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A Critical Comparison of Two Secondary Sources
Word Count: 1.098
[bookmark: _GoBack]This essay critically compares and contrasts two secondary sources, in three stages, using  the three interrelated sub-cycles of the overall Hutter-Hennink research cycle.[footnoteRef:1] Gillian Bennett’s The Folklore of Foreknowledge in a Neighborhood Group (hereafter Bennett) and T.L. Brink’s Inconsistency of Belief among Roman Catholic Girls (hereafter Brink) were published, more than three decades ago, by academic bodies.[footnoteRef:2] Since it isn’t possible to make detailed comparisons of each one of the twelve interlinked tasks shown in Figure 1, the aim of this essay is limited to an overall critical comparison and contrast of the design, ethnographic, analytic cycles, while also addressing certain ethical issues involved in the ethnographic and analytic cycles.  [1:  Monique Hennink, Inge Hutter, and Ajay Bailey; Qualitative Research Methods (London: SAGE, 2011). Although in the book, the overall cycle is referred to as the Hutter-Hennink qualitative research cycle, considering the scope and purpose of this essay, the ‘qualitative’ distinction is disregarded, without making any implications about the qualitative vs quantitative research debate.]  [2:  Gillian Bennett, ‘‘If I Knew You Were Coming I'd Have Baked a Cake’: The Folklore of Foreknowledge in a Neighborhood Group,’ in Out of the Ordinary: Folklore and the Supernatural, ed. by Barbara Walker (Logan, Utah: Utah University Press, 1995), pp. 122-142; T.L. Brink, ‘Inconsistency of Belief among Roman Catholic Girls: Concerning Religion, Astrology, Reincarnation,’ Review of Religious Research, 20 (1978), pp. 82-85.] 
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Figure 1. Hutter-Hennink Research Cycle[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Hennink et al., pp. 4.] 


According to the Hutter-Hennink research cycle, the design sub-cycle is the first component and the conceptual phase of the research project.[footnoteRef:4] Bennett’s design cycle focuses on the common consent and agreement regarding foreknowledge, and its relation to informants’ social status and moral code (hereafter hypothesis2).[footnoteRef:5] In the literature review, ‘two main strands in British folkloristic writing about foreknowledge’ are identified and the informants’ familiarity with both of them is confirmed. At the same time a shift of ‘a preference for the visionary over the divinatory tradition’ is acknowledged as a general trend.[footnoteRef:6] On the other hand the reader isn’t presented with any literature on the criteria for ascertaining/assuming hypothesis2. Some quantitative data supporting hypothesis2 might be suggestive. However, the field approach aims  at gathering only qualitative data (without directly addressing hypothesis2) via in-depth interviews with the patients of a podiatrist’s clinic, 87 women over 60 from a known neighbourhood, as sample by convenience.[footnoteRef:7] Brink is designed to research cognitive inconsistency among students of a Catholic girls’ high school, using the hypothesis that ‘simultaneous belief in Roman Catholic doctrine, astrology and reincarnation is logically incompatible’ (hereafter hypothesis3). The brief literature review is limited to social and psychological studies on cognitive consistency or its absence.[footnoteRef:8] The hypothesis isn’t supported by any literature on Roman Catholic doctrine, astrology or reincarnation, which weakens its validity. Probably due to his outsider position, the researcher employs only quantitative approach, consisting of 227 questionnaires containing 14 yes-no statements, administered at the school.[footnoteRef:9] As Tony Walter and Helen Waterhouse advance, categories of yes-don’t know-no ‘bear(s) little relationship to the way in which people think and talk about the concept’ in question. That is, although yes-no surveys provide percentages they also obscure meaning.[footnoteRef:10] In short, the fieldwork approaches of both papers appear to be insufficient given the scope of their projects. So, Alan Bryman’s generalizations applies to both papers: ‘The obvious way forward is likely to be a fusion’ of qualitative and quantitative approaches to reap ‘their respective strengths.’[footnoteRef:11] Mixed methods approach’s strength for a more comprehensive understanding of the topic is also endorsed by J. Bell and S. Waters, and later Brink.[footnoteRef:12]  [4:  Hennink et al., pp. 5; 29-30.]  [5:  Bennett, pp. 122; 125.]  [6:  Bennett, pp. 122-126.]  [7:  Bennett, pp. 126-127.]  [8:  Brink, pp. 82.]  [9:  Brink, pp. 83.]  [10:  T. Walter and H. Waterhouse, ‘A Very Private Belief: Reincarnation in Contemporary England,’ Sociology of Religion, 60 (1999), pp. 192. ]  [11:  Alan Bryman, Quantity and Quality in Social Research (London and New York: Routledge, 2004 [1988]), pp. 126.]  [12:  J. Bell and S. Waters, Doing Your Research Project: A Guide for First-Time Researchers (London: Open University Press, 2018 [1987]), pp. 84-86; T.L. Brink, ‘Quantitative and/or Qualitative Methods in the Scientific Study of Religion,’ Zygon: Journal of Religion & Science, 30 (1995), pp. 461.] 


