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Introduction
The qualitative-quantitative is a fundamental division within the methods of psychological research, however some research view these two approaches as complementary. (Coolican 2009) 
Reason and Rowan (1981) describes phenomenon they call `quantophrenia`: There is so much measurement going on. Some things which are numerically precise are not true; and some things which are not numerical are true. Orthodox research produces results which are statistically significant but humanly insignificant; in human inquiry it is much better to be deeply interesting than accurately boring. (Reason, Rowan 1981) 
Hypothetico-deductive method is the traditional approach to scientific research in psychology. It has strict variable definition, control, and measurement with strong structured sampling. Positivism is an is approach modelled after the ‘natural’ sciences, incorporating a philosophical view of science. 
Extreme empiricist might say that directly observable event or directly measured internal ones are all that is, and assuming extra concepts would be unobjective and unscientific. OF course, there is always need to be careful in recognising the difference between construct and measurement of that construct in research. The extent measure actually coincide with the construct is called construct validity. (Coolican 2009)
 Around mid-1970s expansion of applied psychology into new areas of interest such as health or disability lead into discussion around quantification of “people” as scientific subjects. To explain behaviour, we use psychological construct, building concept upon the signs or manifestation of said construct. Qualitative research emphasises meanings and experiences, often verbally described or neutral description of what has been observed. 
In the past there have been number of studies that from current view we perceive as unethical and possibly even immoral. Nowadays Institutional Review Board (IRB) approves both funded and unfunded studies conducted at university to make sure the research conducted is ethical. All participants of the study must be given enough information about the study procedure, including any potential harm, to decide if they want to participate, and they must sign consent form. No participant can be forced to stay in the study even if they sign consent form. If there is some sort of deception used during the study, it must be declared at the end of the study at the debriefing. Any potential researcher who would like to use deception in their study must have approval for it from IRB, they must demonstrate that the potential scientific gain is higher than any potential cost to the participants. (Baumeister, Bushman 2014) 
[bookmark: _dsvnoijvhtct]Aim
Critically compare the relative strengths, limitations, and ethical considerations of qualitative and quantitative research design, using Crowd Violence as applied example of societal behaviour.

