Philosophical
Assumptions

Qualitative interviewing has become a prominent research method in the
social sciences. Face-to-face conversation is an everyday occurrence, and this
has probably resulted in an assumption that interviewing is a preferred
option because the researcher feels most at ease with this technique. In well-
executed research preferences are not the issue, rather the focus is on
justification: to what extent can the methodology and methods adopted be
‘justified in relation to the purpose of or rationale for the research? This ques-
tion brings to the fore a host of issues that need to be carefully worked
through, examining our philosophical assumptions about what we can (and
cannot) know and associated theoretical perspective(s). With this in mind,
this chapter will explore the epistemological and ontological thinking behind
qualitative research and qualitative interviewing. We will concentrate on the

following philosophical issues as they have direct relevance for qualitative
interviewing:

methodology and methods
o different approaches to research

theoretical groundwork and making connections
developing a rationale

epistemology, ontology and qualitative interviewing
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Methodology and methods

ervised numerous undergraduate and Post'graduate student research
an say with confidence that the distinction between methodology
e almost always something that causes confusion. The two are
s llf,iethods are easily explained; they are the techniques or proce-
. to collect and analyse data. In qualitative research interviewing
“ dlize most frequently used methods when generating data. Other meth-
,?11 dinclude observation, diaries, the generation of Visua.l images or other
0 of text. In this book we cover the use of qualitatiye interviewing as a
od’ —a means of collecting and analysing data. Having said this, we will
aim to make evident how methods are informed by method.ology.
odology. as the word suggests, relates to a process vv.rk}ere‘ the design ,.of
research and choice of particular methods (agd the justification of these in
on to the research project) are made evident. As s'uch. ¥nethodology
es more from the researcher than just preference or intuitive appez.x.l to
tify the choice of particular techniques of data collection ax}d analy_m.s. It
wcomes necessary to outline the philosophical :and theoretlca}l positions
orming the research process. Thus thereisa requirement to outline assump-
tions embedded in the methodology adopted. Often you will fmd @eth94010gy
i‘bcplaincd as an ‘approach’ or ‘perspective’ that has within it implicit and
- Z_:explicit expectations about how research is undertaken.

e

Different approaches to research

It is common to refer to qualitative and quantitative ‘paradigms’ in rese?.rch
(e.g. Holliday, 2002), suggesting that they represent very differ‘ent ways of
thinking about the world. As you will see, this is at best an over-simplification
with regard to qualitative research, as it encompasses many different ways of
understanding the world and what we can know about it. Portraying qualita-
tive and quantitative research as being in opposition to one another is also
perhaps not very helpful or indeed accurate — as the rise in the use of mixed
methods (including both qualitative and quantitative elements) clearly shows
(Shaw and Frost, 2015). However, there are certainly some broad ways in
which most qualitative research differs from quantitative work. In this section
we will introduce some essential terms you will need to understand, at least at
a basic level, to make and justify choices about how you engage with qualita-
tive interview-based research. In a subsequent section, we will introduce four
different approaches to qualitative research and their underlying philosophical
assumptions. We recognise that thinking through and explaining your philo-
t sophical position can be a challenging aspect of the research process, but it is
, a crucial one. Remember, though, that you are not expected to become a pro-
fessional philosopher of social science! You just have to develop a good
enough understanding to make and communicate sound and defensible deci-
sions about how you design and execute your research.
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Epistemology

A concise definition of epistemology is the philosophical theory of knowledge.
Of major importance is the issue of what counts as knowledge, and social
scientists are often preoccupied with attempting to formulate sufficient criteria
for evaluating knowledge statements — what it is we can claim to know.
- Unfortunately, differences between qualitative and quantitative research often
become drawn as fervently oppositional rather than merely rooted in different
understandings around what we can know, and what we might want to know,
as researchers. If we take the idea of knowing as. the basis for elaborating on
both the differences between qualitative and quantitative research in general,
and between the different types of qualitative research, we can hopefully make
clear the fundamental methodological issues that underpin the justification for
a specific approach. Our rationale for the choice of methods becomes less idi-
osyncratic (something we will return to later) and more complex when we ask
knowledge-based questions about specific issues and phenomena. This then
promotes consideration of what might be a reliable route to such knowledge.
Therefore epistemology — how we know what we know, a means of establish-
. ing what counts as knowledge — is central in any methodological approach.
Marshall and Rossman (2006) use the term ‘epistemological integrity’ when
referring to the connections between the nature of the research, overall strat-
egy, research questions, design and methods. Developing such integrity is not
always easy and involves thinking through the values and ideals, principles
and rules by which the phenomena under investigation can be known.

Ontology

Ontology is likely to be an unfamiliar term to those new to social research and
is seldom unproblematic for others who might consider themselves seasoned
researchers. It should be said that ontological and epistemological issues often
arise together, resulting in a somewhat confusing representation. Blaikie
(1993: 6) offers a ‘root definition’ of ontology: the ‘science or study of being’.
We are not sure that this takes us much further in our endeavour to unravel
methodological approaches. However, he goes on to say that ontology means
‘the claims or assumptions that a particular approach to social enquiry makes
about the nature of social reality’ (p. ). There are those who would say that,
strictly speaking, we should stay with ontology as the study of ‘being’ (see, for
example, Crotty, 1998), where the emphasis is on the theory of existence.
Nevertheless, for our purposes Blaikie’s pragmatic view provides us with a
clear indication of why we need a philosophical perspective for our methodol-
ogy. Without a perspective on the nature of social reality, and on how people
might exist in the world, it would be impossible to consider what might count
as relevant knowledge in the research process. For example, if we assume that
people’s behaviour, their way of being in the world, is brought about by their
interactions in social situations, our view of the nature of social reality would
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be very different from one baseq on a belief that genetic inheritance explains
pehaviour: These are two very different ontologicaf_l approaches regarding the
cheory of existence. Or.1e a‘ppro.ach relates to social practices and people as
social actors; the other is biological, suggesting that what ‘drives’ our being in
the world is inherited and located within the individual.

Ontological positions are often described primarily as ‘realist’ or ‘relativist’.
Put somewhat simply a realist ontology subscribes to the view that the real world
s out there and exists independently from us. For those taking this position, the
world is made up of objects and structures that have identifiable cause-and-effect
relationships. Indeed the natural sciences (e.g. chemistry, physics, biology) are all
broadly founded upon a realist ontology. Quantitative, experimental methods in
social research are also based upon the belief that ‘real’ elements of our existence
can be uncovered by using appropriate methods of data collection and analysis.
For example, social researchers have used twin studies to investigate criminal
behaviour and the impact of genetic inheritance (Walters, 2006). Relativist ontol-
ogy rejects such direct explanations, maintaining that the world is far more
unstructured and diverse. According to this position, our understandings and
experiences are relative to our specific cultural and social frames of reference,
being open to a range of interpretations. Within relativism, society is not viewed
as a pre-existent ‘real’ entity with objects and structures, but rather as the prod-
uct of people engaging with one another Therefore relativism is more consistent
with the social practices and interactive explanations of how people exist and
live in their world. Existence is therefore explained differently within these two
approaches, and as such the data that would need to be collected to investigate
these different versions of reality are not the same.

There are, however, variations that blur the somewhat crude realist—relativist
distinction. Offering a version of experience and existence that only takes
account of people as social actors (relativism) with no recognition of the con-
straining impact of social structures has been questioned (see Willig, 1999a).
Similarly, conceiving the person as a mere automaton subject to social or bio-
logical mechanisms that then determine behaviour (naive realism) has also been
treated with scepticism (Bhaskar, 1991). Critical realism is a perspective that
retains a core element of ontological realism; behaviour and experience are seen
to be ‘generated by’ underlying structures such as biological, economic or social
structures. These structures or mechanisms do not directly determine people’s
actions; instead such structures have tendencies that may impact on our lives. For
example, social structures can create inequalities that have the potential to
influence our existence. Bill Jordan (2004: 3), when exploring the transformation
of collective life in modern society, gives a very candid account of how structural

inequality with regard to gender and education in the 1950s impacted upon his
family life: :

My own marriage was to the daughter of close family friends, and
the commitment to it made before I went to university. My wife
subscribed to the new ethos of autonomy for women, but had none
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of the advantages of education or opportunities of a profession. We
had several children in quick succession, and she justifiably felt
excluded from the exciting public life which I enjoyed. I became the
inept partner to a resentful, highly competent person trapped in
domesticity.

Social structures are seen to be located outside of the individual’s control; the
sexual division (social structure) of labour inherent at the time had conse-
quences that cannot be disregarded when trying to understand the experience
of both Bill and his wife. A critical realist ontology would take account of such
structures when attempting to make sense of social reality. Yet, while recognis-
ing the ‘real’ potentiality of mechanisms and structures, critical realism does
not propose ‘hard’ determinism. People can transform their lives having insight
into their own contextually located existence. s

Generally speaking, quantitative. research subscribes to a realist ontol-
ogy, with qualitative research having its foundations in more critical realist
and relativist approaches. Therefore epistemological questions around what
represents knowledge within a particular ontological view expose the con-
nectedness of research. By this we refer to how theory and philosophical
understandings impact on what we believe can be known: these beliefs and
understandings then influence how we gather and-make sense of informa-
tion. For example, if we'believe that genetic inheritance determines behaviour
we would not use qualitative interviews to investigate this explanation.
Conversations and words do not provide the kind of data that would be
required to explore the genetic transmission of behaviour. However, if we
subscribe to a social and interactive explanation for behaviour then speaking
with people in order to explore their social experiences would be consistent
with our ontological position. Thus research is connected — our ontological
beliefs and understandings impact upon what counts as knowledge.
Ontology, epistemology and methodology and methods are all connected
and cannot be viewed in isolation.

Theoretical groundwork and making connections

Supporting what we have already said, Williams (1998) makes the point that
when discussing various methodologies, the differences between quantitative
and qualitative approaches are not wholly technical matters. Instead, he sug-
gests that differences result from particular philosophical and theoretical
traditions. Theory guides us in research; it can sometimes help to define the
problem, offer insight and show us possible solutions. Just imagine as a stu-
dent that you ask one of your lecturers how to write a good essay. The
lecturer could begin by explaining in detail the overarching learning out-
comes of the course and how these link to pedagogical issues in higher
education. This insight might enable you to understand the broad aims for

the cours

1 wr
A :vh;:ﬂl:(}llave sufficed and taken much less time. Then again you might think
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e and how these are exemplified in different forms of assessment
ire certain strategies. You might argue that a simple set of pointers

that now you know how things work, you have an understanding of
how things fit together and can put this into practice. In research this theo-
retical understanding of how things fit together is fundamental to the

research process.

Interpretivism

Qualitative approaches are generally, but not always (see Holliday, 2002),
founded upon theoretical perspectives rooted in interpretivism and.are vari-
ously described as hermeneutics, phenomenology, ethnography, d15c1_1rs1_ve,
interactionist — to list only a few. Each of these approaches to qualitative
research has distinct features, many of which we will expand upon in later
chapters in relation to qualitative interviewing. The point being made here is
thar within the social sciences the term ‘interpretive’ is quite broad but can
be encapsulated in concerns around how the social world is experienced and
understood. Interpretive research is generally idiographic, which literally
means describing aspects of the social world by offering a detailed account
of specific social settings, processes or relationships. The focus for research
might be to uncover how people feel about the world and make sense of their
lives from their particular vantage points. Therefore, qualitative interviewing
fits; actually conversing with people enables them to share their experiences
and understandings. While this might appear a rather obvious comment to
make, it is said with a degree of caution and is something to which we will
continually return. In research it is all too easy to adopt such simplistic and
seemingly rational viewpoints. As we shall see, interpretivism perceives expe-
rience and understanding as seldom straightforward; people participate in
indeterminate lifeworlds, often attaching different interpretations and mean-
ings to seemingly similar ‘facts’ and events. Alfred Schutz (1962: 3, cited in
Flick, 1998: 31) explains that:

All facts are from the outset facts selected from a universal context
by the activities of our mind. They are, therefore, always inter-
preted facts, either facts looked at as detached from their context
by an artificial abstraction or facts considered in their particular
setting. In either case, they carry their interpretational inner and
outer horizons.

The stance Schutz takes is that what we might see as “facts’ become open to
levels of interpretation. The notion of searching for one overarching truth
about the reality of how we live our lives is seen to be misplaced; rather we
have ‘multiple realities’ or different interpretations.
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Locating scientific methodology
Positivism
Interpretivism is usually seen as counter to ‘scientific’ approaches which are
more accurately referred to as ‘naturalist’ approaches to research. The natural-
ist approach assumes an ontological view that human beings are part of nature
and can be studied in the same way as other objects in the physical world. This
is a controversial and much contested viewpoint in the social sciences. The
idea that human beings and human behaviour are reducible to variables that
can be measured and subject to statistical analysis continues to be a major
topic for debate. Even so, the traditional theoretical approach within the natu-
ral sciences, and’ dominant also in the social sciences, is positivism (often
viewed as akin to naive realism). The positivist approach is nomothetic, which
means developing general laws or principles to explain particular phenomena.

The positivist position is situated within the epistemological tradition of
objectivism, where objects in the world have meaning that exists indepen-
dently of any subjective consciousness of them. Therefore the underlying aim
for research within this tradition is to provide objective knowledge — knowledge
that is value-neutral, unbiased by the researcher/research process. Of vital
importance for such research is the belief in an objective reality that can be
uncovered. This objective reality is more commonly referred to as ‘truth’ — a
belief in the correspondence of knowledge with what can actually be proven
to exist. Objectivism and the search for regularities, principles and laws under-
pin the quantification of scientific research. Aggregate data across large
populations, statistical analysis, replication, generalisation and the reduction
of intervening social variables are scientific strategies that claim to make
known the ‘real’ aspects of existence. ‘

The positivist ideal of objective knowledge existing independently is dis-
tinctly unlike the interpretivist view where meaning arises from our engagement
in the world (especially the social world) we inhabit. Take, for example, the
issue of climate change. Evidence exists that demonstrates changes in the
Earth’s atmospheric conditions. Changes in air temperature, solar variation
and weather conditions can all be measured and exist independently of our
subjective viewpoints. What do we actually know from this evidence? There is
continual disagreement among experts about causality and projected conse-
quences. While this may infer that there is conflicting evidence, there are also
the interpretations and investments of the researchers to consider. It may be
possible to argue that subjective understandings are different from the scien-
tifically established ‘facts’ inherent in objects, as with the climate change
illustration. On the other hand, it remains hard to comprehend how such facts
can effectively be distanced from any interpretation of them.

Banister et al. (1990) refer to a ‘gap’ between the object of study and the
way it is represented. Interpretation is seen as the bridge between representa-
tions of particular phenomena — between what we claim is occurring, and the

fairtosay t
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<out there’. How we represent data can be influenced by a host

world

8“;’3;0:5 including the context in which the data were generated, moral and
of ﬁatic Al C’oncerns and researcher agendas. Pursuing objective knowledge, and
0

P deed truth, becomes somewhat elusive if it forever pivots on interpretations
inde

- os which are open to the vagaries of human relations. It is

and undeIS;Iid::f; those who o;f,erate within the confines of scientific method
wledge that preconceptions and suppositions can impact upon
The difference is that while positivists would try to minimise the
- act these have on the research process, interpretivists would see them as
%mpa able, and therefore part of what it is we research — especially through -
i licat’ion of reflexivity, which we cover in detail in Chapter 9.
4 aslz)line research using qualitative methods largely accepts the assumpti_ogs
gnderpinning the scientific pOSitivisqc model; as we ha.ve iﬂready noted, this is
sometimes referred to rather dismissively as ‘naive r(T,ahsm . We prefer the term
‘qualitative neo-positivist’ (Duberley et al., 2012; King and B}'ooks, 2017b). as
this acknowledges that researchers may have a coherent ra'.uon?l'e for taking
such a position — for example, they may wish to test the applicability of a well-
established theoretical model to a particular case (e.g. McCluskey etal.,2011).
Qualitativ'e neo-positivism may also be used m some mlxed.methods r.es-ear.ch,
especially where the conceptual ideas' driving it are rooted in the quantitative
tradition (-8 Maznevski and Chudoba, 2000).

often ackno
explanauons.

Empiricism
Central to the scientific approach is empiricism, the view that our knowledge
of the world is gained from experience. No problem here, you might say — but
what this means is that only the systematic collection of sense data via ob§er-
vation gives rise to the development of knowledge. Willig (2001) descrlbf:s
how nowadays few social scientists would subscribe to a pure form of empir-
icism or‘indeed positivism. Such forms seem naive when much of what passes
as scientific research is founded upon pre-existing theory. What empiricists
would claim is that the acquisition of knowledge depends upon the collection
of observation data. Therefore on the basis of multiple observations research-
ers are able to develop general laws based upon the “fact’ that under particular
conditions certain effects will always occur. This process and form of reason-
ing is called induction. David Hume (1711-1776), an eighteenth-century
philosopher, did not share such confidence, arguing that there could be no
logical justification for such claims. Hume’s position is that there can be no
certainty, as the seemingly logical connection between cause and effect is based
upon expectations created by past experience. How can we claim that some- -
thing will always have the same effect in the future? Experiences may change
and therefore reasoning with regard to cause and effect changes. Karl Popper
(1902-1994) proposed the bypothetico-deductive method whereby thepry
claims are put to the test and are cither rejected or retained for the time being.
With this scientific method the emphasis is not on conclusive verification, the
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establishment of a proposition as true for all time, but instead on falsification -
facts are not unassailable, rather they are open to constant challenge.

Undoubtedly, the key issue is that science is ‘based on facts.... Based on
what we can see, hear and touch rather than personal opinions or speculative
imaginings’ (Chalmers, 1999: 1). Interestingly, Kvale (1996) takes exception to
the implication that qualitative interviews are necessarily ‘unscientific’, argu-
ing that this depends on how science itself is defined. He offers the following
definition of science: ‘the methodological production of new, systematic
knowledge’ (p. 60). Inherent within Kvale’s argument is the view that scientific
method based upon hypothesis testing, objective results and generalisability is
one way of configuring science. Alternatively, a scientific method could also
include systematically produced ‘intersubjective reducible data’, such as those
produced in qualitative interviews. :

Verstehen and the issue of causality

While we might question aspects of the scientific process, the overarching
principles of data generation, founded upon hypothesis testing, observation
and measurement, are sacrosanct in that domain. Alternatively, interpretivism
prioritises the interpretation and meaning of human experience over measure-
ment, explanation and prediction. Personal opinions and imaginings are not
framed as merely ‘speculative’, rather they constitute what makes life intelligi-
ble. This differentiation is attributed to the thinking of Max Weber (1864-1920),
who suggested that the human sciences should be concerned with understand-
ing (verstehen). The following explanation from Strike (1972: 28) is certainly
outdated in its gendered assumptions but it appears to exemplify why the
scientific process alone may not be sufficient:

the verstehen doctrine will claim that human beings can be understood
in a manner that other objects of study cannot. Men have purposes
and emotions, they make plans, construct cultures, and hold certain
values, and their behavior is influenced by such values, plans, and
purposes. In short, a human being lives in a world which has ‘meaning’
to him, and, because his behavior has meaning, human actions are
intelligible in ways that the behavior of nonhuman objects is not.

This search to uncover meaning is then contrasted with an emphasis on
explaining (erkldren) and establishing causal relationships exemplified by the
natural sciences. Demonstrating causality requires the researcher to show that
an effect is due to a particular cause/variable. For example, we might undertake
research to investigate a causal link between early parenthood and relationship
breakdown. Causal explanations are usually in a linear form, stating cause and
effect in a straight line; X causes Y. However, if we accept the general import
of verstehen, such uncomplicated linear explanations seem incomplete, even
unsustainable. The reason(s) for relationship breakdown might be connected

wi
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th a combination of numerous factors: changing aspirat.ions,. djﬁeri:tlg values in
Jation tO gender roles, factors related to the child, social difficulties. Ifurtl.ler,
o counts as ‘relationship breakdown’ itself may be a matter for differing
thaf cetations. To prove causality we would need to eliminate the possibility
mterpan effect might be due to something other than the causal
= ble (e.g. early parenthood). It is the complex meanings that people give to
g existence that are of interest in qualitative research, and thus tracking
;l:)e:vrn linear causal relationships often b¢come§ €Lroneous or unproductive 'an‘d
of little value in developing understanding,. Wﬂhe%m Dilthy (1833—19‘1?) simi-
lacly contrasted verstehen and erkliren, proposing that naittu.rafl reality and
social reality are different kinds of reality and therefo're require different meth-
ods of investigation. Maybe this is the point at which t.he researcher has to
make some decisions. What kind of reality do we 51'1bscr1‘be to and how does»
this impact upon our rationale for using qualitative 1nterv1'ew1ng?.
It should be noted that not all qualitative research rejects any attempt to
lain or to talk in terms of cause and effect. Qualitative neo—p051t1v1§t
research (see below) may well seek explanations of social phe;nomena_, often in
terms of existing theory. Work within what we call the ‘lirmted' reah'st’ tra<_11—
tion (see below) may also concern itself with causality, espec‘:la]ly in realist
evaluation research (Maxwell, 2012). However, the goal here is not to estab-
lish cause-and-effect relationships between discrete variables, but rather to
develop plausible accounts of causality in complex social situations.

