taking part in the research, and/or to provide true information if
deception was necessary originally
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Allow withdrawal from Investigation: i.e., the need to inform participants of their right
to withdraw from the research at any stage, including during or at the end of their
involvement

Ensure confidentiality: i.e., the need to reassure participants that information they
provide will not be disclosed without prior consent to others other than within the context
of the research, or at a minimum will be made anonymous

Data security and archiving: i.e., to ensure that research data is held in a secure
manner consonant with the requirements of the Data Protection Act and that it is
archived in such a way that it will be accessible for future audit purposes. Special
attention should be made with regard to funding body requirements to submit research
data to open repositories.