Method
[bookmark: _em4usz7skb1]Definition of crowd, as all definitions, vary from author to author. For our purposes let's agree that crowd is more than handful of people, residing in the same physical space, have a common goal or interest, interact , display similar behaviour in unfamiliar situation and are together for measurable amount of time. Violence we define as an aggression that has harm as its ultimate goal and has a person as its victim.
To understand the reasons behind the crowd violence we first have to understand human thoughts, emotions and the motivations behind their behaviour in the social context, because no decision made by individual happens in vacuum. 
Aggressivity may be in some sort of form instinctual, due to the fact that aggression appears universal across cultures, but the cultural views and laws of the land affects it. Everyone reacts to triggers, however to what degree we restrain ourselves, is influenced by the culture we grew up in. Anger, irreparably connected to aggression in our minds, does not have to cause violence. Reaction also depends on the personal belief system, if person believes venting or aggressive behaviour will help them feel better, they are more likely resort to it, especially if society find this action normal/and or acceptable. The original frustration-aggression hypothesis, based upon the work of Freud and his pleasure-seeing or pain-avoiding behaviour, assumed that aggression was caused by frustration of people being unable to attain their goal. This was supported by an experiment where people showed higher level of frustration, when blocked closer to their goal. Hydraulic model of aggression argues aggression is caused by build up of frustration that needs to be released. This model is still influential in clinical psychology.(Baumeister, Bushman 2014) 
Most well-known experiment regarding the development of aggression may be Bandar’s aggression modelling, with his Bobo doll, the results demonstrated that aggressive behaviour is at least partly learned by observation. Alternatively Zimbardo’s prison experiment also greatly impacted our view of power dynamics and labels in social situations. 
[bookmark: _rrbjzs3o9bt7]What makes crowds violent
Group Mind Theory by Le Bon 1908 proposed that people are heavily influenced by their instinct and their behaviour in a group becomes animalistic and thus pathological. The theory was heavily criticised because it removes actions of the crowds from its social context, and makes it appear every crowd is senseless and unreasonable and thus only viable options of action is repression to prevent violence.
Freud’s Theory 1921 suggested the individual's superego is suppressed by the leader of the crowd and losing their higher-self wears off their moral restraint and thus leads towards antisocial behaviour released from their subconscious, their id. The theory is similar with Le Bon’s in the sense that the crowd behaviour is regarded as something pathological that should be suppressed, and both of them, in a way, absolve the individuals of their personal responsibility  - because their instincts or subconscious cannot be controlled and anti-social behaviour is then unavoidable. 
Game Theory 1972 by Berk proposes that the behaviour of the crowd is rational and based upon the best possible outcome in their minds, actions of crowd considered upon balance of perceived costs and rewards. The theory is intriguing but analysing the concept is almost impossible, because interviewing people in the crowd before or after gathering is impossible and if it was - gathering enough data to measure and study this theory is infeasible. If we extend the scope of Health Belief Model developed by Becker & Rosenstock 1984 we get calculated behaviour of the crowd based upon susceptibility, in the sense of law enforcement for example, perceived severity of possible sanctions compared to benefits of pro-social behaviours and personal barriers to actually using these behaviours, mental or physical.(Kris E. Berg, Richard W. Latin et al. 2004)  
Deindividuation Theory was first introduced in 1952 to explain atypical behaviour of individuals when in group. It describes process of weakened restrains - gained by socialisation  and susceptibility to group’s motives and emotions. Theory of Mob Sociology 1967 by Momboisse has similar ideas. Most research focused on anonymity as a cause of increase in anti-social behaviour, anonymity was deemed to have increased by the size of group and darker conditions. Later the idea of loss of individuality and self-awareness was considered.  The literature fails to consider the social context of the crowd behaviour and also meaning of true anonymity is ambiguous because rarely is person truly anonymous within or outside the group. Also, not all research agrees anonymity actually increases the anti-social behaviour because some research had opposite results. Social Identity Model of Deindividuation Effects (SIDE) attempts to answer the question of experiments resulting in increase in normative behaviour, it proposes individuals can define themselves at multiple levels on personal and social level and that may cause the increase in normative behaviour.
Social Facilitation Theory - Suggests our performance is affected by the mere presence of others. Merely passive presence leads to arousal, caused by cognitive processes, and causes us to use the most dominant - most used - response, even if it’s wrong. Evaluation apprehension model argues that due to the model of social rewards and punishment we are automatically apprehensive about being evaluated by others and therefore we are driven to perform. This arousal may be transferred or misinterpreted as something else - anger for example. 
Social Identity Theory 1979 compels distinction between personal identity and social identity defined in the terms of specific group memberships, main point is that the social identity is more prominent when in the group of like-minded individuals and leads to comparing in-group with out-group due to the self-esteem drive.  The theory has been critiqued because more recent research finds connection between the two identities and it lacks falsifiability. Self-Categorisation adds the idea of prototype of social behaviour for the group which set their norms and values and the prototype is supposed to maximise perceived differences between groups and minimise the ones inside the group - like groupthink. The theory should have considered how different identities are activated and conflicting prototypes. Social identity Model of Crowd Behaviour - Reacher & Levine 1994 - argues that the behaviour of crowd is socially meaningful and not only that it reflects social meaning but it also creates new one. Also, that individuals do not lose their identity but merely shift into shared social identity. Elaborated Social Identity Model of Crowd Behaviour  (ESIM) extends the previous model with group interactions and dynamic interplay between outgroups at crowd events. The ESIM views context as interaction between views on actions done between groups.(Rose Challenger, Chris W. Clegg et al. 2009) 
[bookmark: _6d0738pcmtg]Violent Crowd
Momboisse 1967 described 4 types of crowds, according to their behaviour, into causal crowds of people who are simply in the same place simultaneously, conventional who have specific purpose or common interest, expressive that may sing or dance and finally aggressive/hostile crowds who are inclined towards unlawful behaviour.
Berlonghi 1995 divided crowds into 11 types, also according their behaviour, most significant would be the addition of crowd escaping danger and the distinction between looting crowd and violent one. He also proposes ‘crowd catalysts’ may be the trigger for violent crowd, insufficient parking, or action of police. (Rose Challenger, Chris W. Clegg et al. 2009) 