Developing a rationale

While much is made of the differences that exist between qualitative and quan-
titative research, it is undeniable that both paradigms share a purpose. The
purpose of research is to enhance knowledge, to in some way enable us to
know more. When undertaking research it is standard practice to develop a
research proposal outlining a clear rationale for the research: what is it that
we want to know, what is the purpose of the research and how might this be
achieved? This is often where those new to the use of qualitative research
methods hit problems. Crotty (1998: 13) argues that when discussing the
research process “we need to be concerned about the process we have engaged
in; we need to lay that process out for the scrutiny of the observer; we need to
defend that process as a form of human inquiry that should be taken seri-
ously’. Nonetheless, the philosophical underpinnings of quantitative research
are often not outlined, remaining implicit within the methods used for generat-
ing data. For quantitative research the status of ‘facts’ supported by
measurement and observations seems enough to demonstrate that the work
has epistemological integrity. However, as we will see in the following secdogs
and in subsequent chapters, a more detailed account for qualitative research is
needed. This is not done out of any inherent need to defend qualitative methods.
Rather it reflects the fact that there is a variety of philosophical positions
within qualitative research so we cannot simply assume an unstated conventional
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position. It is at this point that there is a need to make appropriate connectiong
between the nature of the research, our overall strategy and how we will go
about collecting and analysing data.

Box 2.1 outlines two different rationales for research looking at coercive
treatment for drug misuse. Using this particular research project, where the
second author was part of a research team commissioned by a local agency, we
make visible the initial implications of these traditions. Evident are the ways
in which theoretical frameworks rooted in specific philosophical positions
produce differing rationales for what might need to be known, thus advocat-
ing particular research methodologies and methods. In using this example we
do not intend to exemplify a full account of any methodological approach,
Instead we aim to present the main aspects of interpretivist and positivist tra-
ditions in a format that enables a comparative assessment. Also note, as we
show in the next section, that there are significant variations within the inter-
pretivist tradition

Box 2.1 Developing a rationale underpinned
by philosophical theoretical perspectives

Recent government initiatives around coercive treatment (alternatives to prison) for those
convicted of offences linked to substance misuse have resulted in a need to know more about
the treatment process and the impact this might have in terms of bringing about behaviour
change. The figure below aims to make evident how different philosophical understandings
impact upon the rationale we might develop when proposing research in this area. Also
evident is how the rationale then impacts upon what kind of data we aim to generate.

Interpretivist Pesitivist

Interpretivist perspective Positivist perspective

Multiple versions of reality

\
One version of reality

Need to understand how offenders are
engaging with treatment:

Need to know the impact of coercive
treatment on offending behaviour:

e How might offenders perceive the
treatment providers? '

e How many offenders are receiving
coercive treatment for alcohol misuse?

e How do offenders engage with °
treatment services?

How compliant are offenders with the
treatment regime?

What impact does coercive treatment
have on overall rates of offending?

e What impact do they believe treatment | e
will have on their alcohol misuse and
offending?

- T ——
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-| Positivist
‘Proposed method of data generation:

,"’ rpretivist '
Pl:::osed method of data generation:

. Semi-structured interviews o
with offenders aiming to erllaple‘ _
participants to present their individual
understandings and experiences.

Access and collate a range of
statistical information that will aim to
investigate if any association can be
made between coercive treatment and
rates of offending before and after the
introduction of treatment.

The interpretivist rationale focuses on uqderstanding how i ndividuql .offende_rs .
erience treatment services and what it means for them. The positivist rationale relies
on more factual, statistical information where cause and effect can be investigated,
thus an interest in comparing rates of offend.mg. Both rationales have t_he potgntlal .

to enhance our knowledge base around coercive treatment. However, philosophical
theoretical underpinnings result in different rationales — different perspectives on what
we might need to know. :

Epistemology, ontology and
qualitative interviewing

Having explained some of the overarching philosophical te'nsi.ons th‘jlt_ exisF in
the research process, we now aim to situate issues raised W1‘thm specific philo-
sophical traditions. A useful place to begin is to coqs@er the status .of
conversation. It is all too easy to view conversation, within the qualitative
interview situation, as an uncomplicated exchange of ideas and opinions.
Breakwell (1990: 81) states that “The-interview approach relies heavily upon
respondents being able and willing to give accurate information’. The assump-
tion here is that accurate information is there to be discovered and thus such
knowledge is achievable. We do well to take time to consider how these ideals
have been challenged by more critical approaches.

Rorty (1979) emphasised how we constitute knowledge through conversa-
tion and social practice. So rather than knowledge being conveye.d in
conversation, it is brought into being. This has resonance for qualitative inter-
viewing as we become increasingly aware of the constructive nature of socuitl
interaction and the part played by active subjects in making sense of then:
experiences (Gubrium and Holstein, 2003). Indeed, Shotter (1993: vi) describes
how ‘conversation is not just oze of our many activities in the world. On the
contrary, we constitute both ourselves and our worlds in our conversational
activity” Here we return to the idea that it is our personal imaginings that
make life intelligible. Thus the idea of conversation as no more than obserYa—
ble verbal behaviour, or verbal exchange, where knowledge of an objective
reality is described and discussed is continually being extended and challenged.
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It becomes clear that what counts as knowledge, and how that knowledge is
generated and understood, carries real implications for qualitative interview-
ing. Methods and methodology do not exist in a vacuum, rather they are
subject to new and extended ways of thinking about the world.

In later chapters we will locate qualitative interviewing within the
specific philosophical and theoretical perspectives of phenomenology
(Chapter 11), discourse analysis (Chapter 12) and narrative research
(Chapter 13), endeavouring to reveal how data are intricately associated
with beliefs about reality and knowledge. In an attempt to make clear the
implications embedded in such beliefs we explore four discrete philosophical
positions: qualitative neo-positivism, limited realism, contextualism and
radical constructionism. We define these positions in terms of both their
ontology and their epistemology, agreeing with Maxwell (2012) that the
neglect of the former in many textbook discussions of philosophical founda-
tions is a mistake. Any framework for identifying philosophical positions
inevitably involves some simplification, and portrays positions as more dis-
tinct and discrete than they actually are. We freely confess this is true for
ours! However, we still feel it gives a useful starting point for your thinking
about the assumptions you are making in your research, and how they
should impact on your design and execution of it.

Of value in the process of exploring these different positions are three
questions posited by Willig (2001: 12-13), which she suggests provide a
framework for elaborating on assumptions that might underpin particular
methodological approaches:

e What kinds of assumptions does the methodology make about the
world?

e What kind of knowledge does the methodology aim to produce?

e How does the methodology conceptualise the role of the researcher in the
research process? :

These questions will be evident as we outline these differing philosophical
positions. It might also be the case that these questions prove useful for any
researchers who are in the process of interrogating the integrity and coherence
of their research. Table 2.1 gives a summary of each position using this frame-
work (based on King and Brooks, 2018).

Qualitative neo-positivism

Qualitative research from this position takes an unambiguously realist view of
both ontology and epistemology. We consider the implications of this in rela-
tion to Willig’s (2001) three questions, below.

e — g

fable 2.1 Summary of four broad
interview research

Philosophical Assumptions

philosophical positions for qualitative

Ontology ~ implications

assumptions for .
philosophical about the Epistemology - nature of interviewer
posifion world knowledge produced role

Realist Realist Researcher seeks

Neo-positivism

Limited realism

Contextualism

Radical
constructionism

There is a single
real world ‘out
there’

Realist

There is a single
real world ‘out
there’

Relativist
Mulriple,
potentially
competing
versions of
reality may exist

Relativist
Muttiple,
potentially
compeling
versions of
reality may exist

Seeks potentially generalisable,
objective knowledge. By
following methods correcily, can
have degree of certainty about

conclusions

Constructivist/relativist

Seeks plausible explanations,
sometimes including causal
mechanisms. Recognises these
can never be free from the
‘posifion and perspective of the

researcher(s)

Constructivist/relativist

Seeks rich accounts of experience
and/or social phenomena in
specific confexts. Recognises
these can never be free from the
position and perspective of the

researcher(s)

Strongly relativist

Seeks critical understanding of
how versions of reality are
constructed in specific seffings,
especially through language.
Applies same critical stance fo
claims about knowledge
production and the research

process ifself

as much objectivity
and avoidance of
bias as possible.
Higher degree of
standardisation
likely than in
interviews from
other positions

Researcher uses
reflexivity fo
understand own
influence on
research process.
Atfention to own
subjectivity and,
where appropriate,
perspectives of
mulfiple
researchers, helps
produce plausible
explanations

Reflexivity essential
to producing rich
account of data,
recognising key
role of relationship
between
interviewer and
interviewee

Critical reflection
on self and data at
all stages of
research essential.
Affention to range
of influences [e.g.
theoretical,
interactional,
political] and
recognifion of
performative nature
of language (e.g.
how inferview
quesfioning may
structure inferview
encounter] -
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Assumptions about the world

The qualitative neo-positivist position makes the same kind of assumptions
about the world as quantitative research in the hypothetico-deductive tradi-
tion. Thus it takes the view that there is a ‘real’ world out there, which exists
independently of our attempts to understand it. The goal of qualitative
research from this position is therefore to capture an accurate picture of peo-
ple’s real experiences of the world. '

There is a tendency for qualitative researchers from more interpretivist
traditions to refer to this position as ‘naive realism’. We prefer the present
term, as used by Duberley et al. (2012), because it recognises that researchers
may make a thoughtful choice to adopt a neo-positivist stance, rather than
doing so simply out of naivety. Examples of where this may happen include
qualitative studies which are strongly tied to existing mainstream theories, and
mixed methods studies where researchers are concerned to achieve straightfor-
ward philosophical coherence between quantitative and qualitative arms
(Hughes et al.; 2010). :

Assumptions about knowledge production

We said earlier that epistemology relates directly to a means of establishing
what counts as knowledge. Those utilising qualitative neo-positivism believe
that by adopting particular methods we can describe and (where appropriate)
explain aspects of the world out there. Fundamental assumptions about objec-
tivity and reliability, dominant within quantitative positivist research, prevail
when using qualitative interviewing underpinned by a realist epistemology and
ontology. Attention is likely to be given to representative sampling and gener-
alisability such that even if studying a small number of cases the aim is to be
inclusive of those who represent the larger group or population under study.
Interview guides in qualitative neo-positivist research will tend to be more
structured and less flexible than in other positions, though they should still
allow scope for the participants to raise their own issues that the researcher
may not have anticipated. With regard to the quality of data analysis, com-
parisons between independent coders to ensure the clarity and validity of
themes generated from the interview data will often be used. This is the only
philosophical position of our four where the calculation of inter-rater reliabil-
ity scores makes sense. (See Chapter 10 for more on quality issues in data
analysis. )

Role of the researcher

All qualitative interviewing requires the researcher to consider their role in the
research process. Qualitative neo-positivists do not believe that the interviewer
can ever be an entirely impersonal and neutral data collector; the impact of
interviewer characteristics and interpersonal dynamics between researcher and

|

Philosophical Assumptions

rricipant cannot be denied. However, from this position there would be
a i

~_ore attempt to minimise personal impact than from others. This may be
m

chieved by the type of interview guide used (as noted above), and strict limits
i personal disclosure by the interviewer. Where there is a team of interview-
)

| s, training is likely to be needed to ensure their interview style is as
2

<randardised as possible.

Limited realism

This position shares with qualitative neo-positivism a belief in a reality which
is independent of our engagement with it, but it does not hold that we can
know that reality with objective certainty by following methods correctly. It_s
relativist epistemology means that we must seek explanations that are pla_us1—
ble but always to some degree tentative. Approaches that we would consider
a5 fitting within a limited realist category include various forms of critical
realism (Archer et al., 1998), subtle realism (Hammersley, 1992), natural real-
ism (Putnam, 1999), and Corbin and Strauss’s version of grounded theory (e.g.
Corbin and Strauss, 2015).

Assumptions about the world

In terms of ontology, limited realism shares the same view as qualitative neo-
positivism: that there is a real world, which exists independent of our
perceptions of it and interaction with it. The differences between these two
types of realism stem from their contrasting views of epistemology. This is a
useful place, though, to emphasise that ontological assumptions do not only
exist in the form of the realism-relativism dichotomy. For instance, in social
scientific research, positions on what constitutes ‘human nature’ are also a
form of ontological assumption. For example, existential phenomenology
assumes there is no inborn essence of human nature, while psychoanalysis
assumes that we have innate drives that shape our development. Our focus on
broad categories based on realism versus relativism is because in terms of
qualitative research practice this highlights important broad similarities and
differences among approaches. '

Assumptions about knowledge production

Limited realist approaches share a relativist rather than realist episternology.
Their proponents do not believe that through rigorous use of methods we can
ever escape from our particular positions in the world. Our interpretations as
researchers are always shaped by who we are and the methodological choices
Wwe make. In contextualist and especially radical constructionist research, the
implication is often drawn that relativism means we cannot ‘privilege’ any one
interpretation over another. Limited realists reject this argument: given that
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McAdams, 1993) adhere to a contextualist position.
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there is (in their view) a real world ‘out there’, we should seek the best POssib]e
explanations for processes and phenomena within it, while accepting that our
conclusions must always be tentative and partial. Limited realist research oftey,
draws on theory and/or seeks to develop theory. Finally, limited realists ap,
often interested in causality ~ uplike contextualists and radical constructionjsgg __
but of a different type than that sought by positivistic research. Rather thap

Assumptions about knowledge production
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researcher’s place in the research is an essentia] part of the process. This meang
that reflexivity is of great importance, both personal (what the researcher
brings to the research) and methodological (how their methodological choiceg
shape the data and jis interpretation — for Instance, using focus groups or
individual interviews). Limited realists do not seek to use reflexivity to remoye
‘bias’, as a qualitative neo-positivist might; they see the researcher’s subjectiy-
ity as a vital element in achieving an understanding of the phenomena under
investigation. However, their commitment to a realist ontology means they do
seek to develop explanations that reflect what is ‘really’ going on in the setting
they are studying, albeit recognising they can only ever be partial and tenta-
tive. They may therefore use techniques to make explicit theijr Ppresuppositions,
so that they can better see their' impact on the research. Maxwell (2012: 99)
advocates the use of ‘researcher identity memos’ in which at the start of 4
project researchers write about ‘their background, purposes, assumptions, feel-
ings, and values as they relate to the research’. The use of multiple researchers
who consciously bring different perspectives to the research can also be valy-

able in limited realjst research (e.g. King et al., 2017a). We cover reflexivity in
depth in Chapter 9.

Role of the researcher

ects, the role of the researcher in contextualism is Veryrilgled);;gz
il re'spd f’ r limited realism, with a strong empha‘s1s on. iy
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| | : i idi interpretation of their own experience, Y
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The basic assumptions of contextualism are that everyday life is set in a par- - tance of the earionbip dysamics betwveen Inertieer and

ticular time, consisting of a myriad of factors, relations and activities, and is in
a state of incessant change. From this position “facts’ cannot be commensurate
with, or reducible to, a decontextualised vieyy of human nature (Jaeger and
Rosnow, 198 8). The context of g historical, cultural and social miliey is integral

' ut the world
to how we live, understand and experience our lives, The realist, scientific Jinear Assumptions abou '
brocess of cause and effect, where directly observable facts are the arbiter of
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Radical constructionism
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seem counter-intuitive to usual ways of thinking. The belief that language i
referential, merely representing reality ‘out there’, is overwhelmingly brought
into question within this strongly relativist approach. Rather than objects hav-
ing meaning in a world that exists independently of our conscious interpretations
of them, our interpretations/representations actively construct objects,
Language is then not understood as representing reality but as doing things;
for example, Clarke and Cochrane (1998) trace how ‘natural’ forms of child-
care rooted in biological drives can actually be understood as embedded in
discourse. Discourse refers to the way that images, stories, statements, ways of
talking can produce a particular version of events (see Chapter 13 for much
more on this). We can use Hall’s (2001: 72) quote to outline further what is
meant by the term ‘discourse’:

Discourse ... constructs the topic. It defines and produces objects of
our knowledge. It governs the way a topic can be meaningfully talked
about and reasoned about. It also influences how ideas are put into
practice and used to regulate the conduct of others.

So, rather than claiming that motheting is a ‘natural’ biologically;located
instinctual drive, Clark and Cochrane make visible the way in which langnage
effectively constructs a host of expectations and obligations that suggest,

rather than prove, that forms of mothering are ‘natural’. Therefore, language
is conceptualised as being productive; this means that language has the poten- .

tial to construct particular (and different) versions of reality. This contrasts
dramatically with positivism, where the one ‘true’ knowledge of the world is
accessible through observation. It is hardly surprising that the rise of
social constructionism and related critical approaches (described here collec-
tively as radical constructionism) has to some extent challenged the founda-
tions of existing knowledge, necessitating a radical rethink of what we
consider knowledge to be.

Assumptions about knowledge production

Radical constructionism produces knowledge that does not adhere to tradi-
tional conventions. Objectivity and value neutrality are seen as discursive
devices employed by a positivist science to uphold its powerful grip on knowl-
edge production. The idea that human beings can somehow remove themselves

from the-process of active engagement in knowledge production is viewed with -

a level of incredulity. As Burr (2015: 172) puts it: ‘No human being can step
outside of their humanity and view the world from no position at all, which is
what the idea of objectivity suggests, and this is just as true for scientists as for
everyone else.” Also rejected is the view that there is an objective truth waiting

to be discovered. What we have is meaning that comes into existence out of -

our engagement with the social world. Meaning is not ‘out there’ waiting to be
discovered, rather it is brought into being in the process of canial avihamma
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; vkhowle

-

<

Philosophical Assumptions @

uentially, radical constructionism is relativist'in epistc?mology, seeing
dge as historically and culturally locate.d. At dlffe%'ent times and places
will be different and often contradictory interpretations 9f the same phe-
gucre 1t is also ontologically relativist, either because it believes there to be
nomt?ﬂf ' and potentially competing versions of reality, or because it in effect
e e:;s ‘ontological questions into epistemological ones (Maxwell, 2012).
SUbs']u‘li philosophical underpinnings of radical constructionism may sound as
i they are the same as those of contextualism. However, while contex:lﬁalist}j
are interested in how we can understz_md experience in SPCC.IflC.COD.teXtS, oug
always from our partlcujlar perspectives, tadical cons-tructlomst's arle1 not inter-
ested in experience as lived at all. Ra’;her they are mterestec.i in the position
people take within an interview and what they seek to ach1eve. in so doing,
without any attempt to reference internal states or personal motivations.

Role of the researcher

Burr (2015) asserts that radical constructionists call for t.he den‘mcratisatiop of
research relationships, with research being necessamly. a co—produc_:tlo.n
between the researcher and the researched. From -a radical constructionist
position, interviews are not a simple verbal exc.ha-nge, but proYlde a social set-
ting (with particular structures) for the negotiating of meaning between the
interviewer and interviewee (see Chapter 13 for more on this). .
Reflexivity is again important, as we showed for both limited realist an_d
contextualist research. However, the central focus on language use leads Willig -
(2001) to argue for the use of what she calls “critical language aware.ness’.
Radical constructionists should reflect carefully on the langnage they use in the
research process — the categories, labels, forms of description and so on - to
develop an awareness of how these shape what they produce from their work.

Conclusion

Qualitative research, including qualitative interviewing, requires a great deal
of effort, with the researcher having to explore how they conceive the wo.rld.
In this chapter we have made evident some of the philosophical and the.oretlcal
issues that prevail when engaged in qualitative interviewing. By showing that
methods and methodology are distinct aspects of social research we have
sought to make accessible some of the more difficult features of qualitative
research. We have covered several of the tensions that exist between qualitative
and quantitative approaches, outlining theoretical differences and present.ing
particular philosophical positions that we believe have relevance for qualita-
tive interviewing. In the following chapters, as we examine the process of
carrying out qualitative interview research, we will endeavour to-show in more
detail the ontological and epistemological thinking inherent in particular

approaches Suich detail aime ta eaitin recearchere with the taale ta encnre that
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they have the insight and information needed to give credence to their work,

moving beyond mere description to present theoretically driven and coherens
qualitative research. :

i
. ’ Recommended reading

‘ l Brooks, J. and King, N. (2017) Approaches to qualitative psychology. In J. Brooks and
N. King (eds), Applied Qualitative Research in Psychology. London: Palgrave.

| The first and third authors provide an overview of the different positions that can be
. adopted by qualitative researchers and, with examples, explain how com monly used
;ﬁgﬂ methodologies map on to these positions.

t; Maxwell, J.A. (2012) A Realist Approach for Qualitative Research. London: Sage.

| ) Aclear and thoughtful consideration of realist approaches such as those described here
,.i; as limited realist (note that in this text ‘critical realism’ is used as a generic term to
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i encompass these types of approach).

| Ramazanoglu, C. with Holland, J. (2002) Feminist Methodology: Challenges and Choices.
(| London: Sage.

b The first chapter in this book provides an accessible yet detailed account of ‘what is
methodology in social research’. While this account is clearly situated within feminist
methodology, the outline offered is useful for other methodological approaches.