The ethnographic cycle is the field application of the conceptual design of the research project and includes tasks such as participant recruitment and data collection, during which many ethical issues arise.[footnoteRef:13] In Bennett, the gatekeeper (the podiatrist) is the researcher’s father and the informants are from the researcher’s (early?) neighbourhood. This isn’t a hindrance in itself to the validity of the project. On the contrary the researcher’s insider position could show up as a strength in the data collection process due to mutual trust not only with the gatekeeper but also with the informants. On the other hand gathering the demographic information of the informants, without their informed consent, from the gatekeeper is a violation of the patients’ rights of the informants. Therefore the podiatrist has committed an ethical offense in which the researcher participates and documents.[footnoteRef:14] Secondly conducting the interviews during the podiatric treatment, in the presence of a third party, is problematic in itself. In Bennett this third party is the podiatrist who is also a regular attendee of the local church, like the majority of the informants. His presence in the interview setting, most probably affected the data collected from the informants and, is an incompliance with research requirements of confidentiality and anonymity. Also cultural insensitivity can be considered as another reason for the invalidation of Bennett’s results. In Brink lack of personal and interpersonal reflexivity to the interview setting and interpersonal dynamics is not as a serious problem as in Bennett, but still an issue that causes concern about the validity of Brink’s results.[footnoteRef:15] This is because receiving the questionnaires during religion class, which is a required course, might have affected the results of the survey for the wrong reasons. That is, some of the students may have thought that the survey had some bearing on their performance in the religion class. This possibility could have been minimized if the students were assured about their anonymity, while also being informed about the research prior to their voluntary participation.  [13:  Hennink et al., pp. 5; 81-82; for ethical issues related to the ethnographic cycle pp. 66-75.]  [14:  Bennett, pp. 127-128.]  [15:  For the distinction between personal and interpersonal reflexivity, see Hennink et al., pp. 19-23.] 


The analytic cycle is the last component of the research cycle and includes tasks such as data analysis and theory development with links back to the original design cycle.[footnoteRef:16] Accordingly both Bennett and Brink come up with final analyses related to their assumed but unsupported hypotheses (hypothesis2 and hypothesis3). That is, both of the final analyses unjustifiably include psychoanalysis of the informants that are neither direct results of the fieldworks nor supported by literature reviews.[footnoteRef:17] That said, Brink’s conclusion that ‘the survey raises more questions than it answers’ does justice as an overall analysis. On the other hand, the logical processes Bennett intends to take the reader through are hard to follow. In correlating the foreknowledge experience with gender roles and the extra status gained from having the experience, Bennett falls short of taking informants’ experiences seriously. Also, the conclusion has little to do with the rest of the paper. [16:  Hennink et al., pp. 5; 201-202; for ethical issues related to the analytic cycle pp. 76-77.]  [17:  Brink, pp. 84-85; Bennett, pp. 139-141.] 


In conclusion, the design cycles of both papers could benefit from expanded literature reviews and a reformulation of their research questions, so as to accommodate mixed methods in their research. Bennett’s ethnographic cycle invalidates the results of her research due to the lack of personal and interpersonal reflexivity, and due to the violation of research ethics. The details of Brink’s ethnographic cycle aren’t clear in the paper, so any comments can only be based on assumptions. The analytic cycles of both papers raise concerns about the impact of researchers’ subjective biases, the realistic presentation of the situations, and thus the ethical reporting of their findings. Besides the ethical concerns, since the overall Hutter-Hennink research cycle is an interrelated feedback loop of the three sub-cycles, most of the problems related to the ethnographic and analytic cycles arise because neither Bennett nor Brink starts with a strong first component.
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