Conflict according to ESIM - Elaborated Social Identity Model of Crowd Behaviour 
What leads to conflict according to this model is asymmetry in views of two groups on their group’s position and power - e.g. if one group believes there are protesting peacefully and other perceives them as troublesome protesters - it increases the likelihood of conflict. 

Other factors
Gender - men are more aggressive than women, as evidenced by meta-analytical review studies examining the research literature in this area. (Knight, Fabes et al. 1996) (Rose Challenger, Chris W. Clegg et al. 2009) 

Conformity - (Deyoung, Peterson et al. 2002) agreed the more extroverted and open people were, the less likely they were to conform.

Social identity -  Spectators at sporting events or at music events are likely to share powerful social identities as supporters of particular teams or bands (Myers 2004) 

Intoxication -  Aggressive behaviour in crowds is more prevalent when members are drunk than when they are sober.  One interesting perspective on the effect of intoxication on levels of crowd violence has been suggested by computer modelling research conducted by Moore et al. (2008). Their simulation model suggested that reduced balance leads to an erratic walking gait, or stumbling, which increases collisions with fellow crowd members. They argued that such collisions constitute as an invasion of personal space and that causes the increased violence often found in intoxicated crowds. (Moore, Flajšlik et al. 2008)
[bookmark: _y75f9wlulim7]Different violent crowds
Youth gangs -  are implicated in violence almost by definition, they tend to fight on the streets in both sudden and planned conflicts. Violence is rarely random and occurs on a frequent basis.
Riots - Appear to be spontaneous antisocial behaviour where many people engage in antisocial and violent behaviour, generally directed at property and authority figures. Trigger is often accident or incident that brings out often longstanding resentments. Actions of the police themselves can serve as a catalyst for riotous behaviour. The riot may be purposeful and lead to expression of anti-authority resistance based upon social history. 
Mobs - Do not need any purpose or intent of violence. They happen spontaneously and grow out of the crowd dynamics themselves.
Gatecrashers -  Are groups of people who decide to attend an event uninvited. This became a problem largely due to the new communication technologies that make possible for hundreds of people to suddenly appear at the same place. Violence at these events are sparked largely by immediate crowd dynamics rather than intent to harm. (Rob White 2006) 
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Most solutions regarding the control of violent crowd tend to focus on preventative measures. Modern societies tend to frown upon violence and de-escalation of already violent crowd is improbable. Due to the word and time limit on the essay I was unable to examine further into crowd manipulation and crowd control but there is currently ongoing intriguing research into behaviour of groups in antagonistic situations in Amsterdam university that uses modern technologies to gather considerable amount of qualitative and quantitative data surrounding the complexity of escalation and de-escalation processes. 
Using knowledge for preventative measures 
If we assume anonymity and identifiability is an factor in crowd violence and anti-social behaviour, then making people more identifiable should reduce such behaviour. Using technology like CCTV in a highly visible manner, using spotlights to make everything visible, connect tickets to owners and numbered seat. Such measures should be especially used in environments that are conductive to shared social identity - including sports. Also, drinking restriction should be considered, however the ethics of such action must be taken into account, using CCTV cameras and identification system is immense breach of privacy and should be last resort. 
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