Tuffin, K. (2005) Understanding Critical Social Psychology. London: Sage.

The first three chapters of this book examine the ways in which researchers have attempted

to understand the social world. Experimentation, science and social constructionism are all
covered in some detail,

Ethics in
Qualitative
Interviewing

The ethical practice of social research with human-participants is a con}plex
and demanding responsibility. Throughout the social research process, from
initiation to completion, ethical issues will exist and emerge — often raising
moral dilemmas that are not easily resolved. Nevertheless, v‘fhatever tlﬁe
design, context or structure of the researcl?l, we must always'be rmnc{hfilﬂ.of the
ethical implications for all those involved in the process. Ir'1 light of t s imper-
ative most qualitative and quantitative research texts 'mclude sections gr
chapters that outline what are considered to be the main issues tl%at' research-
ers need to consider. This book is no different in this regard, but it is pru(.ient
to be alerted to the extensive literature that already exists on this sn.lb].ect,
spanning disciplines and ideologies. It would be impossible with such lzlm}itec}
| : space to offer an all-embracing account th?.t accomm_odaftes the. brc.aa t '01
. historical, philosophical and political thinking underplgmpg thlCS in socia
| research. For this reason, what we offer in this chapter is 1.nsxg.ht into underpin-
ning debates but also practical guidance and advice thaF is directly targeted at
ethical issues in relation to qualitative interviewing. Being aware of the n§ed
to be comprehensive yet targeted and succinct, we will cover the following
d main areas:

®  morality, epistemology and ethical principles
® ethical review processes

® qualitative interviewing and informed consent



®

¢ confidentiality and anonymity

Interviews in Qualitative Research

o physical safety and welfare of the researcher

Morality, epistemology and ethics
We begin by outlining some of the contemporary thinking and debates that

surround social research ethics and qualitative research more specifically. Oyy

justification for initially offering a more conceptual view is that it is important

to have a sound appreciation of why you are taking a’ particular courseof

action. This is similar to the point we have made in Chapter 2, regarding your
choice of philosophical position.

As researchers we all bring to the research process our own individual
morality which is an accumulation of understandings, feelings, positions and
principles around particular issues. Our moral outlook has been shaped by the
different experiences, events, and social and cultural locations that constitute
our lives. Morality is therefore not merely a matter of simple universal dichot-
omies such as good and bad or right and wrong. Rather we each have our own
individual moral viewpoints which, although not necessarily consistent and
coherent, we nonetheless feel strongly about. This moral compass is there in
research, and while there is the possibility of embracing certain general ethical
principles, the way in which these are taken up and acted upon is very much
reliant upon notions of individual morality. The following quote by Edwards
and Mauthner (2002: 16) captures how ethics and morality are intertwined:

Ethics concerns the morality of human conduct. In relation to social
research, it refers to the moral deliberation, choice and accountability
on the part of researchers throughout the research process.

It is important to note not only the prevalence of morality, choice and account-
ability here, but also the idea of the whole research process. As qualitative
researchers we need to ethically consider, for example the framing of our
research question, how this is impacted upon by interested parties and what
- might be the implications and applications of research framed in this way. Yet
interestingly ethical concerns are often only directed at research practice
(methods, consent, confidentiality), with knowledge construction seen as an
epistemological issue that is not situated within the ethical domain (Doucet
and Mauthner, 2002). This is an unsustainable position not least because dif-
ferent approaches in qualitative interviewing are founded upon complex,
competing and often political understandings of human experience. Thus there
is an obligation to consider the morality of not only research practice but also
the various practical, epistemological and ontological assumptions that sur-
round and define the research.
In Chapter 2 we discussed the range of different philosophical positions
from which qualitative research may be undertaken. A common aspect of all

Ethics '

. . put the neo-positivist is the rejection of a realist epistemology. This
e v ns for ethical thinking; if we do not believe knowledge produc-

mphcatlf: be neutral and disconnected from the perspectives of those
e verhe process, we must consider personal and social context an
Dve 7 marr_ of any ethical decision-making. Early feminist researchers
o 1?9812.- Gilligan, 1982) have shown how an epistemology founded
3 kg s exp’erience, as an all encompassing norm, introduced a powerful
upon met:jiscriminated against women. There are regrettably many instajr.lces
»,ifa;nd;::ledge construction where underlying epistemologies have mobilised

E - tal cultural, social and gendered beliefs that have until recently

ﬂem{nﬂ; unchallenged. Embracing qualitative methods with its more contex-
' Eremainc ted and constructionist roots prompts careful deliberation axop.nd
g ‘13‘:; e production that is inclusive of inherently complex ethical relation-
£ g responsibilities. We have ethical responsibilities not only to those
B a:rrjcipate but also those for whom the knowledge is progluced. As
Wh:j 'tZtive researchers engaged in producing knowledge we are required to act
= lnsibly being aware of how the research produced will be read, reinter-
rCSP:d and ’used. Being attentive and transparent with regard to the personal,
f;:(()retical and epistemological assumptions that underp%n, apd generally
inform, the research therefore has an ethical as well as reflexive dimension (we

cover reflexivity more comprehensively in Chapter 9).

Ethical theories and principles

Within philosophy in general, and the philosophy of s.ocial reserftrch in part{cuc—1
lar, there is a wide range of theories of ethics and e’Fblcal behaviour. A detaile
consideration of these is beyond the scope of this book (se‘:e, for exa_mpl_e,
Christians, 2017, for further discussion). However, an overview o.f the main
positions is of value, as it sheds light on the principles‘ u.nde.rlymg ethical
review processes (discussed later in this chapter) and the distinctive challenges
for qualitative research. ' N . .
Brinkmann and Kvale (2017) describe three main pos1t10n§ in ethical
theory: duty ethics, ethics of consequence and virtue Cthl‘CS. The .fu.:st of thes'e
is sometimes referred to in philosophy as a deontological position, and'1t
argues for ethics to be seen in terms of general principles that ap]._aly. in all cir-
cumstances. Ethical behaviour comes from adherence to such principles. In‘a
research context, the principle that researchers should alwa}fs seek_t_o avoid
harm to their participants can be seen as reflecting a duty ethics position.
Like duty ethics, the second theoretical position of an ethics of conse-
quences (commonly referred to as utilitarian ethics) also tends to operate
through rules and principles, but these are not absolute. Instea'd, they are Pased
on the notion that research should be judged according to its propensity to
produce the greatest happiness for the greatest number. Thus while a deonto-
logical ethicist might argue against a risky new cancer drug because of the

likPl\r harm ta trial reciniante a ntilitarian miocht arane that tha ~rhanca Af vero
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significant and widespread good in the wider population would outw,

conscquences of an action, with rightness or wrongness bei
the outcomes of an act. Utilitarian ethics has generally been
of compatibility with scientific ways of thinking, drawing on rationa] th

often the kind of rationality we use in this chapter. For example, when

There are difficulties with the use of utilitarian ethics in qualitative inter-
viewing, not least the inherent problems associated with predicting the furyre
consequences of actions. Qualitative interviewing seeks to be fluid and flexi.

or realisable. Also, if we return to questions of morality, how might different
people, agencies and Institutions .view the consequences of certain actions?
Our individual morality may make it impossible to align ourselves with an

ing there are certain moral principles, drawn from utilitarianism, that are often
times used when formally evaluating both qualitative and quantitative social
research: respect for persons, beneficence and Justice.

®  Respect for persons demands that individuals participate voluntarily, hav-
ing had adequate information about what involvement in the research will

comprehensive information such that they are able to give their informed
consent. There are particular target groups (e.g. children, older people,
those with literacy deficits or mental health disabilities) where the individ-
ual’s ability to understand and fully appreciate the process and consequences

elgh Do ;
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o thi'rd Cthl‘;al. tt}:eo;e;zz.l Vg(lﬁll:?tndoes not dismiss the vv:orth of rulels aancsi
(2917) o th?to Vir them as aids to decision—malking3 wthh must aT I;Wis};S
Prmc,‘Plesg " tr1(?1af(s)remost to the particulars of a specific ethical 1s}s]1;ezsed 44
Fesffond f_lrit ;n ragmatist philosophy of John Dewey, WI.IO emp s;to o
e hility (}fhe%rrlr:lividual to make ethical judgements in respons il
f‘?SPon?lblhtY v informed by their own values and those o e
b Clr(?11:1ym Is\ifcl:eus;prisingly this emphasis on ethics in context has attra
community. 3

interest from many qualitative researchers.

Social and communitarian ethics

iani i 1 notions of indi-
Principles founded upon utilitarianism do .Wlthlogt do;ﬁz zyccit:nﬂﬁc ons o ind
idual autonomy, rather than a more relationa view. Y
of knou] b" regarded as the overall aim, is also evide ndeed the
Of'ktnovﬁegfg:;(pl?;}tg pri%lciples does point towards a consensus worldvie
existenc
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what constitutes good ethical practice in social research. However, this Consep:
sus is seldom evident in qualitative research practice; as we said previoug]y,
different approaches to research mobilise their unique understandings of eth;.
cal practice that are underpinned by certain theoretical, cultural and Moraf
ideologies. Hence, many researchers have been engaged in working towards ,
more social ethics (see, for example, Holland, 2014) where a complex ang
situated view of moral judgements is adopted, in line with the pragmatist val-.
ues approach described above. Within this broad approach conventions of

distance and impartiality in research are replaced with notions of caring, inter. _ﬁ_
dependency and collaboration. Carol Gilligan (1982) characterises the female'
moral voice as an ‘ethics of care’; here merely avoiding harm is seen as inferioy
to embracing an ideology of participation founded upon compassion and nur.
turance. Gilligan’s ideas, and those of scholars building on her work, have haq’

a strong influence on feminist and wider social ethics thinking and practice
(see, for example, Held, 2006, 2014; Bell, 2014).

It is obviously simplistic to typify women as caring/relational and men as
being engaged in‘a more rational approach within social research. Even so, the
overall challenge to individualistic utilitarianism is evident, with Denzin
(1997, 2002) referring to ‘feminist communitarianism’ as an alternative ethical
theory that can take forward qualitative research. He argues that we are now
in a period where there is an abiding concern with moral discourse that is
inclusive of politics, gender, freedom, nation and community. The idea that we
can appeal to an objective, morally neutral viewpoint (e.g. university review

boards) is rejected, being replaced with a more localised morality, an ethics of -

care and ‘shared governance’. Research becomes ethically situated in a mutu-
ally cooperative domain where the community is served rather than the
producers of knowledge and the policy-makers. Within such a model partici-
pants have a say in how the research is conducted and may have a part to play
in its actual undertaking. Research then becomes far more about social action
with the researcher and researched participating together, acting in the best

moral interests of both the individual and the community (see, for example,

Shaw, 1999, on ‘participatory inquiry’). Of course such approaches have their

~ own challenges, not least that of how to achieve the participatory ideal when

confronted with differences around methodological know-how (Heron, 1996).
Those facilitating the research may find it hard to engender full participation
when knowledge and power are so unequally dispersed.

Ethical review processes

When you begin a new Qualitative research project you will almost certainly
need to go through research governance and/or ethical approval processes.

There is a good deal of variation between countries, and between research -

areas and institutions within countries, so it is always important to check the
local requirements. In this section we give an overview of typical expectations,
inevitably with a UK focus given our own experience. ‘
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Research governance

~ .| principles concern the rights, dignity and safety c?f .research par-

jle ethica! P ch governance focuses on the development of joint standards
e :eseatfhat permit the proper management and monitoring of research

T allows sanctions to be brought in cases of research miscon-
necessarY,Ce processes will normally include checking that ethical
Govemaf;)een obtained; the actual application for ethical approval may
iy h;ve art of the overall governance process. As part of research gov-
) 5 be asked for evidence of relevant insurance cover (which will

. Z,ome from your university), managerial approval to access
o f:ases and regular updates on the progress and eventual outcomes of
l s'anongata protection is an increasingly important part of research gov-
rOJ.C - rovals will often require a data management plan to ensure you
e f;a’t:picurely at all stages, and only share it in line with appropriate

ations and crucially with what participants have consented to.

Ethical codes and review panels

' ‘irhe foundation for ethical codes of practic.e in research.is the Helsinki
;.:Declaration of 1964 (World Medical Associgtlon, 2001), which formulatefi a
Exget of core principles for human research in the b'roa.ld‘est sen'se:.prot.ectlon
1 from harm (physical and psychological); respect for 1nd1Y1dua} dllgmty; right tg
' self-determination; right to privacy; protection of c.onf1d<?,nt1ahty. These fee
into a range of ethical codes for specific disciphne.s,.mcludmg psyclhology ('e.g.
* American Psychological Association, 2017; British Ps.yc.hologlcal Socmfty
~ (BPS), 2014), sociology (e.g. British Sociological Assoc'1at10n, 2017), social
I ~ anthropology (e.g. Association of Social Anthropolog.lsts of the.: UK and
Commonwealth, 2011) and education (e.g. Australian Assocmno_n .for
Research in Education, 2018; British Educational Research _Assocu}tlon,
2011), or sometimes across all human science areas (e.g. Canadian Instltu.t{f.s
of Health Research et al., 2014). There are also ethical codes for some sgeaﬁc
forms of research across disciplines, including online methods (Assocxatlo_n of
Internet Researchers, 2012; British Psychological Society, 2013) and v1s.ual
methods (Cox et al., 2014). Universities may have their own general et'hlcal
codes, though these will generally draw on the specific codes as appropriate.
While details of ethical codes vary between types and across countries,
there is a good deal of common ground among them. King (201 8). discusses
nine ethical considerations that might apply to any qualitative interv1ew—based
study, as outlined below. We will explore some of these issues in much more
depth in the rest of the chapter.

1. Informed consent. The researcher should ensure that participants are fully
informed about the research procedure and give their consent to partici-
pate in the research before data collection takes place.
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2.

Confidentiality. The researcher should maintain confidentiality regarding

any information about participants acquired during the research process, "
except where this could lead to significant risk of harm for the participant

and/or others. Very occasionally a participant (or group of participants)
may want to waive anonymity, though even here researchers need to con-
sider possible implications for others before agreeing.

Right to withdraw. The researcher should ensure that participants feel
free to withdraw from participation in the study without fear of being

penalised. This means either withdrawal from the interview process, or
withdrawal of data after interview.

Assessing risk of barm. The researcher needs to carefully consider poten-
tial harm that could arise from the research, to the participant or others
(including themself).

Deception. Deception of participants should normally be avoided alto-
gether. The only justification for deception is when there is no other way

to answer the research question and the potential benefit of the research
far exceeds any risk to participants.

Debriefing. The researcher should ensure that, after data collection, par-
ticipants have as good an understanding as possible of the research and its
aims, including how data are to be used. Generally in qualitative research
most of this is covered prior to data collection, but it is often worthwhile
reminding participants of key points at the end of the interview.

Use of incentives. Careful thought should be given to any use of incentives
for people to take part in your research. While there are circumstances
where this is acceptable, as a rule of thumb, incentives should not be of a

scale that would be likely to induce people to do anything they would not
otherwise do.

Limitations to the researcher’s role. In some circumstances, you may find
that there is the potential for participants to be confused or uncertain
about your role. This is particularly likely where you may have an existing
relationship of some kind with a participant — perhaps you have interacted
professionally with them (e.g. as a health professional, teacher or lecturer,
line manager in their organisation), or they are a friend, neighbour or fam-
ily member. A clear ethical risk in all these cases is that what happens in
the interview may have an impact on a relationship outside the research
setting. Even if there is no prior acquaintance, aspects of your identity
that you have disclosed may create role confusion or uncertainty among
some participants. For example, if you were researching experiences of
anxiety and you had disclosed your status as a psychologist, an interviewee
may think you are able to offer them professional therapeutic advice. For

all such situations the crucial message is that researchers must be clear
themeelvee ac tn the limite nf their rale and miet evnlain thic tn thair
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icipants in the course of obtaining informed cc).nsg:nt..As we dls§uss
par:kller below, this will usually mean more than just including a statemen;
7 -
e |aining role limitations; very often we need to come back to issues O
-el:flz,,_—med consent in the course of the interview.

sty and integrity in the research process. As a resear‘cher you have.: an
Hoflil obligatidn to participants, the research community and the Wlde'r
iy to carry out research in a fair and honest way. Breaches of this
Soa:g include conscious misrepresentation of findings, failure to decla'lre
z)c;ﬂjcts of interest, or failure to acknowledge (e.g. through authorship)

the contribution of others to your research.

i i i me of which we cover later in greater depth,
g baSIfi f[?il'clis;;legrl?itcliziz,e SE)r enabling researchers to protect pa:rticipants
pltes s‘;;)ufrln aiming to preserve their well-being and dignity. The important
fﬂ?m tsrbe’ar in mind is that these are basic ethical considerations that v§r111
:E:riaﬂy be developed and expanded upon in the process of unde;takmg
itative i i rch.

qualﬁﬂg esﬁzert:llc:ev;el;/e:li)ai)ment of professional codes of ethics, government
agenci:s 1gn many countries now have stringent ethical processes tht;t [%lllzttzz
dhered to before any research can commence. For exafnple, in the T
;Iational Health Service requirement is that any resea'rch involving patxen'E; hciz
staff must go through the Health Research Authority (HRA) Ic)lrocessént is
involves completing, and submitting for g;?prova'l, a lengtt}l:y ‘ocumethOds
which the researcher is required to give explicit details ab_out e alzns, I]Eld o
and outcomes of the proposed research. The res.earc_her is required to i Z it
and comprehensively respond to a range of ethical issues, explzlmx_lg 11;1 =
how these will be addressed. In order to accommodat'e the in uc;tllvzl f ;:outl};
of qualitative research it is possible to gain phased ethical approv .1 fthos i "
this is time-consuming it does mean that resegrcher§ can return at a la Zr dure
with, for example, a more fully develop_ed interview sche:dktllleil or 1'r(1:1c e -
change of focus. Whatever the strategy, fadur‘e to comply w1td the str1h E:;n
ance provided will almost certainly resul.t in tl:te propose r:eiseaittrlcl: N irg1
denied approval. Universities also have ethlca:l review boards.an a f)ug ,re_
relation to the HRA process, they may reqmge‘tl'l.e mf'o,rmatlox.l in a descsl Eall .
scribed format they will nonetheless call for similar 1nformat19n auz1 e o-.
Such processes are not there to binder researcl} but shou'ld b.e w;:'we‘ asS ;:}rlat
viding an opportunity to thoroughly engage with the ethical implication that
research with human subjects presents. Researchers often ask how apprf);f
secured. There is no secret formula; all ethical review .boards have gugr zm;:f1
that is readily available. This guidance needs to bc? meticulously re:ld tf Cclni .
with a view to identifying the information required and the level o he:}t1 !
needed. If possible, speak to other researchers Wh(? lzlave been’ t(lllroug he
process and ask if they might be willing to shar'e th-elr a_ppr.oved ocumen
tion (providing this, of itself, does not have ethical implications).
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course tensions, as offering explicit
data production. If you state,
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Researchers do sometimes tell stories of difficult encounters with ethieg

-

cial research there are of

: 0 . -
ent. 19 ° have implications for

committees. While we do not deny that this may occasionally happen, o, .14 information may ted in the power dynamics between managers
experience (having submitted to a range of ethical boards, and having been Jple, that you ?re_;)x}tere;at certain participants will discuss. Participants
members of ethics committees) is that the process is demanding but usually ckers you I_ﬂazo’ln‘:;q:e:;es if they reveal too much about the relationship-

fair. Indeed, often the process and advice given can enhance methodologicy| : bric here; rather the researcher needs to be conscien-
rigour and pre-empt potential problems. This said, it may be the case thy ; 10 hard-and-fast 1t ‘r;c ant ’understandable and honest information. Of
some ethical review boards are limited in their understanding of qualitative = heir efforts ©© sl'lare G ;:ocess your concern will be to protect the
research. This can prove to be testing and it is therefore important that the in this informatio r'l—gmfn%hz ualitative interview. Even s0, every effort
documentation submitted is written in a style that is accessible and clear. Fo; dedness and ﬂmdlty t?x : ksq from participation in social research.
example, while it will usually be helpful to identify your broad methodologica] minimise the £13

:‘;‘/“ e i ith participants that occurs in qualitative
approach, lengthy discussions of philosophy and methodology may alienate SO e direct personal confact Wi p p s bt o could help

i i i ; ol researchers to obtain 1 e
reviewers, whose main concern will be to get a clear idea of what ethical issues rerviews argu‘,;?lzlr el_lszles and to engage in a genuine process of negotiation
s i i - ot ecisions . ST ns

arise for participants and what the value of your research is. aking ethi ms (sce Rosenblatt, 2000). While such flexibility mea

Finally, when thinking about these processes it is useful to remember that
such committees have a demanding remit, often aiming to be supportive of
research while still being accountable for its ethical undertaking. It is in every- |
one’s interests to engage in ethical research practice and therefore governance -
processes that regulate may be time-consuming and demanding but they are
also necessary.

i nc . - . -
und c;?cc;iec ;articipants can be engaged with and informed in a variety of
o t pIOS )

. f:c issues that need to be covered. In Box 3.1 we suggest
s et lirfe spe:f:liﬁig a participant information sheet that.expla.ms the
B e Pearch the nature of participation and what will happen to
e s resd. Of ::ourse this will not be the same for all app.roaches to

1o and we ate not suggesting the standardisation of such

Rather, the framework aims to highlight key information that
hould consider providing.

qualitative
| processes-
' researchers s

Qualitative interviewing and informed consent

Ethical codes of practice emphasise the importance of gaining the informed
consent of participants prior to taking pait in the research. Participants should
be giving their ‘knowing consent’ (Berg, 2001), making choices free from duress
or inducement. The key word here is ‘knowing’. Are participants fully aware of
what they are consenting to when they agree to participate in a qualitative
interview? Do participants know if they are consenting to answer any and all
questions that are asked in the qualitative interview? Are participants know-
ingly giving you the right to use the data no matter what is said? In this section
we aim to raise central issues, making it plain that working through the specif-
ics of informed consent is a crucial aspect of ethical research practice. It is fair
to say that while it is important to obtain informed consent, participants will
only be in possession of fuller knowledge of what participation entails when
they are taking part in the interview. While accepting this conundrum, there is
a great deal that can be done to ensure that the qualitative interview is a pro- i
ductive and/or enjoyable experience that holds no unwelcome surprises. i

Box 3.1- Information for interview participants

What is the purpose of the research? g
You can give the aims of the research here, but ensure that these are presente
in a format that participants" can appreciate and understand.

he potential penefits that the research might have

ropriate, describe t e res
) :‘fofggha‘:lcing practice, informing policy and/or contributing to knowledge. Be

cautious though — do not overstate the potential of the research.

Why have | been chosen?

o The research needs to have relevance
involvement, so be Specific.

With regard fo the proposed participant’s

g I have to take part?
Process of negotiation : PRI = iy

) Participation is voluntary,
In order to get to the point of being able to conduct a qualitative interview, the ° P ] + clear that choosing not to particip
researcher is in our view required to enter into what is in effect a process of nego- o |f appropnate, make it ciear )
tiation. The researcher should provide as much information as possible so that negative consequences. : (Continued)
the participant is able to consider, and potentially negotiate, the terms of their [

and this always needs t0 be stated.
ate will not have any
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{Continued)

Make participants aware that they have the right to terminate their involvement
in the research whenever they please.

Participants also need to know that they can decline to respond to questions or
prompts at any point in the interview.

What db ! have to do?

o Explain exactly what the participant needs to do if they are willing to become
involved in the research. This is dependent upon the nature of the research, but

generally participants will need the contact details of the researcher in order to
initiate their participation. : :

Provide some general information about the interview. It is good practice to make
participants aware of the kind of questions that will be asked before they consent
to participate. This outline need only be general, but it should both alert and
prepare the participant for their involvement in the research.

Give details of the expected duration of the interview and an indication of where
and when it might take place.

People do not like surprises when they are consenting to something that is unfamiliar,
so mention that, with their permission, you will need to record the interview.

What happens to the information | give at the interview? 7
e Explain concisely how confidentiality of the data and anonymity will be handled.

o For some research you may need to explain the limits of these arrangements.

What will happen to the results of the study?

o  Give details of dissemination; this-should include feedback to participants.

Whao is organising the funding of the study?

o If appropriate, provide this information.

Who has approved the study?

e Giving this information can allay people’s concerns so, if appropriate, provide

this information.

Contact for further information

o  This information may have already been given. However, presenting coﬁtact details
again in a way that encourages the seeking of further information can enable
participants to seek clarification and therefore increase participation rates.

Thank you for reading this information sheet and considering taking part.

Ethics @

. - ¢ormation can be presented in a range of formats. Possibly the
ibis infor ¢ is a letter with the information sheet enclosed. Alternatively,
formathjs information can be verbally explained to participants as
e tl'tat't'al individual or group discussion with the researcher. The
i i ht be presented as text but-with a more engaging graphic
o the information is presented will very much be reliant upon
. Thehwayadapting and responding to the needs of the participant
= eild be foolish, for example, to use the information sheet in
3; :[1:, (;ts current guise with young schoolchildren. Something more
- |ly appealing and interactive would be needed. However, providing
“ ol ith this general information structure enables the researcher to
. v::t:iﬁc nature of the research. Participants are given information
" e ;I;t involvement will entail and the potential benefits and conse-
‘ g:; participatibn. With such information the. participant is able to
encfn informed choice, knowing what to expect if they consent to par-
. mat]]lJe Ie::et;f;i;Cclz).mmittees and review boards will expect consent to be
d ubxr:;nnzcd};;y the signing of a consent form. Box 3.2 gives two faxaml,?les
f/.-' ent forms, one that can be informally completed before the interview
;-_:' ;;c;::nces but ’after information has beén sha}red (Fom} 'A)_, the otb_er
h (Fbrm B) with a more personal tone being mclus.lve of spec1f1'c information
“hat can be sent to participants in advance..The important thing to keepfto1
" the fore is that informed consent is about being open, truth_ful and re;pfact u
of people’s right to choose. While informed consent in soc.lal rﬁseirc tlstirll;)z
generally a legalistic process (although there may occasionally he a t
~ when such documentation has a more bureaucratic purpose)‘ the consen
form endorses the process, making it visible, memorable and ‘most impor-
tantly something that can be returned to if necessary. Thcr_e may.be occasmni,
" though, where it is very difficult or impossible to Obta.ll'f written consent.
This could be because of literacy issues, or becal.lse participants bave a sus-
picion or mistrust of formal documents. It may simply })e a practical mz;l‘c.teri
as Lawton et al. (2017) describe in relation to research in emergency medica
settings. In such circumstances ethics committees would generally accczieipt
alternative arrangements for recording consent; .for ex:atmple, through au 1o’-
recording of verbal consent at the start of the interview. In Lawton et_la s
study, verbal consent immediately prior to interview was followed by later
written consent.
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Box 3.2 Consent forms — two different options

Form A
Title of Project:
Name of Researchers: -
Please initial box
1. Iconfirm that | have read and understand the information sheet dated O

(insert date) for the above study. | have had the opportunity to consider the
information, ask questions and have had these answered satisfactorily.

2. | understand that my participation is voluntary and that | am free to withdraw O
at any time without giving any reason, and without any consequences for me.

3. I'have begn informed that the interview will be tape-recorded and O
| give my consent for this recording to be made.

4. lunderstand that all information | provide will be treated as confidential, [
and will be anonymised.

9. | agreetothe use of anonymised direct quotes from my interview in O
publications and presentations arising from this study. '

6. |agreetotake part in the above study. d

Name of Participant Signature . Date

Researcher Signature Date

|  stored securely. However, information about the project, including interview data, _will be
! i’shared with my dissertation supervisor and other appropriate staff at the University.

| point of writing up my research and therefore will not be able to remove quotations from

Ethics

Informed consent for master’s project

Title: Women’s experiences of reproductive choice

\am 2 master's student in the School of Social and International Studies at the University
13 radford. | would like to invite you to participate in research | am u’ndertakmg as

nart of my studies. The research has been approved. by the University's, Departme_ntal
‘Eihics Panel. My research project explores the experiences of women as th_ey consider

' pmductive choices and the prospect of becoming a parent for the first time.

you agree t0 participate this will involve being interviewed once and it [s expe_acted ;
that the interviews will fast no longer than one hour. I can undertake the mterwew-at
ffa time and place that is convenient for you and | would want to record and trapscnbe
Gl"{he interview. All interview data will be treated with the utmost respect and will be

You may be concerned that other people will be able to know what you’vg saidvin.

the interview. | will do my very best to protect you from this by removing identifying
information, for example changing your name and your exact age. You will be able to
withdraw from the project at any time until 1 May 2009. After this time | will be at the

the final dissertation. The final dissertation resulting from this project will be publicly
available through the University Library.

| appreciate your giving time to this study and if you have any questions please do call
me at . You can also contact my dissertation supervisor,
Dr at

Thank you

(Name of researcher and signature)

If you are willing to participate in the master’s project outlined above please sign below.

Signature

Print name

Date
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The process of negotiation required to obtain consent does not end’
the recording of consent in whatever form. Rather, there is an ongoing pr
throughout the interview and sometimes beyond. At various points in an
view, you may need to check understanding and consent again — for ins
if the interview takes a very unexpected direction that potentiall

of ‘process consent’ (Ramos, 1989) can also take place within the Interviey,
situation. When interviewing parents who had

Rosenblatt (2000: 204) gives the following example of how he sensitively useq
process consent within the actual qualitative interview, giving participants the
implicit right to withdraw from aspects, and even all, of the interview:

I don’t know if that’s an appropriate question to ask or not ...

I feel like maybe all these questions are too personal. You can tell me
to shut up anytime you want ...

CanTask you...?

The point of questions like these is to minimise any discomfort a participant

might feel in refusing to answer a particular question, or follow a particular
direction of exploration. '

The fig’ht to withdraw and managing emotions

The right to withdraw from an interview, and to request withdrawal of data
after the interview, is integral to the giving of informed consent. In reality
participants rarely withdraw once they have consented, but if they choose to
do so, this should be made as easy and comfortable for them as possible.
However, the right to withdraw can be deployed mistakenly when participants
become emotional and distressed during an interview. This is often the reac-
tion of a novice researcher who assumes that someone’s distress necessitates
the termination of the interview, perhaps in relation to the ethical principle of
beneficence and the undertaking to do no harm. Understandably, interviewers
can often fear the emotional reactions of participants, but automatically
invoking a distressed participant’s right to withdraw from the process is often
not the outcome that the participant wants or needs. Of course the aim of the
interview is to gather information and not to elicit a participant’s extreme
emotional response. On the other hand, interviews aim to provide rich,
detailed and in-depth information and it is hard to imagine how this might be
achieved without layers of emotional input. Although dependent on the type
of interview, in general as an interviewer you should acknowledge, and if nec-
essary try to verbalise, the emotions you observe (e.g. ‘Does this make you
sad?’). You should not-ignore such emotions; sometimes it is useful to suggest
a short break (make a coffee, etc.), after which the participant can be asked if

With:
Ocesg
inter_
tance.

y raises ney
issues, or if the participant suggests uncertainty about confidentiality. This king’

experienced the death of a chijg

Ethics

. ue. Having been involved in research that b'y its very naturef
gant £ 0 (e.g. drug misuse, intimate partner relationships, care 0
L wn:h confidence that it is often more useful for partici-
e cant]:ayinterﬁew. Emotional life is an essential part of our
o> eef re will be an integral part of the interview process.
ud ther' . the right to withdraw from an interview, pal.:tlapants
! = h:]lvfies be expected to retain the right to ask for thel.r (.iata to
uld in aLmQSt the study, after they have completed ’participatior.x. 1t is impor-
gmoved 0 i ants’aware of the practical limits to this right, though.
e [_JaIthPe a point where it is no longer realistic to Withdtaw.data;
E g combeetf submitted, an article or book chapter published.
il hajii,nt work at any level, it would often be cons.id.ered reason-
'all)’ i :ltlu w withdrawal of data after analysis has finished. These
e tho ioht to withdraw data are in most cases ethica}ﬂy fine, so long
cnons . e:ﬁnade clear about them from the start, for instance via the
‘43mc1'pant181;1; and perhaps.a verbal reminder at the end of the interview. -
e complicated situation for studies that involve multiple
T!mrc p ?1 fll:;eface—to-face or online. A participant may comp'lete some
o £ interviews, then withdraw from the study, potentially leav-
B ot hi , he data collected up to that point should be
o ")f Whe't e:h;s ?s where proper informed consent is essential.
a sjedkindan?}:l;? g;‘)f;a should make explicit the expectations regarding
i ; ies i i k participants
acial compleion. Fo some s e, iberviee you il
k- i[::: itth cjltntshtfﬂ ljzllslsegr;ztler they leave the study. In other instance.::l,lzitr ;nv:zr
| i hen a participant Wi y
‘be advisable to automatically remove all data w pRzifig thdravis.
A sensitive the research topic and the more poten
-2:113 rvutllin(i:glu;:mtﬁé ?::E:?;st are, the greater the likelihood that automatic
g remival of all data upon withdrawal should be the option.

‘off the record’

In our experience of using qualitative interviews in various resiar:: t}f;r;)]:icgt}s;
there is one thing that seldom varies. Almost al?vays partlc1panitls T e e
of relief when the recording equipment is svvﬂgched off but t en cor%al e
talk. Often this part of the qualitative interview encounter is h::u}clnas ,djrect
participants sharing sometimes'highly sensitive information th .
relevance to the research. This appears to occur regardless of the mthlr}oi P
interview. We have known many different researcher. responses to this mbout
‘off the record’. extended conversation — a conversation that at ’ametshlastat o
personal disclosure. In our view there is only one ethical response pat aces
on board the ethical principle of respect for persons, a}gd that it}(f) f:tetmg e
with the participant. As the researcher you can .sensmve}yhasb akl,le togwrite
acceptable to turn the tape-recorder back on or if you might be
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down what is being said. Whatever course of action is taken in term
recording data, the choice regarding the inclusion of ‘off the record’ data
should always remain with the participant.

As well as comments made after the interview has formally ended, pay..
ticipants may sometimes ask for something that is said during the interview to
be kept “off the record’. Of course, as a researcher you must comply with thjg
and remove it from the transcript, but it is not such a simple matter to delete-
your own recollection of what was said! You need to be careful that in present.
ing findings you do not in any way even hint at understandings that wers’

based on what was told you in complete confidence.

Payment for participation

Paying participants to take part in research is controversial and may be seen as
an inducement that changes the fundamental nature of the process. With pay-
ment, instead of participation being voluntary, the research relationship is seen

to be founded upon tangible rewards that may impact not only on consent but -
also on any data generated. Drawing on an uncomplicated account of power

relations, participants who have received payment may feel obliged to respond
in a particular fashion, having thus relinquished their free choice regarding
participation. An alternative view is one put forward by Hollway and Jefferson
(2012) that takes a far more relational view of power. They argue that payment
for participation may have an equalising effect, exchanging participants’ time
for researchers’ money, and showing respect for their participation. However,
the authors avoid oversimplifying the case, recognising that equalising is set
within a structural understanding of power. This understanding suggests that
power is unevenly distributed between the researcher and the researched. Such
power differentials are often multifaceted, reflecting involved and contextually
located fields of inquiry. While conceding that, in some ways, payment may
induce participation, this does not negate the relational nature of the research
process. Each party in the research process has inputs and investments that
facilitate and mediate involvement. Of course there will be any number of fac-
tors to consider when making choices regarding payment for participation:
when, how much, and to whom is payment made? However, situating payment
for participation within a relational dynamic, rather than framing it as induce-
ment, does provide a convincing ethical argument. Even in this context,
though, we would reiterate our earlier point that the size of any incentive
should not be such that one might reasonably think it could persuade people
to participate against their better judgement.

Confidentiality and anonymity

Confidentiality and anonymity are often taken to mean the same thing in
research. This is a mistake; while the concepts are related, they have quite

Sof
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] ___eanings that are critical in relation to qualitative interviewing. In le_le
jstinct ™ ture confidentiality is commonly viewed as equivalent to the prin-
i hfter;vacy. Therefore to assure someone of complete‘ confi.dentiali!:y
- suggest that what is said in the qualitative interview will remain
: tOd ﬂft be repeated. Obviously this cannot be what we want to imply
= - esearch, and ‘more specifically qualitative interviewing, since as
“o we undertake to report the findings/outcomes of research. It is
=i Chie;agine how this might be done, when using qualitative interviewing,
: is said is not to be repeated. o o
" Rather than assuring complete confidentiality, qfle‘lhtatlve re.se.archer§ offer
' onfidentiality within limits which are made explicit to participants in the
s ed consent process. Key to this is normally the use of anonymisation —
3 cr;:ﬁng identities through the use of code numbers, pseudonyms or similar.
cO

Confidentiality of the data

" When participants agree to be interviewed they have the right to expect that

the data as a whole will be handled with due respect and discretion.

 Participants do not expect their interview data to be available for general con-

sumption, unless they have agreed for it to be archived for the use of other
researchers, as part of the informed consent process. They should be able to
rely on their data being kept securely, with identifying information removed

~ and known only to the researcher, or research team if appropriate. A process
- for managing the separation of personal information from Fhe data needs to
~ be put in place before the collection of data. This may be achieved by nur{:lber—
" ing interviews (Participant 1, 2, 3 etc) or using pseudonyms, and keeping a

record of actual names in a secure and separate location that can only be

- accessed by the researcher (lockable filing cabinet or password-protected com-

puter). Indeed you should consider whether you have a good reason to
maintain a record of participants’ actual names. You may need to do so if you
have agreed to enable participants to look through the transcript (a practice
we will return to later), or you may need to contact them for follow-up inter-
views. Another reason for retaining personal details is to send participants a
summary of findings, or some other type of dissemination; if this is your on.ly
reason for keeping contact details then you could do so without keeping a list
matching them to pseudonyms, thereby enhancing anonymity. As well as
anonymising participants, it is normal to similarly anonymise other individu-
als referred to in an interview, and sometimes organisations and geographical
locations too.

Data protection regulations in most countries expect personally identifia-
ble data not to be kept longer than necessary, except where archiving has been
consented to, or in rare instances where there is an overriding public interest
in 50 doing. As a result, ethics committees often ask how long the data will l?e
stored, and the expectation is that unless agreed otherwise the data will
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be destroyed once the stated period has expired. We can hear
researchers protesting at the loss of data that could be reworked and reang,
lysed. Such measures do not preclude the archiving of qualitative data that cap
be made available for further or secondary analysis; for example, in the UK
the Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) provides access to datg for
secondary analysis from projects it has funded, via the ESRC Qualitative Daty
Archival Resource Centre. Actually, it could be argued that the principle relar.
ing to the length of time personal data is kept does not relate to data that have
been anonymised because the data are no longer ‘personal’. This is a view that
many researchers take and indeed one that makes logical sense. However, seri-
ous consideration needs to be given to those data that are not SO easily
anonymised. Equally, we need to think about notions of good practice i
scholarly research. If the data are destroyed too early, how might findings be
validated if challenged? As you can see, it is hard to give categorical adyice on
this issue, particularly when thinking about work such as Catherine Riessman’s
‘A Thrice-Told Tale’ (2004). In this work Riessman returns many years later tg
previously used data, analysing them for a third time and offering new insights
into the experiences of someone living with multiple sclerosis. To suggest that
such data should have been destroyed seems almost barbaric. What we are
saying is that it is the researcher’s duty to be aware of the responsibilities sur-
rounding the storage of interview data and that these should be at the forefront
of any decisions that are made with regard to confidentiality of the data. In
addition, participants should be as fully informed as possible about how data
will be anonymised and managed, including how long they will be stored.

Transcription

Transcription is always a time-consuming and demanding task and often it is
contracted out to people with the essential skills. Of course there is the conse-
quential impact that you do not develop the same level of familiarity with the
data if someone else does the transcribing. Nonetheless, realistically time con-
straints may mean you need to employ others to do this task. This is not
necessarily a problem, and can greatly reduce the demands placed on qualita-
tive researchers. Often those who take on this work have experience working
with confidential data. Even 80, the researcher must ensure that the transcriber
is aware of confidentiality issues and agrees to respect the confidentiality of
the data. In a similar vein, researchers are very enthusiastic about their work
-and novice researchers can become eager to share their fieldwork experiences.
Discussing the data professionally (with co-researchers, colleagues) is fine, but
relating this in a way that identifies individual participants is not and research-
ers need to quickly develop the ability to use, at all times, the assigned
pseudonyms. We would recommend that wherever possible, pseudonyms
should be assigned as part of the transcription process — that way, researchers
are less likely to find themselves- talking about participants by their real names.

qualitativg :
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Anonymising the data

a5 already mentioned, the advice given in textboF)ks is to use pseu-
_ eplacing the participant’s name with an alternative one. ThlS is of
& re}'; advice and does go part way to making sure that participants are
3 so-l;l-n ble. There are, however, many instances in qualitative interviewing
iy am iy will not suffice. For example, in a narrative interview a par-
3 1:hlsislll discribe in great detail their personal experiences, relationships
. nats. The story that is told, its structure and fabric, remains trans-
eel:;bw;lble to others. The name of the participant is therefore not the
R in which the participant can be identified. In a semi-structured inter-
w?};l a ‘key informant’ (someone who has specific information relating to
:,;rch e.g. 2 head-teacher or public health manager? t?le po_sition that
g n :)ccupies and/or other attributes and characteristics will be both
p:;’:‘;o the interview and identifiable to others. Take the. e_xample of inter-
ing a group of young mothers where one of the participants has thlrlee
dren, while all the other participan.ts have one or two children. The mot‘ er
with three children is distinct in relation to t.he ?tl}er young mothers partici-
P g in the research. If this specific information s included the young women
ricipating in the research, and others, reading the suk.>sequent r&'search
rt may be able to directly link quotes to the fnother with three ch1l'dre_n.
vidently the use of a pseudonym would not suffice to protect anonymity in
‘this instance. A decision needs to be made about the use of such 1denufy1r}g
information. Its removal may in many instances have profound re'levance in
terms of research aims. The young mother referred to ha§ her experiences and
ﬁnderstandings rooted in the fact that she has three chlldfen, and therefore
‘._i)mittiug this information from your analysis may have an impact in terms of
' contextually locating the data. N o
" Thereareno simple solutions to such dilemmas, and it is the responm.bfhty
of the researcher to comprehensively think through the impact that participa-
~ ton might have for people taking part. It might b'e argued that 1.:he nature of
qualitative interviewing makes anonymity a highly c.hallengm‘g _concept.
~ Participants are invited to share their personal thoughts a..nc_i opinions, and
these are always set within their own lives, which have dlstmcnve.: features.
~ Therefore the researcher needs to have considered in more detall- hqw to
~ anonymise, and perhaps even explore with participants if anonymisation is
- possible and/or desirable. You could also enter into a process of_ negotiation
With participants with regard to the use of specific quotes. Participants will
have insight into what might be fine to use and which quotes may hold poten-
tial dangers with regard to the disclosure of identity. _
Regrettably, all too often issues around anonymity are left until the later
. stages of the research when the costs to both the participants and the research
have escalated. Removal or omission of data can profoundly affect the ovel:"all
Outcome of research, yet inclusion without anonymity may have revelfbcrat{ng
consequences. Our advice is always to be upfront and clear when discussing
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the potential benefits and effects of participation when seeking ‘informed con.
sent’; this should most certainly relate to anonymity if this is a concern_ Alsg
it is important to consider that there exists a growing awareness of how SOme
research participants may want to be identified and not anonymised
research outputs, often because they wish to claim ownership of their storje

(e.g. Grinyer, 2002), or because they feel their stories are already (at leaspin
part) in the public domain. An interesting example of the latter is Lind,
Asquith’s research with genocide survivors (Asquith, 2015). She makes the
point that participants may have felt that being anonymised is another for,
of erasure and dehumanisation, and therefore gave participants the right not
to be anonymised — an option some took. Even if this is the case, it is still the
researcher’s responsibility to decide if such a strategy is ethically sound, In
these circumstances, researchers are advised to obtain written consent that 5y
individual wishes to waive thejr right to anonymity.

Ownership of the data

Participants, commissioners and other interested parties all want to be repre-
sented in a positive light and at times this may bring about serious clashes and
disagreements around who actually owns the data. Even when consent hag
been undertaken as a process of negotiation, there may still be points of cop-
flict around ownership of the data. Based on the ‘democratic principle’
(Simons, 1984) data is the property of the interviewee and they have the right
to negotiate what information is made public. In some cases, researchers take
the view that it is therefore appropriate to give interviewees copies of their
transcripts to check before analysis starts, though this is far from a universal
position. If you take this route, you need to be clear what you are (and are
not) asking of participants. An ethical case can be made for allowing them to
ask for comments to be deleted with which, on reflection,

they feel uncom-
fortable. However, sometimes participants want to co

rrect their own

grammatical mistakes or rephrase colloquial or dialect terms; this may be

methodologically undesirable gs research is
ticipants’ ‘nataral’ talk. '

Ownership of the data may also be claimed by the funders of research,
and there are certainly instances when findings have not been disseminated
because the commissioners have withheld permission. It is therefore important

often concerned to capture par-

and research insights when embarking on funded research
aside the contractual aspects, there may be other challe
What if handing over data has implications for interviewees? While for some

Ethics

ed and anonymised but also the potential for coming into cdnf.lict
stol'shjp This way you can take action to secure the appropriate
wner e

mtewiew data.

" Physical safety and welfare of the researcher

importance and complexity of issues relating to the welfare and
g u?Part:icipants, it is possible for the physical safety and welfare of
o Zef to be overlooked when planning a research study. This is a
res‘earcd erous error that should always be addressed. Thankfully, with
nnall‘)j’ can'ri of more rigorous ethical processes such concerns have
= urc formalised. Let us first critically consider the physical safety of
P moher In our personal lives we are cautious about entrusting our
i tesca::_hcr's. For example, we check out the background of those who care
ou;ihjldren; if someone uses a dating app they are advised to ensure that
first meeting is in a public place. Similar levels of care need to be taken
‘h’;n undertaking research, The researcher should f1r.st and .fc?remost be
e ed to consider the potential dangers when meeting participants vs_/ho
' cmfltr:f also ‘strangers’. Of course we would not want to overstate the point;
Tu3 c"tative interviewing is primarily a fulfilling and enjoyable method of col-
ecting data. Even so, being safety conscious from the start can ensure that
arise.
] pm%e‘!:la;i(:i:: tinterviews can be undertaken in many different settings, with
3 the researcher often able to negotiate the locatif)n. If this is Possible then the
interviewer can ensure that they control the environment, being able to acc;:s
* atelephone, notify another person that they are m‘{:erwevs{'u.lg, and making th t
person aware of where they are and when they will be f1mshed: On thc? other
- hand, sometimes the interviewee may be unable to travel, or it may just be
" convenient that the interview will take place in their homc.e or another place
that provides easy access for the interviewee. When mak1r_1g these arrange-
- ments the researcher needs to consider if there are safety issues. To merely
. arrange an interview without any strategies in place to ensure researcher safety
Is irresponsible in the extreme. It is essential to have_ a safety protocol (a set of
Practices) as an effective way of dealing with such issues. Here we offer what
we believe to be a useful but far from exhaustive safety protocol:

®  Always carry a mobile phone. Make sure it is charged and l‘las crec'lit. Do not
be careless and think it will be OK this time if the battery is running low.

®  Always inform someone of the time and place of the interview and let them
know that you will call once the interview is complete. Th'e person you
inform and call can be your PhD supervisor, the research pr1n.c1pal inves-
tigator/co-investigator or a friend. The most Important point is that they
know when to expect your call and are alerted to the need to act should
you not call. o :




@ Interviews in Qualitative Research

e If you inform your contact by e-mail check that your message has beey
received and can be acted upon if necessary. Often the person you desig.
nate as your contact will be a busy person; if they do not read your meg.
sage your safety may be compromised.

e Throughout the interview be aware of safety issues and reflect on
whether you feel safe enough to continue. If you feel unsafe politely suggest
re-arranging. Once you have terminated the interview you can consider the
next course of action; possibly a different interviewer, or the decision may
be that this interview needs to be abandoned.

Always call your contact once the interview has been completed. Inghap,
et al. (2000) suggest making a phone call to your contact in the presence
of the participant so that they are aware of the precautions being takep,
This may indeed be good advice if you have specific reasons to be con.
cerned, for example if interviewing particular target groups with a history
of challenging or confrontational behaviour. Whatever the timing of the
call, forgetting to ring will, and should, have consequences. You would
expect your contact to take action and to be very angry to find that yoy
merely forgot to get in touch after the interview. A further consequence
may be that if you again fail to ring they will be unsure whether this js just
another instance of forgetfulness and may delay taking action, thus further
compromising safety. '

Finally, issues of researcher safety also relate to the potential personal impact
of qualitative interviewing on the interviewer. Earlier we referred to debriefing
in relation to participants; it can often be the case that researchers themselves
need to debrief. By its very nature qualitative interviewing can place research-
ers in situations where they hear and learn about experiences and events that
are not easily put aside when the day’s work has ended. It is important that
researchers themselves are able to discuss and talk through what may have
happened in the course of an interview. This should be done in a way that
takes on board all we have been discussing in relation to confidentiality and
anonymity. Therefore the researcher/interviewer debrief should most probably
be an arrangement with co-investigators or research supervisors. While it
would be naive to suggest that the safety of all those involved in qualitative
interviewing can be completely and easily assured, the strategies we have sug-
gested can uphold your confidence in having undertaken qualitative interview
research that is ethically considered and responsible.

Conclusion

The ethical practice of qualitative interviewing is a wide-ranging and often
demanding enterprise. Throughout this chapter it has been our intention to be
inclusive, aiming to offer theoretical and conceptual ethical understandings,

Ethics

_ide meeting the more functional demands when undertaking qual.ita_tive
looee”* Qur account, situating ethics in qualitative interviewing within a
lewii epistemological frame of reference, does place a great deal of
nsai;ilit}’ on the researcher. Still, it is imp-ortan's to recognise th'at often an

mpassing solution to some of the ethical dilemmas you will come up
g ill not be feasible. Ethical codes of practice can be of help, as can the
Stwamd support of other experienced researchers and wider research

; dancice systems. Be that as it may, it is essential to constantly have a criti-
: ern:ce towards the whole research process, knowing that ultimately it is

2 srasearv:her who is accountable. When we say this it is not to instil a leve.:l
- idation but rather to encourage the thoughtful ethical practice of quali-

of trep! . : ined
rive interviewing where care and respect are intertwined.
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Designing an
Interview Study

In this chapter we outline the typical stages you are likely to pass through in -

designing a research study based on qualitative interviewing. In light of the
discussion in the previous chapter, concerning a variety of positions within
qualitative research, it should come as no surprise that there cannot be a single
universal protocol to follow for developing a qualitative interview study. In the
latter part of this book some of the distinctive features of particular methodo-
logical approaches are examined: phenomenology (Chapter 11), discourse
-analysis (Chapter 12) and narrative (Chapter 13). Nevertheless, we would

argue that there is sufficient commonality among many traditions of qualita-

tive research to make a generic account of the project development process at
least a useful starting point:

The chapter is organised around the following main tasks in the develop-
ment of a qualitative research study:

°  framing your research question

o choosing the type of interview

©  defining your sample and recruiting participants

°  developing an interview guide -
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Framing your research question

framing 2 research question that is appropriate to a qualit.ativ'e study, there
3 eral issues that you need to take into account. The first is the type of
are se.Vn you should use. By this we mean the kind of knowledge that the
q ‘estlohcr seeks to produce from analysis of interview data. The second is the
researc f the question: how broad or narrow a range of experience is the study
oo to examine? A third issue is the need to avoid presuppositions in the
'_sif:‘;:l}gn that might distort the research process. Finally, you need to consider
q

¢he extent to which the research question itself might change in the process of

3 carrying out a qualitative study.
' Type of research question

One of the most common and potentially damaging m}stakes made by novi.ce
g qualitative researchers is to frame their research question ina Manner requir-
' ing a type of ‘answer’ that qualitative research cannot pr.ov1de. This includes
questions that ask about simple causal relationships. To give a real example, a
student approached one of us for supervision, saying that they wanted to use
qualitative interviews to find out “What causes young women to develop eating
disorders’. If you think this is a legitimate kind of question to ask (and see
Chapter 2 for discussion of the problems many qualitative 'rese.archers hgve
with conventional notions of causality), you need to address it using quantita-
tive methods within the hypothetico-deductive tradition. You could, for
instance, carry out an analysis of epidemiological data, or utilise a survey
design, but qualitative interviews would never enable you to answer a question
like this. There are qualitative approaches that are interested in explanatory
questions, particularly within the limited realist tradition; fOJ:* example, work
drawing on the realist evaluation tradition (Pawson and Tilley, 1997). that
seeks to identify how specific contexts and mechanisms produce partlcu.!ar
outcomes. However, this is a much more nuanced and interpretive enterprise
than the direct causal question we highlight above.

Another mistake that can be made in the type of the research question is
10 seek to establish general trends in the phenomenon under consideration. To
extend the previous example, you might ask ‘Are women more strongly inﬂu—
enced than men by media representations of body image?’. While this question
is not seeking to uncover underlying causes of behaviour, it s trying to PrOdlflCC
a highly generalised understanding of the differences between two very wide
categories of person (‘young women’ and ‘young men’). Qualitative researchers
differ in the extent to which they permit any attempt to generalise, or ‘transfer’,
understanding from a specific study to a wider context (Murphy et al., 19?8;
Williams, 2002), but even those who argue for some degree of transferability
would not see this as an appropriate question for a qualitative study.

The research question for a qualitative interview study should not, there-
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behaviour. What it should focus on is meaning and experience, with reference
to a particular group of participants. So, for example, you might ask ‘How do
young women view the presentation of body image ideals in magazines and
newspapers?’. And while qualitative research questions should not seek to
establish causality, they may very well focus on perceptions of causality from
the perspective of research participants: ‘How do people diagnosed with ano-
rexia make sense of why they have developed the condition?’

Scope of the research question

Even when a qualitative research question has the right kind of focus, it may
still be inappropriate in terms of its scope. Questions that are very broad in
scope are problematic because of the emphasis in qualitative research on
understanding people’s lives in context. If a study tries to encompass experi-
ences from too wide a set of social contexts, the findings are likely to present
a scattering of unrelated snapshots, from which it is impossible to draw any
kind of conclusion. The revised research question on body image, stated in the
previous paragraph, would be likely to suffer this weakness, as the category
‘young women’ is almost certainly too broad. The researcher here would be
best advised to narrow the scope somewhat, perhaps in terms of characteristics
such as specific age groups, class, occupation, and so on.

While research questions that are too broad may in effect prove ‘unanswer-
able’, those that are too narrow are likely to produce findings that are simply
not very interesting or useful. Qualitative research is interested in how people
differ in relation to a particular phenomenon, as much as in what they have in
common. A very narrow research question can result in a highly homogeneous
sample that does not enable diversity of meaning and experience to be revealed.
Also, such a question may generate findings so localised in their relevance that
they cannot contribute to the intellectual debate around the topic in question.

‘When deciding on the scope of your research question, a key factor to bear
in mind is the level of resources available to you. On the whole, broader ques-
tions will require larger-scale studies to address them effectively. Researchers
who are new to qualitative approaches may be prone to over-reaching them-
selves in terms of scope, feeling uncertain about the value of narrower
questions.- If this describes your situation, remind yourself that qualitative
research is fundamentally concerned with the particular rather than the gen-
eral; on that basis we would advise that if in doubt, err on the side of
narrowing the scope of your research question. -

Avoiding presuppositions

Texts on qualitative interviewing stress the importance of avoiding leading
questions in interviews, and offer various tips as to how this may be done. The
present volume is no exception, as you will see in Chapter 5. However, it 18
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jmportant to nofe .that it is Possible for the research question in itself to be
leading, such that it may blinker the way in which you go about exploring
our topic with your participants. Take the question “What are the perceived .
penefits to the victims of street crime of a self-help website?’. The question
seems suitably focused on meaning and experience (here in the form of ‘per-
ceptions’) and realistic in scope. But there is an in-built presupposition that the
website does have benefits for victims, which may lead you to neglect probing
roperly for any negative experiences associated with its use. A better form of
phrasing would be to refer to ‘perceived benefits and costs’, but even this may
tend to encourage you to seek a clear dichotomy of good and bad that may
not correspond to the way participants see things. Better still would be “What
experiences do users have of a self-help website for victims of street crime?’.

The shifting research question

In qualitative studies it is not uncommon for the researcher to feel that the
research question is shifting as the study progresses. While this would be a cause
for great concern in a positivistic quantitative study, it is not necessarily a prob-
lem in a qualitative one. Qualitative research always has (to some degree) an
exploratory character, and as such it is inevitable that sometimes a project will
move in directions that are of relevance to the research topic but outside of the
~ scope Of the original research question(s). If we return to the study of street
crime victims, the researcher might find that participants consistently want to
comment on their experiences of a helpline accompanying the website rather
than just on the website itself. In deciding whether to allow this kind of redefini-
tion of the research question, any researcher would need to consider a number
of conceptual and practical issues for their project. These include the following:

°  Would the change to the research question undermine the coherence of
the study as a whole? In our example, we might feel that to examine the
helpline as well would not substantially alter the underlying concern of the
study with experiences of using self-help resources for victims. In contrast,
we would be reluctant to extend the study to look in detail at victims’
experiences of individual psychotherapy, as this represents a very different
kind of resource from the website and helpline.

Would the change streich the resources of the project to an unmanageable
degree? In our example, incorporating a detailed exploration of responses
to helpline use might extend the interviews by 20 minutes or so. This will
h.ave a knock-on effect on the time taken to transcribe and analyse inter-
views that the researcher would need to take into account.

Are. key stakeholders in the project bappy with the change? Significant
decisions about changes to a research project are rarely just the concern
of the individual researcher. In a master’s or doctoral thesis, the student’s
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supervisor will want to be sure that any change does not undermine t},!
intellectual quality of the work, and that it will not result in unacceptapy
delays to completion. In externally commissioned research, funders ard
also likely to be concerned with completion times, and there may be polit;.
cal or ethical considerations as well.

:cerion most commonly proposed for sampling in qualitative studies
'crl Researchers seek to recruit participants who represent a variety of
i;l relation to the research topic, of a kind that might be expected to
e ht on meaningful differences in experience. To contir;ge t'he example
,_'1. ¢ previous paragraph, if we wanted to carry out a qualitative study of
= n perceive risk-taking in driving, we might consider that age, years of
e-cxperienCC, and family status may be important, and therefore seek to
articipants who vary on these aspects. (This kind of targeted sampling
referred to as ‘purposive’.) Of course, the effectiveness of such a sam-
strategy will depend on the choice of aspects (dimensions or categories)
hich to select participants. This choice will in most cases draw upon a
e of the researcher’s knowledge of the academic literature, personal
. ledge, and anecdotal information from those who have some involve-

¢ with the topic. . . o )

" The philosophical position of a study is a crucial mﬂue'nce on samphng
egy, as is the methodological approach taken. Qualitative neo-positivist
limited realist positions (see Table 2.1 in Chapter 2) are concerned to
sure that interpretations correspond to a reality that exists outside of the
cearch process and the researcher’s position; as such, they tend to require
samples than contextualist and especially radical constructionist studies,
often need to define a range of relevant ‘stakeholder’ groups from whom
cipants will need to be drawn. In contrast, a phenomenological study will
only require a relatively small sample (often in single figures or the low
) in order to enable sufficient depth of analysis, but also one more homo-
eous in terms of participants’ experiences.of a common phenomenon. Even
within this approach, though, there is variation, with interpretative phenom-
enological analysis favouring highly homogeneous samples (Smith et al., 2009)
while descriptive phenomenological approaches argue for a higher level of

".-l e

Choosing the type of interview to use

In some cases it is apparent from the start that a particular form of qualitatiy,
interviewing is the most appropriate, because of the nature of the topic to bs
studied and/or the requirements of the methodological and theoretical Stance
to be taken. For instance, if you wanted to follow a life-story approach withig
the narrative tradition (see Chapter 13), you would of necessity use individua|
interviews. Very often, though, there are several types of interview that coulg
be employed. You may, for instance, weigh the pros and cons of individual arg
group interviews. You may consider whether it is essential that you use face-to-
face interviews, or whether telephone or internet interviews offer a viabje
alternative (see Chapter 7). You may want to incorporate visual methods intg
your interview process (see Chapter 8). Subsequent chapters of this book will,
we hope, tell you enough about these different forms of interview to enable yoy
to make an informed choice for your research. At this point we simply want to
urge you to bear in mind that when designing your study, you think about the
different ways that qualitative interviews can be conducted, rather than auto-
matically taking the “default’ option of the individual face-to-face format.

Sampling and recruitment
Defining your }sample

In quantitative studies, and especially surveys, recruiting a sample that is sta- ful discussion of how both theoretical and practical issues should shape these
tistically representative of the population to be studied is of central importance, kinds of sampling decisions. )

because of the need to establish the generalisability of the conclusions drawn. - It is important to bear in mind the real-world constraints on sampling
from research. For example, if a researcher wanted to test the hypothesis that arising from the scale of most qualitative interview studies. If your planned
attitudes to risk-taking in men’s driving behaviour were associated with atti-' | master’s dissertation research is likely to involve around 20 interviews, it
tudes towards their own masculinity, he would require a sample that was: would clearly be unwise to try to select a sample on the basis of differences in
representative of the male driving population as a whole. Qualitative research; en different aspects. It is generally best to ‘fix’ one or two key aspects that
in contrast, does not seek to make this kind of generalisation and therefore | define the group you are looking at, and then seek diversity in other aspects.
does not normally use sampling strategies aimed at producing statistical rep- ‘Gerson and Horowitz (2002: 205) argue that:

resentativeness. However, as we saw in Chapter 2, qualitative research very:
often is concerned to achieve different forms of generalisability or transferabil-
ity. As Mason (1996) and May (2002) point out, this means that a purely:
ad hoc, opportunistic sampling strategy is not appropriate; rather, the sample’
needs to relate in some systematic manner to the social world and phenomena.
that a study séeks to throw light upon. :

By choosing a sample that controls for one consequential aspect of .
lived experience (e.g. age or generation), but varies on others deemed
important in the theoretical literature (e.g. gender, race, class), the aim
is to discover how similar social changes are experienced by different
social groups.
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In qualitative research, sampling and recruiting participants may occur
several stages in the course of a project. Thus an initial sample may
recruited and interviewed, and on the basis of preliminary analysis of
data, a further sample defined to address particular emerging issues.

kind of strategy is probably best known in grounded theory (e.g. Corbin an '
Strauss, 2015), in the form of ‘theoretical sampling’, although it may be useq’
in other approaches too. In a study by the first author and Anne Little, we

examined the users’ experiences of a community gym in a highly deprived,,

predominantly South Asian area of a large northern English town. For our

5 Our
- Wete.

initial interviews, we recruited a sample that varied in age and gender
initial analysis suggested that a particular subgroup — women over 50
especially interesting in relation to the issues our funders were concerneq
with. We therefore recruited an additional sample just from this group {
and Little, 2017).

Recruiting participants

In this section we will look at some of the challenges that arise in the process
of recruiting participants once you have defined your sample. We will consider
how you may go about gaining access to potential participants, and the kind
of information you need to provide for them, in order that they may make 2
decision about participation. Inevitably, this discussion will raise ethical issues,
such as the need to avoid coercion and to ensure proper informed consent.
Some of the practical consequences of these matters will be considered here,
but a much fuller examination of the ethics of qualitative interviewing was
presented in Chapter 3. '

Gaining access

The precise nature of the tasks involved in gaining access to participants can
vary enormously from study to study. In some, the main challenge may be that
the kind of experience you are interested in is a very uncommon one — such as
winning a major lottery prize. In others, you may face the difficulty that your
topic is a painful or emotive one, which people may be reluctant to talk to a
stranger about — such as the experience of sexual assault within marriage.
Alternatively, access may be problematic because it requires the approval of
several gatekeepers in a large and complex organisation, perhaps with political
sensitivities to contend with too. The British National Health Service is a clas-
sic example of this kind of setting. These are only a few of the more common
challenges regarding access that you may face. It is impossible to offer advice
for every eventuality, so we will concentrate here on a set of issues that in our
experience are quite commonly encountered in relation to gaining access for a
piece of qualitative research: working with gatekeepers, using insiders to assist
with recruitment, and advertising for participants.

the’ .

King.
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Working with gatekeepers

3 esearch studies, potential participants must be reached through one
g tekeepers. We are defining a ‘gatekeeper’ here as someone who has
ority to grant of deny permission to-access poter.n'_ial participants, and/
pility to facilitate such access. Examples could include health profes-
for access to patients, senior managers for access to th?lr emBloyees,
reachers for access to schoqlchildren, and so on. Someume; different
will play different gatekeeping roles for your project. .You may need to
. the overall permission for access from the managing director of a

but have to negotiate the details of recruitment with one or more
: ejntal head(s). Sometimes, while it may not be obligatory to go _thrmllgh
eeper, there may be advantages in so doing — both in terms of identify-
d facilitating contact with participants, and reassuring them as to your
e dibility and trustworthiness. : . N _

" The first step in working with a gatekeeper to recruit participants is to be
you have actually identified the appropriatf:- person. This may sound self-
ent, but it is possible to go awry by assuming, for instance, that becaus‘e
eone holds a particular position in an organisation,’ they are automati-
lly the correct person to help you with access. You need to be sure you have
ood working knowledge about how the organisation is structured and how

jould budget for time to explore how the organisation works, especially
‘where it is relatively unfamiliar to you. .
. You will normally need to provide gatekeepers with a range of informa-

and clearly stating the time commitments required from participants. WI}ﬂC
?ou may provide this verbally, it is best to also have a written version aval.la—
 ble, using language that avoids jargon as far as possible. You should provide
* them with copies of any written information that is going to be given to poten-

Gatekeepers need to know the level of anonymity that is being promised — for
~ instance, is the organisation as a whole to be anonymised, and will particular
subsections of it be identifiable? It is important that they recognise your ethical
' obligations to individual participants, above all the need to maintain partici-
- pants’ confidentiality in relation to other members of the organisation
(including the gatekeeper).

‘Insider’ assistance with recruitment

In some studies, researchers not only gain access through a gatekeeper within

- the organisation, but also use one or more insiders to actively assist in recruit-
. ing participants. Such a person might identify organisational members who
meet the sampling criteria of the study, pass project information sheets and
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5 Box4.1 Accessing participants through gatekeepers
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letters requesting participation to them, and forward queries to the research
team. This kind of insider assistance can have real advantages. Where an
organisation is located at a considerable distance from the researcher (o
research team) it may not be possible within time and budgetary constraingg
to visit in person to deal with the nitty-gritty of recruitment. In these circyp,
stances, you are much more likely to be successful with recruitment if an
insider is actively helping you, than if you merely send information apq
requests to individual members. Also, if the request is coming through ,
known and trusted colleague, people are more likely to give it proper consjq.
eration than if it had arrived from a stranger — where it might be seen as jug
another form of junk mail (this may be especially likely to happen with ‘colg:
requests received via e-mail). o

Alongside these advantages there are some significant risks associateq | Overall permission for study
with using insiders to help with recruitment. It is possible they may be 3
overtly biased, consciously choosing participants likely to hold (or nep
hold) certain views. Perhaps a greater threat is that there will be an unin-
tentional distortion stemming from reliance on personal networks within
the organisation. There is also an ethical danger that insiders may exert
pressure on people to participate that would deny them genuine free
informed consent. In balancing these risks and advantages the following
guidelines may help you to determine whether and how to use insider assis-
tance with recruitment: '

Jed by the first author, we examined experiences of allotment gardening among
plot-holders (sometimes known as ‘allotmenteers’) on three sites in a northern
town (King, 2012). The sites had received development support from a local charity,
employed an allotment development worker (Hassan). We sought to recruit a

ectidn of users in terms of age, gender and gardening experience. The process of

ining access is shown in the flow chart below:

28

.
ALLOTMENT DEVELOPMENT WORKER

| Access to allotment site secretaries (one plot-holder at each site responsible for
| administration and liaison with local authority that owns the site)

ALLOTMENT SITE SECRETARIES

o Select insider assistant(s) carefully — consider whether they may have
axes to grind on the topic, and whether they are likely to be seen as
trustworthy by those you seek to recruit. This generally means spending
some time getting to know potential assistants before you ask them for

their help.

o - Make sure insider assistants are briefed thoroughly about the study.

Provided names and information about potential participants, in the light of our
selection criteria, including in some cases personal introductions for the researchers

e Keep in regular contact during the recruitment process. This will allow
you to discuss how best to deal with any problems in recruitment as they
occur, and to determine whether there is anything you can do to facilitate
the process — for example, providing clarification or additional informa-
tion to potential participants.

“held plots and was actively working them, but also personal acquaintance with the other
allotmenteers on their site. This meant they could give considerable help in suggesting
people to approach in order to collect the kind of diverse sample we sought. Furthermore,

e When potential participants have received their invitation to take part
in the study, where possible they should respond directly to the research
team, not via the insider assistant. This will enable their participation to be
kept confidential if they so wish.

j Two main issues arose from using the site secretaries in the recruitment process. Firstly, it
‘Was important that they did not exert any pressure on others to take part. We did not feel that
_' IS Was a problem in reality, because their role did not place them in any substantial position
0T power over other alictmenteers. (It should be noted that some allotment sites do operate in
\Quite a hierarchical manner, but these three were strongly egalitarian in ethos.) Secondly, there
Wasa danger that site secretaries might select those to approach who they expected to take
“Particular positions. We can be less certain that this did not occur, although by emphasising
. the need for a diverse sample we hoped that such bias might be minimised. Certainly the

-lﬂ??wiews themselves did not suggest participants taking any kind of ‘pariy line’.

Box 4.1 provides an example of the process of gaining access through organi-.
sational gatekeepers and insider assistants.
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Snowball sampling

In snowball sampling, the researcher uses the initial few interviewees (oftey

recruited opportunistically) to recommend other potential participants who fir
the inclusion criteria for the study. They in turn will be asked to suggest furthe,

contacts, and so the sample builds up. This strategy inevitably introduces ,
form of bias into the sample. Participants may, for example, tend to recom.

mend people who share their view of the phenomenon under investigation, I

one is concerned with some degree of generalisability or transferability, then
snowballing would not be the preferred option (Gerson and Horowitz, 2002),
Certainly, where snowballing is used simply as a convenient way of recruiting
participants, it is really no more than a form of convenience sampling.

There are circumstances, however, where snowballing may be an appro-
priate strategy — namely where the population to be sampled from is especially
hard to access and quite tightly defined. Langdridge (2004) and Howitt and
Cramer (2005) give examples such as drug addicts, street gangs, and even
banjo players! In Turley’s research invéstigating the lifeworlds of bondage/
sado-masochism practitioners she used snowball sampling as a way in to a
relatively self-enclosed community (Turley et al., 2017). Where snowballing
needs to be used with these kinds of groups, some of the biasing effects may
be reduced by giving very clear instructions about the characteristics sought,
For instance, a researcher may ask a participant to recommend others of a
particular age, gender or with other specified characteristics in order to
enhance the diversity of the sample.

Advertising for participants

" An alternative to contacting potential participants through organisational gate-

keepers or insider assistants is to use some form of public advertising. This
could include notices in public places (universities, doctors’ surgeries, commu-
nity centres, etc.), adverts  in newspapers or magazines, on social media, or
messages to internet discussion groups and other online communities. There are
a number of issues to bear in mind if you are considering using such strategies.

°  Be sure to get proper permission before you put up notices in a public
place. This includes permission to use an online discussion group for
recruitment purposes.

o  Effectively target the population from which you wish to recruit. If you
were looking for sufferers from a rare chronic illness, it would not be very
efficient just to plaster the corridors of your university with posters. In
such a case, finding a relevant internet discussion group would be more
sensible, or alternatively identifying a self-help group which might be will-
ing to distribute flyers to its members.

e Think carefully about the design of your advert. You need to provide

enough information to let people know what the research is ahant who
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are, and what kind of commitment is required of them, but not so
pret h d;at they might feel overwhelmed or intimidated. You need to use
'muclanguage, without being condescending. For material such as posters
_la}’ﬂyers’ you must think about the visual impact - font size and style, the
K 3,:3 of colour and graphics.

When recruiting through public advertisement, you will be accessing peo-

le who in most cases will be complete strangers to you, arfd will not
fven have come to you through someone else’s recommendation (uqhke
all the other methods described above). You therefore ne_ed to be esPec;ally
‘mindful of your own safety when meeting them. We discuss thg issue of
researcher safety in more detail in Chapter 3.

‘Methodologically, the major pitfall of recruiting Participants through advertis-
is that the sample is highly self-selecting. This may mean that you do not
get the balance of participants that you would i.deally have liked. One way to
| Zﬁidgate this effect is to use a purposive sampling frame to select th'e sample
?‘you need from all those who respond positively. For example, you m1ght hav’e
20 people coming forward in response to the advert, qf Whon} 315 are female
and five male. If your sampling frame stipulated up to five participants of ea.ch
gender you would pick all the men and five of the women. This of course relies
~ on you getting substantially more positive responses than you need. If you do
use this strategy, you should reply to those you are 1Ot going to interview,
 thanking them for making the effort to contact you and briefly explaining why
3 you could not include all respondents. This process does reduce some o_f the
" biases that may be inherent in a volunteer sample; however, there may still be
the difficulty that some subsets of the population are particularly unlikely to
respond and therefore will not be represented.

Developing an interview guide

Flexibility is a key requirement of qualitative interviewing. The in_tervieyver
must be able to respond to issues that emerge in the course of the interview,
in order to explore the perspective of the participant on the topics under
investigation. This means that the traditional interview schedule used in quan-
titative survey research — with fixed questions in a predetermined Of:der —is
inappropriate. Instead qualitative interviews use an ‘interview gl.nde’ t.hat
outlines the main topics the researcher would like to cover, but is flexible
regarding the phrasing of questions and the order in which they are as_ked,
and allows the participant to lead the interaction in unanticipated directions.
The precise format of interview guides varies enormously, reflecting the needs
of different methodological traditions in qualitative research as well as the
Personal preferences of individual researchers. Below we address some of the
key questions you will need to consider when deciding on the form and con-
tent of your own interview guide.
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Upon what do | base my guide?

We would suggest that there are three main sources you can draw on to ident;

topics to include in your guide. Firstly, you can think about your own Dersong)
experience of the research area — both first-hand experience and stories and
anecdotes told by people you know. For example, if you are studying responseg
to the experience of being burgled and have yourself been a victim of this Crime
you could reflect upon your own responses. You could also think aboyg
accounts you have heard from family, friends and colleagues of being burgleq.
Secondly, you may consult the research literature on the subject, to see what
previous research suggests. (Note, though, that there are some methodologies
that discourage you from reviewing the literature before doing your interviews,
to minimise presuppositions that might distort your research — grounded theory
(Corbin and Strauss, 2015; Charmaz, 2014) is the best-known example of this)
Thirdly, you may carry out some informal preliminary work to focus your
thinking about the area. Thus, in the research the first author carried out on the
psychological and social impact of allotment gardening, he spoke to several col:
leagues and family members about their experiences as well as to some of those
involved in initiating the allotment development scheme that was being evaly:

ated. This last point highlights the necessity to bear.in mind the requirements of |

external funders when deciding upon the scope of your interview guide.

How comprehensive should | be in covering
topics relevant to my research area?

When you have drawn on the sources noted above, you will probably have an
extensive list of topics that you could cover in your guide. It is important to
now think about whether you want to comprehensively cover most or all of
the potentially relevant topics, or whether you are going to be more
selective ~ perhaps choosing three or four broad areas that you are sure you
will want to address in the interview. (Of course, you can choose to adopt a
strategy anywhere between these two extremes.) This is really a question about
the extent to which you as a researcher want (or need) to lead the direction of
the interview. If you have a very comprehensive interview guide, there will be
a danger that you do not allow sufficient opportunity for the participants to
bring up perspectives that may be unanticipated but actually of real interest
to your research. If you go for a minimalistic interview guide, you may fail to
address important issues, should the participant lead you into lengthy digres-
sions from your research focus. In deciding how comprehensive to make your
interview guide, you must reflect on the aims of your study and your meth-
odological position. A realist evaluation study, for example, is likely to use
quite a comprehensive guide, in order to ensure that key aspects of the pro-
gramme or intervention being evaluated are covered. A narrative study,
seeking to elicit life stories from a particular group of participants, would use
a much more minimalistic guide. :
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What types of question shouid | ask?

o (2015) argues that there are six types of question that can be asked in

tative research dinterview, each seeking to elicit a.particular kind of
ation from the participant. In reality, thes‘e categories may not always
distinct as he describes, and we would cgrtamly not suggest that you takg
hanistic approach to including a certain number of each type in every

ide. Nevertheless, they can be a helpful way to think about the differ-

kinds of respornse you need within the course of an interview and about
w you can best facilitate them.

" Buckgroundldemographic questions. These are straightforward descriptive
E uestions about personal characteristics of the participant that you might
: geed to be aware of in your analysis — for instance, about their age, gender

and occupation. It sometimes makes sense to collect at least some of this
information on a simple form at the same time as obtaining written consent.

Experiencelbehaviour questions. These questions focus on specific and
overt actions that you could have observed were you yourself present at
the time. Examples could be: “What did you do when the doctor told you
the diagnosis?’; ‘What happened when you cautioned the su.sPect?’; “What
did you and the other candidates do while you were waiting for your
interviews?’.

Opinionfvalues questions. These are questions that ask what the partici-
pant thinks about the topic at hand, and/or how their thoughts relate to
their values, goals and intentions. They might ask such things as: “What did
you hope to achieve by doing that?’; “What do you think is the best way to
deal with that kind of situation?’.

Feeling questions. These questions focus on participants’ emot:ionzfl
experiences. Patton warns that they often get confused with the previ-
ous category, because we habitually use the question ‘how did you feel
about...?* in a very loose way that can mean ‘what is your opinion about ...
as well as ‘how did you respond emotionally to ...". If you particularly want
to explore emotional responses, you must phrase your question in a way
that makes this clear to the interviewee. ‘What feelings did this provoke in
you?’ would be a better formulation than ‘How did you feel about it?’.

Knowledge questions. This category relates to questions about factual
information the participant holds. The distinction between knowledge and
opinions/values is a difficult one; the important thing to remember is that
you are concerned here with what the participant believes to be a ‘fact’
and not with whether it is actually true in any objective sense. Knowledge
questions might be formulated in such terms as “What do you know about
the systems for referring students for pastoral support?’ or ‘How well did
you know this patient’s history?’.
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© Semsory questions. These are questions about sensory aspects of
experience — what the participant saw, heard, touched, tasted or smelled in
any given situation. While conceptually they might be seen as a subset of
experience questions, they tend to be quite distinctive in form, asking the
participant to recollect a very specific sensory impression in a specific sey.
ting. Theyare particularly important in studies where embodied aspects of
experience are of central importance (see Chapter 11 for further discussiop
of embodiment in interview studies).

Can | change my interview guide in the
course of my study?

Not only is it permissible to change your guide in the course of your study, it
is generally advisable. Remember, the aim of a qualitative interview is to elicit
participants’ accounts of aspects of their experience, rather than to collate
answers to specific questions as if they were variables in a survey. As such, any
insights you gain in the process of carrying out your first few interviews should
inform subsequent ones; for instance, you may note a probe question that
worked particularly well, or recognise that an aspect of participants’ lives you
had overlooked initially may be important to the phenomenon you are study-
ing. So long as you remain aware of the way your interviewing practice
developed over the course of the project, you should be able to avoid such
changes distorting the analysis of the data.

How should | format the questions or
topic areas on the guide?

Interview guides vary in how they lay out the questions to be asked. One
style is to formulate full questions, written in proper sentence form. The
opposite approach is to just include short phrases or single words as remind-
ers of the topics to try to cover — perhaps in bullet points or similar. Box 4.2
shows two different styles of interview guide that could be used for the same
study.

There are pros and cons to either style of interview guide. The advan-
tage of using full questions is that it forces the researcher to think carefully
about question formulation ~ to avoid the kinds of leading question,
endorsement of participant opinions and so on that can happen if the inter-
view drifts into a style that is too conversational (Willig, 2008). The
disadvantage is that with full questions stated on the guide, the interviewer
may tend not to use it as flexibly as they should. The pros and cons of the
topic heading format are, of course, the mirror image of those just stated;
it encourages flexibility but does not help guard against inappropriate
phrasing of questions.
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Box 4.2 Examples of different styles of interview guide

o is an extract from the community gym study referred to earlier in this chapter

o;l and Little; 2017). It is presented in two different formats: ‘full questions’ and

ey points -
Extract from Interview Guide for Community Gym Users — Full-Question Format

' starting at the Community Gym

How did you first hear about the Community Gym?
When did you start attending?
Why did you start attending the Community Gym?
Had you used a gym before?
Do you go to any other gyms now?
If ‘yes’: Which? How does it compare to the CG?
If ‘no’: Why not? - ‘
Do you take part in any other reguiar sport or exercise now?
If ‘yes’: What do you do? When did you start this?
If ‘no’: Why not?

. Overview

What (if anything) has been the best thing about attending the Community Gym for yqu?

What (if any) changes or imprdvements would you like to see made to the Community
Gym?

Would you recommend the Community Gym to a friend?
If ‘yes’. Why?
If ‘no’: Why not?

If the Community Gym closed, what (if anything) else would you do instead?
(Continued)
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{Continued) i
Extract from Interview Guide for Community Gym Users — Key-Point Format

1. Starting at the Community Gym

How heard about it?

When?

Why?

Used a gym before?

Other gyms now? .

If ‘yes’: Which? Compare to CG?
If ‘no’: Why not?

o Other regular sport/exercise?

If ‘yes’: What? When started?
If ‘no’: Why not?

2. Overview

° Bést things about attending CG?
e Desired changes or improvements?
e Recommend to a friend?

If ‘yes’: Why?
If ‘no’: Why not?
 Alternatives, if CG closed?

As can be seen, the ‘key point’ format is much more succinct; it would be very easy
to glance at momentarily to remind yourself what you want to cover during an interview.
However, there are several places where having the full question before you might help you
to avoid inappropriate formulation of questions. For instance, in the ‘Overview’ section,
the first question asks ‘What (i anything) has been the best thing about attending the
Community Gym for you?’ The parentheses here seek to remind the interviewer not to take
it for granted that the participant thought there was any ‘best thing’ about the gym. A
similar formulation is used for other questions in this section, for the same reason: to
avoid implicit leading of the participant. Using the ‘key points’ format, an interviewer —
especially an inexperienced one — might fail to recognise this danger.

Two factors may be useful to consider when choosing how to format the
guide. Firstly, the experience of the interviewer Is relevant. On the whole, we
would recommend that relatively inexperienced qualitative interviewers opt
for the full-question format, as the skill of phrasing questions appropriately in

the interviawr monaealles ealom o .
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: ou are using may influence your choice. As we noted above in re-la-
o omprehensiveness of the guide, a key issue is the extent to which
: thedc logy requires the researcher to take a directive role in the inter-
iy Oa roaches that seek to minimise interviewer directiveness — such
e afi?/e approaches — may be better served by the topic heading style
_ost n;;l; would suggest that whatever the format of the questions, it can
-e?:i to take two versions of the guide to interviews. T<? mﬂ@se d'istrac—
from focus on the interaction, it is helpful l.f a very ‘bnef version (ideally
sele page if that is possible) is used — perhaps just noting topics with bul_let
i Alongside this, the researcher can have a fuller version of the. guide
r_l.lem so that should they find themself seriously losing their way (it h_ap—
occ:i:sionally, even to the most experienced of us) they can reorient

What are probes and prompts and h_ow do
| include them in my interview guide?

ometimes you may see these two terms used interchangeably, but we feel 'it is
\useful to make a distinction here. We take probc_as to be fol_low—up questions
that encourage a participant to expand on an initial answer, in orfier to ob.tam
more depth in their response. In contrast, we f:ake prompts to be 1nterve1%t10n's
that seek to clarify for the interviewee the kind of information a question is
eeking to gather, usually used th:r'e .tl.1e interxflewee has expressed uncer-
tainty or incomprehension about the initial question. ‘

You will often need to formulate probes and prompts in the course (_)f an
interview, as you seek to obtain the fullest account po.ssible from an 1.r1d1_wdual
interviewee. However, it is often reasonable to anticipate that certain probes

~or prompts are likely to be needed at specific points in an interview, and in

such cases it makes sense to include them in the interview guide. This may be
done at the outset, when designing the guide, and probes and prompts may
also be added in the light of experience as the study progresses. For example,
returning to the topic guide in Box 4.2, we may anticipate the n‘ee.d for probes
and prompts to follow up the question asking why the participant started
attending the community gym. For instance, we may want to be sure that they
reflect on a variety of possible reasons for joining, and find out whether there
had been a particular ‘trigger’ to their decision. However, we may be con-
cerned that the notion of a ‘trigger’ may need some clarification. This part of
the topic guide might therefore be laid out as below:

Why did you start attending the Community Gym?

Probe: Health, fitness, social reasons?
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(Prompt: e.g. following advice from a health professional, influence of
friends or family, an incident that made you concerned about your

fitness or health?)

Care must be taken in the way probes and prompts are formulated, so a5 to
avoid them ‘leading’ participants such that they feel a particular answer is
required. We will discuss this issue in detail in Chapter 5.

Conclusion

The success of a qualitative interview study is not just based on how well you
ask questions and how skilfully you analyse the data. Rather, the decisions that
you make at the very start of the research process, when you are designing
your study, can have a major impact on its outcomes. In this chapter we haye
provided advice on each of the main steps on the journey from framing your
research question to deciding on the areas to include in your interview guide,
We would stress again that doing all this effectively requires you both to be
i aware of your theoretical position and its underlying philosophical assump-
| tions and to be pragmatic about what you can achieve within the resources
i available to you.

. Carrying Out
~ Qualitative
Interviews

Producing a good research project based on qualitative interviewing relie§ on
‘much more than just ‘interviewing skills’, as we stressed in the previous
chapter. Nevertheless, however thoroughly you understand your method_ologl- .
cal position, and however well you design your study, what happens in the
interviews themselves is crucial. The present chapter therefore focuses on the
process of actually carrying out a qualitative interview providing guidance on
the following areas:

il Recommended reading

; Flick, U. (2014) Designing qualitative research. In An Introduction to Qualitative Research,
i 5th edn. London: Sage.

A good overview of issues to consider when choosing a qualitative research design.

f‘ l ”] Patton, M.Q. (2015) Qualitative Research and Evaluation Methods: Integrating Theory and
iy Practice, 4th edn. Thousand Qaks, CA: Sage.

An accessible and highly practical everview of ali the main stages of designing and
carrying out qualitative projects. Strong applied focus. :

- o the interview setting
¢ building rapport
¢ how (not) to ask questions

¢ starting and finishing interviews

Note

1 Note that we use the word ‘organisation’ in a very wide sense, to include
small, informal groupings such as self-help groups, clubs and interest
groups, as well as larger, more formal bodies. '

® managing ‘difficult’ interviews

Since we cover group interviews, remote interviews (telephone and via the internet)
and interviews incorporating visual methods elsewhere (Chapters 6, 7 and 8,
respectively), this chapter will focus on individual face-to-face interviews.
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The interview setting

The physical space in which an interview is located can have a strong inflyeq.,
on how it proceeds. Three aspects of the physical environment are eSpecially
important: comfort, privacy and quiet. We will look at how you might achiey.:

each of these in turn, and then in the light of this consider the pros and Co

of the types of location you are most likely to use for your interviews.

The physical environment

The first requirement of the interview environment is that it should be ag come
fortable as possible for the interviewee and for you. This means not only
physical comfort but also (perhaps more significantly) psychological comfory,
If participants feel tense and unsettled, it may be reflected in stilted and under.
developed answers to your questions. Avoid sitting so that you face the
interviewee over a desk or table; this can feel too formal and may remind the
participant of a job interview —~ not an association you want to raise for thern,
Sitting around the corner of a desk is a better option, or you may be able to
arrange two easy chairs with perhaps a small table between them ~ again 4
an angle that encourages informality. Ensure you are close enough to hear
them clearly and read non-verbal communication, but not so close that yoy
are intruding on their personal space. .

Privacy for the interview setting is vital. You want to avoid as far as pos-
sible any danger of being overlooked or interrupted during the interview. If
you are using a room in the participant’s or your own organisation, you should
try to have phones switched off or diverted, and a note on the door asking
people not to disturb you. Also, if you are booking a room, make sure you
book it for longer than you anticipate you will need for the interview, to allow
for introductions and briefing, and breaks the participant might want to take,
and so on. We would suggest that you allow at least an hour and a half for
what you would expect to be a 45-60-minute interview.

In some circumstances, participants may not want others to know that
they are taking part in your research. Perhaps they may fear censure from
their organisation, their family or others, because of the nature of the inter-
view topic. Where you anticipate that this could be the case, you should have
an option available to locate the interview where there is minimal danger of
their participation being discovered by those they wish to conceal it from.
This may often mean holding it on ‘your’ territory, such as a room in your
university.

Try to use a location that is relatively quiet. This will not only help make
the environment relaxing, but will also reduce the likelihood of problems with
the audibility of recordings. Human attentional capacity means that we can
quite easily filter out background noise when listening to someone talking in
close proximity to us. Recording equipment does not. have the same ability -

indeed, background noises often sound surprisingly loud on tape. We have all
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s where recordings have been rendered almost inaudible by such
gst? Cefﬁc noise (even through a closed window), office machinery and
uance birdsong! Even where you can avoid background noise, you
= _onsider the acoustics of the room you plan to use. Large, high—
- ooms — especially if fairly empty — can produce an echo to the voice
1 'of.l sly impedes the quality of recording.

5€1

e nsLa

Choosing the interview location

enerally good practice to ask participants whe're they would like the
ew 0 be held, and more often than not they WI.H select somc.:wpere on
cerritory — such as their workplace or home. This of course limits your
to arrange the physical space in an optimal manner, but you can at 1eas_t
articipants know what is required of t'he space in terms of comfo%-t, pri-
and quiet. If you are carrying out a series of interviews in an organisation
. one or more day(s) it may be possible to negotiate access to a room that
1 can have control over for the duration of the data collection, and thl%s
. more OppOrtunity to arrange it as you wish. Noble et al‘. (2015‘) u.sed this
rategy Very effectively in a study of a specialisF community palliative care
ervice that required more than 50 interviews with a wide range of patient,
arer and professional stakeholders.
| Where you are carrying out interviews in participants’ homes, the presence
of other family members or friends can create difficulties. You need to think in
ance about whether you.are happy to allow another person to sit in on the
interview, as it is not uncommon for a family member to request this (and
occasionally to insist on it). If the presence of another person is complet.el‘y
nacceptable for your research, you need to make this very clear to partici-
ants in advance, and reiterate it at the start of the interview. Equally, if you
“would be willing to allow another person to be present, you need to explain
to them the level of participation permissible. In some projects it may be a
" positive benefit to have a joint interview, in others it may be vital that the
‘second person contributes minimally to the interaction. When interviewing in
participants’ homes, your own safety is something you must think seriously
about and discuss with supervisors or colleagues (we have addressed this issue
_in some depth in Chapter 3). ‘
‘ Sometimes participants may prefer to be interviewed away from their
. home or workplace — perhaps because of concerns about privacy as noted
~ above. In these cases, your best choice is likely to be to find a suitable room in
. your university or other workplace, enabling you to organise the space your-
self to suit the requirements of the interview situation. Another option could
be a public space (indoors or outdoors). Public spaces can have the advantage
~ of being comfortable and relaxing, and their neutrality may be an advantage.
With indoor spaces such as cafés the possibility of being overheard needs to be
rne in mind, and you should let owners or managers know what you are
- doing to avoid suspicion. A park or similar outdoor space can also be a
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comfortable environment and one with less danger of being overhearq
major drawback is likely to be a practical one - it can be hard to obtaj

recording of a conversation in the open. At the very least, you need 1o try o

your equipment i situ before agreeing to use a particular outdoor 10Cation_
you live in a climate such as ours in the North of England, the weather is alg E
o)

a factor you will have to consider.)

Recording

In most qualitative research traditions it is strongly preferable, if not essent.
to have a full record of each interview. Usually, this means utilisin

is used. Keeping a detailed hand-written record can be necessary —
when a participant refuses consent to be recorded or where there i
failure with equipment. In this section we will examine how to
these recording media optimally. '

Before we consider the practicalities of recording, however,

inevitably has meaning for the interviewee; furthermore, it is likely to have

different meanings for different people. For example, to a young offender

it may be a reminder of procedures in the criminal justice system, and
evoke suspicion or hostility. For others it may be seen as a sign of the ‘seri-
ous’ nature of the project, and encourage them to make an effort to provide
the interviewer with “what she wants’. While you can never be certain in
advance how any one person will react to being recorded, you can often
anticipate likely responses and seek to take action to alleviate potential
problems. Where you might reasonably expect suspicion you need to make
a particular effort to emphasise the confidentiality of their participation
and explain how that is going to be achieved - where digital recordings will
be stored, who will have access to them, how transcripts will be anonymised
and so on. In contrast, when participants seem overly concerned to provide
you with the ‘right’ answers for your needs, you should explain clearly that
they can best help you by giving as full an account as possible of their own
views and experiences.

Sometimes the inhibiting effect of recording only becomes apparent when
you switch the machine off and the interviewee immediately opens up with
some highly relevant material, One option here is to ask the interviewee
whether they would be willing to repeat the comment on tape. If they are not,
or the circumstances are such that you do not feel comfortable asking them,
you can still keep a written record of the key points they have made, but you
should check first whether they are happy for you to use the material or

whether it is to be entirely ‘off the record’. We discussed howito deal with ‘off
the record’ comments in more detail in Chanter 3

na gogd

g some form
of audio-recording, although in a small proportion of studies video-recordjn,.
for instance,.
s a technicy]

use each of

it is worth
considering how the presence of an audio- or video-recorder may impact

on the interview process. As Warren (2002) states, recording equipment
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Audio-recording

ajority of qualitative researchers now use d%gital recorders to

et ] w data — they produce high-quality recordings tha.n can very
4 mtervli?erred to a desktop or laptop computer for transcription ar{d
e gly, interviewers use their mobile phones, via either built-in
i mcrfasmsixz:ﬂar functions, or specialist apps that may offer a range
e 2:,5 Alternatively, there is a wide range of dig%tal recording
‘ fe:hflel me;rket, varying in price, quality and funcftionaht.y. We Yvoulld
o end that you use the best-quality recording devche avall-ab e.

: recomn:ing that research ethics and governance bodies increasingly
o r:i(')n s to be at least password-protected, and often ensrypted, so
htfﬁ?ﬁr ble gborne in mind when purchasing recording equipment or
sho

s. -

ha(:::ejglll)e technology you use, you ml{sF fnake sure ym;f ar: tﬁorz:glgz
e iar with how it operates before you begin interviewing. If at all p
& hould test out the equipment in the room you will be using, to s;:lel:

;e‘: there is a problem with acoustics and work. out exactly where yoﬁ w.
: the recorder and external microp.hone(s) ‘1f. using them. Even. t}l:(t)ugec};iz
uld have made it clear when recruiting participants that you nxlmsf elo ulr.'l o
interview, and must obtain consent so to do, people commonly e(:i izl
yrtable about being recorded. We would suggest that' one way t(;1 addres Lo

o switch the recorder on as early as possible — for instance, when tyﬁ:: : =
. plaining the interview procedure to them. Our experience sugges'csite wir
> ricipants get talking about a topic that matters to them, molslt quite q o
less self-conscious about being recordec.:l than they were at the s};car-t ; s0 the
longer they have to get used to the machine the better..Du'ru;:ig1 the int erv:or_
avoid the temptation to constantly check that the machine is rllcn?mng =
y. Where possible, place it in such a way that you can clearly see
‘record’ light illuminated.
|

Video-recording

'Vldeo is more often used to capture ‘naturalistic’ interaction in approachis
such as conversation analysis and discourse analysis (see, for exam]g)le, Hf:at 5
.1997; Rusk et al., 2015) than for recording .forn}al researck}.mlt:rv.lzws:
- However, there are occasions where you may find it worthwhile. helw eo

recording can be very useful in focus groups (see. Chapter 6), to help tzr?:u
identify speakers and to enable non-verbal interaction among partlapamlmls ic;
- be drawn upon in the analysis. Equally, any st}ldy that has a ‘stroirll.g en;p «
on the bodily aspects of experience may benefit from the availab ity of a vi

B ualrecord of the interview. _

‘ Inevitably, video-recording places more constraints on wherz:l (}i’:u cfirry
| Out your interviews than audio-recording. In ?{:der to obtain good data from

L3 N
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well need two cameras and ideally expert technical help with setting ther ,
in the most effective possible positions. This means that it is usually Prefera[:l
to carry out video-recorded interviews in a setting such as a university, Whend
equipment and technical support will be available. Transcribing video gq

you can match non-verbal with verbal interaction is an extremely ardyg, -
process, even where you are not seeking the level of detail required i'
.

conversation analysis and similar traditions. )
As with audio-recording, you must let participants know from the st

do so. Again, we would advise that you set the video-recorder(s) going early i
the proceedings, to enable participants to get used to the fact that they

being filmed. Note, though, that- participants are not necessarily more Slf;
conscious about video-recording than audio-recording. Murray (2008) argues.
that interviewees quickly become accustomed to filming, so long as they haye

an interesting and meaningful topic to talk about.

Note-taking

It is always preferable in qualitative research to obtain an audio- (or video-)

recording of the interview, and for some methods it is absolutely essential,

You could not, for example, carry out conversation analysis or discourse
analysis without a full, accurate record of what the participant said, and jt
is hard to see how a phenomenological or narrative analysis could be com-
pleted without a verbatim transcript. Nevertheless, there are circumstances
where you may be forced to rely on written notes, and where such notes
can be of value in the absence of a recording. You may also find it useful
to take some notes to accompany audio-recording. Whatever the circurm-
stances, we would always suggest you explain to participants why you need
to take notes. _

One situation in which note-taking becomes essential is where a participant
refuses to allow audio-recording at the start of the interview. This is often due
to suspicion about what may be done with recordings and who may have access
to them, so if a participant declines to be recorded it is worth checking that they
have fully understood your arrangements to preserve confidentiality — though
of course you should not exert any pressure on them to change their mind. If
they persist with the refusal, but are still happy to continue with the interview,
you will have to rely on the notes you take, and it is as well to be prepared for
such an eventuality. The challenge is to balance the need to attend to what is
being said and to framing your questions in response, and the need to keep the
interview flowing reasonable smoothly. Unless you are an expert in shorthand,
you should accept that you can only keep notes indicating the main points

covered. Do not constantly ask the participants to repeat themselves but rather
at key junctures, you might ask them to sum up their preceding points. Only.

that you wish to video the interview, and must obtain their explicit conseny to
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ake a comment that immediately strikes you as especially impor-
jehey ask them to repeat it again — and you should keep such requests
-”:; We have found it a useful technique to leave plenty of space
1 the not.eS you have made; then, as soon as p<?ssib1e after the interview,‘
. 25 much further detail as you can recall. Incidentally, where you have

ol

- -recording, always check that the machine has recorded properly; if
3 ‘.Jdlo-ou can use immediate post-interview notes to replace a failed record-
3 o::ssist in the transcription of one that proves to be of poor quality.
E: © ¢ taking during an audio-recorded interview may serve elthef of two
3 oses. Firstly, you can provide yourself with brief written reminders to
P up issues raised by the participant at a 1:.1ter point, instead of interrupting
in mid-flow. Secondly, you can keep a written record of non—ver'ball behav-
where these may be essential to a full and. accurate transcription. For
tance, you may Want to note gestures or facial expressions that suggest
emotions. Of course, you cannot pos_gbly keep a running commentary
, Pa;ﬁcipant’s non-verbal communicauon. throughout rl_le interview. The
rather, is to pick out those incidents where it appears partflcularly povsferful
nveying meaning. When you take notes dur}ng an audlq-regorded inter-
, it is often useful to do so on a copy of t}.xe interview guide 1tse_]f, as _thxs
an help you subsequently to locate the notes within the course of the interview.

Building rapport

ding rapport with your participant is widely seen as a key ingredient in
ccessful qualitative interviewing. It is important, though, to be 'cle.ar what we
-and do not mean by ‘rapport’. Starting with the negative, building rapport
not about ingratiating yourself with your participant. If you try too hard to
e liked by them, you may find yourself reinforcing their opinions in a way
t can become leading. Rapport is essentially about trust — enabling the
ticipant to feel comfortable in opening up to you. There are no guara.n.te:ed
pes for rapport, but there are things you can do to encourage a positive
ationship that enables trust to develop. Much of the advice in the rest of this
apter is relevant to this goal ~ for instance, the sections on how to formulate
‘questions and how to manage difficulties in the interviewerinterviewee rela-
tionship — but here we want to concentrate on how you present the rcscar_ch
Project and yourself to your participants. Getting these wrong can undermine
ything else you do to build rapport.

Introd'ucing your project

the process of recruiting participants (see Chapter 3), you Wﬂ! have pro-
Vided them with information about your project, most commonly in the form
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i confiden-
: cious towards her, despite her realslsurancgs aléo::hcther =
! e i ondere
gnd susP" tus. On reflection she w L
; endent status. ' ‘ . e
g mci:lprather formally for the interview might harv:;v i:v A ber
ad dressm‘ in i ement. For subsequent in ‘
; inds with manag s she
'panlS’ aally and emphasised her student status more cilezu; );n e
< ib Ze towards a more open and trusting atmospher:
1tribu
to con

55 (ROSS; 2005).
How (not) to ask questions

> OoCus On t]]e pI()CeSS OE actually askl[l unStIOIIS m an
g secno][ we Wlll f g
ain C ce: Wlu be VVltb. hOVV queSthnS are formulated, but
ur Ooncern A
O it

i -V mmunication in
a.[ ddICSS the issue Of managing your non erbal co
SO a
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of a written information sheet. You may well have had more Ppersona] Conpal
with them, via e-mail or 4 telephone call, for instance. Such CommuHiCauo 3
not merely an administrative process to ensure you have someone t0 intepy:
who is able to give informed consent to thejr participation in your Tesearch +
also serves to set Up expectations in the participant-to-be that can impacy "
the way your relationship with them develops over the interview, ’

group, and provides an honest account of why the study is being undertaker, ...
how data from it will be used. However, it is dangerous to assume
because people have been given an ‘approved’ information sheet and ar
to sign a consent form, they share your understanding of the purpo
research and the nature of the interview process. As Warren (2002: 89) gpar.
‘there are many indications in the literature on qualitative interviewing that the
[participant’s] understanding may not match the interviewer’s from the star.
may shift over time, or may be “confused”’. Tf this js not recognised and
responded to, it can harm the rapport-building between interviewer and intep.
viewee. It is therefore vital that you do not assume that because the partici
has ‘been told’ what the research is for and has signed a consent form, no further
explanation is needed on your part. Always take time before you start the inter.
View proper to check that the participant has an adequate understanding of what
is about to happen and why, and if niecessary revisit this during the interview,

sterview setting.

Formulating questions: treating words carefully

g
ve seen m earlleI ChaptCrS t}lat mterviewing can be seen as a SpeC]-al forrn
ha €

\'/ af1011. “ dlffCIS fI Oom or dlIlaI y Spon.talleous conversation not OIlly m
nVers

i { the answer-
i and the other most o
ol et R has to be very careful about the

that one party © d

: i former (the interviewe . oy

=" al:)ci)clli1 ggti:st?éz are formulated. Adding to the challenge for the
y in Wl

ot -‘ her need to take care in her choice of Word_s is cqupled vzlttllll eitin:::i
E - ered d comfortable in order to put the mterwewefe a :
inkigws 1 3121 further in the section on ‘building rapport’. b
e hat constitutes good practice in questioning, it ;al e
| il (':lantfhye“; posite. Look at the interview extract in B;;( .“;ith
illff}llﬂ t(;'ez}e(:f:lil; is asllzing a teacher about his experience of dealing
“which a

HiSmpdve behaviour in the classroom.

not always make this possible, we would particularly recommend this as a
strategy for research on highly sensitive topics. For instance, in her research
with children with life-limiting illnesses and their parents, Alison Rodriguez
visited participating families in advance of interviews both to discuss practical
and ethical aspects of the research but also to give a chance for participants
(especially the children) to get to know her (Rodriguez, 2009).

_ s
Box 5.1 Interview extract: how not to ask questio

i estions in
The extract below illustrates some of the pitfalls that can occur when asking qu
' an interview.

Self-presentation | -
: 1. I: Socan you give me an example of a recent incident where a pupil was disruptive

In addition to what you tell participants about your project (in writing and
verbally), how you present yourself will impact on your relationship with a your lesson? , , s ... well, you know, at
: 2. T: Well, there'was this lad —1'll call him ‘Jack’ —who's always ... well,

i isturbin, ids next
best he’s just disinterested but very often he’s messing about, disturbing the ki

to him and all that. . —
i icks — leaning back on his chair to _
day he was up to his usual tr!c : ! i fis
: ﬁ?syvr:’%sé t);z;tl?l:i hxi,m, throwing stuff at the girls in front, nothing REALLY awful, ]

constant fow-level disruption.

just convey something of your personal qualities, such as whether you are
warm and friendly or cold and distant, but perhaps more importantly provide
the participant with information about your identity. For example, a PhD
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(Gontinued)

8. Itold him to stop two or three times, got nowhere, so | made him move over to the
9. isolation desk — out on the front beside me on his own.

10. He’s not been there more than five minutes when the whole class starts laughing and|

11. spin round to catch him pulling a daft face at me!

12. 1 Didn’tnthat make you furious? -

13. T: Well, to be honest it was a mixture — 2 mixture really — | WAS annoyed but also |
14. kinda saw the funny side. .

1. I: Really? | would have been mad as hell,

16. T:Thing is, he’s not at all a nasty lad, just not very academic and a bit of 3 joker.
17. Hmmm (pause) perhaps | should have been angrier.

18. But anyway, | sent him out into the corridor, told him to calm down there for ten
19. minutes and if I heard so much as a peep out of him he’d be at the Head’s office
20. before his feet could touch the ground. '
21. 1: What did the Head say to him?

22. T:No, I didn't actually have to send him there in the end.

23. He quietened down — came back for last quarter of an hour and actually seemed to get

24. a bit of work done.

25. I: OK. Let's imagine though that he had carried on messing around, or if he — gr
26. another pupil — had behaved in g more seriously disruptive way — at least what
27. You would see as more serious — in that case, what might be the sort of tipping

28. point that would have you taking the next step, whether that was the Head's
29. office or whatever? )

30. T: Sorry, you fost me a bit there.

31. Arewestill talking about that specific incident or what | might do in general?

32. 1. Er, that incident | think.

33. What kind of thing might have led you to sending him to the Headmistress?

34. And what, other than the Head, might have been the next escalation if you like in
35. punishment?

36. T: Well, the choice could be betwaen the Head and putting him on report.

37. I guess | thought sending him to Mrs Whitlow might be a kind of short, sharp shock.
38. And to be honest, it doesn’t involve all the admin that going on report entails.
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i istake that can all too
illustrates several of the kinds of mista  that ca te

his extra; : ‘tlrlll[sen formulating questions in a qualitative mtervulew.
e includes instances of leading quesgo‘ns, over-comp tf!x
llYl, Zuesu'ons, judgemental responses and failure to listen to the
multiple
yiewee-
Leading questions

) i i ing suggests to the interviewee the kind of
T l'eadutliiiwrt?:i.liilvl‘;c;;d?f, tliginterviewer’s question ‘Didn’t that
o f:’ (Iifle 12) is leading. It suggests to the interviewee that.a.uger
e furlf_)lt 'response to the situation he has described. The danger is that
e approPTiae feel some degree of pressure to conform to what appears
e 'tmlewzebmat{le interviewer. This does not mean that people are likely to
e Iy false response, rather they may play up the extent of their
= k"lowmgﬂ down aspects of their experience that go against the per-
C otratli)on}; Equally they may just have the direction of their account
e a:l’ccfscfrom th.at which it might otherwise have taken.

. Over-complex and multiple questions

'he wording of questions should be kept as simple, cl:iearza;r;d };iiIeCt aiap;o:sa;
': : e . 3 - - 5 . OWS W
Bl i ‘OK. Let’s imagine...” (line s

ey i his. A rather long and convoluted

‘ i i g and con

a hen an interviewer fails to do't 5. A ra _
1 : Pg::et?cal question results in the participant losing the Fhread and hatw;lmff to
f" for clarification. If this kind of questioning style persists, th.e smoct)h d:tv:
the interview can break down, with an impact on the quality of the

In this instance, -the interviewer follows up \fvith an.ot_her examt}pile. of at
poorly formed question — namely a multiple quesuonl;lTlllns is zvher;fu (; :g;t;:;r
{ ions i bination, which can be confus

* viewer asks two or more questions in com 1 ¢ ing for

ici i nly one part of the questio
articipant. The result is often that o : ;

-:lcl'lilrissec;: lgs happens in our example — the interviewee fa.115 to answer the Il)]j.;;

of the qu;stion asking about the circumstances that might have led to

sending the pupil to the headmistress (final 6 lines).

Judgemental responses

- The interviewer should try to avoid respond}ng to what the m:}(iﬂ'newe:i tsiz);ls
. in a way that suggests she is making a judgement al'aoilt helr Iﬁ: havé |
~ Judgemental comments are problematic for two reasons. Firs yi< t cczly ; a}Irlsw e

" the same effect as a leading question, in that they signify the kin s =
that will be deemed appropriate. Secondly, they may ha'rm raPport: y pu er:fc
the interviewee on the defensive. In our example, the interviewer’s comm
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that the example of pupil misbehaviour would have made her ‘mad as
(line 15) is somewhat judgemental, suggesting that the teacher’s own
ambiguous response might not be normal. The latter’s subsequent re
(‘perhaps I should have been angrier’) shows he is beginning to question 1 &
appropriateness of the response he gave previously. While a single mildy
judgemental comment such as this is unlikely to derail the whole interviey, &

the interviewer persisted in the same tone it could well begin to hgy,
deleterious effect.

'xl

Failing to listen to the participant’s response can lead to inappropriate qQues.
tioning, potentially leaving him or her frustrated or irritated by the intervi
Our interviewer demonstrates this on line 21 where she has missed th
that the participant has just told her that he only threatened to send the
to the headmistress. In reality it is almost inevitable that in the course of

viewee to repeat or clarify their last point, particularly if you seem to be at an
important place in the interview. However, if you repeatedly have to make

such requests the interviewee may conclude that you are not really very inter-

ested in what they have to say.
One way to minimise the danger of lapses in attention is not to overbur-

den yourself with your schedule of interviews. Carrying out three or four
interviews back-to-back is tiring and demanding. If the practicalities of your

project mean you do need to carry out multiple interviews on a single day (e.g.
because of access issues), try to take substantial breaks between them.

Non-verbal communication

If you appear tense and nervous, the interviewee is unlikely to feel at ease.
Most of us have our own personal forms of non-verbal ‘leakage’ that can
reveal any tension or anxiety we may be feeling — persistent foot-tapping, fid-
dling with jewellery, biting nails and so on. Reflect on your own non-verbal
*habits’ and try to be conscious of them in order to minimise them during
interviews. It can be useful to carry out a mock interview with a friend or col-
league and either video-tape it or ask a.third party to observe and note any
non-verbal behaviours that could be distracting for a participant.

Probing

We defined ‘probes’ as a specific type of question in Chapter S, in relation to
their inclusion in your interview guide. However, although you can sometimes

€a

Cwer.

Pupil
a Iong‘
interview your attention may lapse occasionally — especially as you are havingf
to both listen to what is being said and think about the overall progress of the
interview. If you realise that you have missed something you may ask the inter.

Carrying Out Qualitative Interviews

in most cases the majority will need to
pace 21° prepareelj)sfetf;-:: frf;?:isévlvr.lh general terms, probing se:eks toadd
i th'e Coz:sta- in reaching this goal it is possible to identify a range
i“wrmc‘twimt pr,obes can play. Drawing on Patton (2015) and Ruk.nn
c f(;lgiz) we would suggest three main typzs of prott;;rl;lrl;izrgzzg
3 : ici lking in order to ga ¢ deta
e t}:ie %?::Xi;;f:;z:zoplizii: 2;eek gexplanation — either of specific
ki .or of more substantial sections of the account tha}t the
fully understood. Completion probe; ask the m’cer;)nevlzez
r explanation that seems to the interviewer to have bro. ef
e 'sttso‘rZaZual’ end. Box 5.2 provides examples of the three types o
ore

and considers how they might be combined.

ewer has not

Box 5.2 Types of probe

' iewi t how she tries to motivate
i wing a youth sports coach (Sarah)_abou .

e lg’if;ﬁ cor%lmixtment to their sport activities. Tom has ]US’F asked her wl-lat

s a member of the club is losing motivation. She replies as follows:

, agerstom
she does if she fee d
) i it' ¥ here a while, normally a goo

: : | et me think. If it's someone who's been ' ' llya
B \QI:rlf:)rmer'— actually | can think of an example like that. What | did with

this girl, | thought she needed more of a challenge, so basically | got her
aiming at Regionals.

| of probe. To encourage
Following this response, Tom could use each of the three _types _ i
Irl:;"tr:)gsgysmorepon this topic he could use an elaboration probe — gither a non-verbal/ _

.;. ralinguistic cue or an actual question:

Tom:  Aha (nodding head)

or

i ?
Tom:  And what if the person losing motivation was a less competent performer?

j A To make sure he understands what Sarah has told him, he could use a clarification probe:

Tom:  Could you just briefly explain to me what ‘Regionals’ are?

- IfTom is interested in the specific story Sarah has brought in as an example, he might use

a completion probe:

(Continued)
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(Continued)
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_ . chould help you to remain alert and sensitive to opportuni.ties fo?: '
onb_ Where a participant’s response invites a number of Maent
5 lgﬁ.— as happens quite commonly — you may find it useful, once
o;;;?ded which to use first, to jot down reminders so you can return
chers. This is particularly the case where the answer to your mtual
vites further probing, perhaps resulting in three or four ‘layers’ of

se on a specific topic. _
‘: ;i,pbﬁg is essér]i)tial to obtaining real depth in interview data, you
- <00 much. One example would be where you probe in enormous
R area of the interview that is of limited relevance to your research
" a:sukmg in restricted time to spend on more crucial areas. Another
t: ;ou spend a great deal of time seeking clarifications of unfamiliar
_ technical language, professional jargon, slang words or whatever. If
ear too ignorant of the participant’s world and the topic at hand,.he
4 ly decide that it is not worth his while making an effort to describe
i i ids i Insing | ; | :::fﬂ to you. In such circumstances, try to identify the terms that you
Tom:  Sowhat do you do if you think one of the kids is losing interest in what they dg 3 1y must clarify in order to make any progress with the interview and
o ite clgiEslly matvating »]utuayte your clarification probes on these. You may get a chance to ask
| further clarifications later, and if (as is likely) you are audio-regor.ding the
terview, you should be able to enquire about others after transcription.

Tom:  And was that successful for this girl?

In this example, ideally Tom would use all three types of probe-to maximise the depth
of data obtained, but of course he could nat use them.all at ence or we would have the
problem of multiple questions. He therefore needs to think about the order in which to
use the different probes. There is no absolute right and wrong in this, but the goal of
facilitating the easy flow of the interview should guide his choice. In this case we would
start with the clarification probe, as knowing what ‘Regionals’ are might guide his
subsequent questioning. Also, it is likely to produce a fairly simple response in the form of
a definition and not lead the interview off on a tangent. We would then tend to favour u'sin
the completion probe, in order to keep this particular story going. Finally, we could use the
elaboration (question) probe, to get Sarah to discuss other strategies for motivating the
young people in her charge. This part of the interview would then look as follows:

Sarah:  Well, let me think. If it's someone who's been here a while, normally a good
performer ~ actually | can think of an example fike that. What | did with this
girl, | thought she needed more of a challenge, so basically | got her aiming at

Regionals. ‘Starting and finishing interviews

You need to give special forethought to how you are goin.g to start and finish
onr interviews. The way you start can have a sign.iﬁcant impact on how your
yport (or lack of it) with the interviewee develops. It is norm.ally seen as good
ctice to start with relatively unthreatening and simple questions, such as asl.<-
for descriptive information about the participant in re}atton to the topic
nder investigation. For instance, in a study of teacher experiences of classro?xp
discipline of the kind used in Box 5.2, you might start by requesting an outline

Tom:  Could you just explain to me what the ‘Regionals’ are? [clarification]

Sarah:  Sorry — just took it for granted ... we have regular official competitions for ali the
sports we do, but Jenna’s an athlete so | was thinking of athletics. In athletics 3
its very structured — District, Regional, National. | thought she probably had the -
ability to get through to the Regionals in sprinting or long jump. ]

‘of their career history, and continue by asking them about school poh'.ci.es rega.rd-
ing discipline. Neither of these areas requires self-disclosure on sensitive topics,
but the sequence does ease the participant into the main focus of the interview.
As we have noted, it is commonplace as an interview develops to move
into more difficult — perhaps emotionally charged — areas of questioning. 'I_'hls
‘can create a problem in terms of how you bringd aln interview (;c;) a i:oncf:tlumi)ﬁl,
3 odbyes and leave immediately after the

Tom:  That's great. What about kids who are less able than Jenna, who you don’t feel- y.(:;p:gt I]::S :::i;g :EZ ;(:; izsiﬁge part of their account. Just as it is
hé.]ve the talent to compete at ’Fhelhigher levels? W hZ!t Sirategies mi_ght you use g usnally g6od practice to ease the participant into the interview, you should

with one of them who was beginning to lose motivation? [elaboration] lan a strategy for easing them out. Try to plan closing questions that move

away from self-disclosure, and hand as much control as possible to the par-
ticipant. One form that is often helpful is a question focusing on desired future
‘changes or developments. Thus we could ask our hypothetical tea.cher what
their top priority would be if they could influence government policy on dis-
 cipline in schools. To close, it is generally good practice to ask the participant

Tom:  And what happenéd? Was she enthused by this? [completion]

Sarah: Yes! One of my success stories — probably why Jenna came to mind! She
got through to the finals of the 200m at Region, came fifth which is a real }
achievement, and she's determined to improve on it next year. She just might. -

Good use of probes requires good listening skills, in line with our com-
ments in the previous section (‘How (not) to ask questions®). We would
reiterate the point that not overburdening yourself with numerous interviews 4
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if there is anything else they want to tell you, and invite them to ask an
tions they may have about the research project and/or their
the participant asks you to turn it off, leave your recording e
until the very end of the interview, as it is not uncommon for Interviewe
mention something of interest and

pen, do not miss the opportunity to

as the participant is happy to continue.

- Managing “difficult’ interviews
Any qualitative interview can lead

pected challenges, so that no amount of experience or preparation
provide you with a ‘stock’ response to every circumstance. Neverthe]
there are certain types of interview situation where
ici and with some foretho
pared to face them. We will consider four such situati
where there are significant status
on emotionally sensitive topics,
interviewees. :

issues, interviewer role co

and dealing with under-

Status issues

If an interviewee perceives an interviewer to be of markedly higher or lower

status than herself, this can have an impact
the qualitative research literature,
situations where the interviewer is

on the quality of the interview, I
there tends to be more consideration of

perceived to be of higher status than the
Interviewee than vice versa, This is often in the context of discussions about

power in the interview, and the desire to equalise this between the parties
(Briggs, 2002; McKie, 2002). However, perceived status differences are just as
likely to be in the opposite direction, either because the researcher is relatively
junior (as in the case of a postgraduate student) or because the participant
belongs to a group who would generally be seen as “elite’ in society - such as
senior professionals and managers (Harvey, 2011). Status differences can del-
eteriously effect the course of an interview in two ways: directly, by inhibiting
interviewees from discussing particular topics (e.g. for fear of appearing igno-
rant or losing face), and indirectly, by preventing the building of rapport
between interviewer and interviewee,

Interviewees may see themselves as lower in status than the interviewer

because of differences in social class, education level, occupation, age and so
on. Sometimes such differences may b i

flicts; for instance, where a qualifie
programme is interviewing an unqualified health-
more closely at the role conflict issue shortly. In

general terms, where you
anticipate perceived status differences in this dire

ction, you should seek to

significance at this stage. Should this p, .
reopen more detailed questioning, gq logd

you in unexpected directions to face Unex.

Can

you can feasonably:
ught at least be pre..
ons here: interviews
nflicts, Interviews :
and OVer-communicatiye
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if and your research. How
h the way you present yourse d
e ther® t:l.lzoaulgways take into account the specific context, altho_uiglh
his muan overly academic language is alwa}r‘s likely to be_ especia };
b r"ting participants to attend the interv1ev§r at a umverbsmy o
t. InV:ﬂd probably be avoided, and if your participants may ' : u??y
es_h : to be interviewed at home, you should try to identi
unwnﬂlmflnggs that will be familiar and comfortable for them.
e articipants may be difficult to interview be'cause: they tla;.re
ey misnpcontrol in their interactions with others.- to asking rather
g uestions. This can result in the kind of situation we dls'cuss
swerlf{g;ll to the over-communicative interviewee. Rarely, more senolus
. in relatlgevelop where the interviewee experiences the reversa% <?f rf) ;:s
o d seeks to assert his normal authority by undermining’ the
e inervi his b ing to show up the
B f the interviewer. He may do this by trying :
3 denc<‘; (l’a k of knowledge of the topic under investigation (‘Did you really
' her:ha;;’) by qﬁestioning the validity of her me.th‘o'ds (*You can t.lC;rn
kt‘lowﬁom. ju,st chatting with people’), or the credibility of her discipline
ing . A
t a proper science’). o )
O cour;e, ps}trﬁléollizgligg of groilems like these when interviewing high-
. £ uce - . . . -
‘ mzopiiticipants, you should avoid challenging their aujt&onty 111n t:klzsu ;\;vsri
ise i i
i f your own expertise in yours. After all,
Dl itati ds than you do. Make sure
i bout qualitative methods than y :
B o i f study, so you are
‘ d research into your area o Y,
have done some backgroun _ o s g
ll-informed layperson might be exp d t«
least as knowledgeable as a we info " xpected 0
i i school head-teachers abo
For instance, if you were interviewing choo 5 rs about Clect
have a grounding in the key poin ;
line, you should ensure you ; oints of relevant
islati nlucky enough to face an _ ;
ent legislation. Should you be w h to g aepedire
i ittli best option is to calmly and p
intent on belittling your role, your . b e
2 i ini th them, but not get pulle
‘acknowledge your difference of opinion wi e Fgareayten
¥ gum > move the interview forward. If you re carryit
2 earc?z:/i:ll: ihz}; ftr(z)rrnn different nationalities than your own, it is cruf:lal you
- i to
ltural norms and expectations,
learn as much as you can about their cultural cations, 10
avoid causing unwitting offence or missing important nuanc
accounts (Mikecz, 2012).

Interviewer role conflicts

In some cases researchers can face a potential conﬂicF b'etween thex'r rol.e iseflarf
interviewer and other roles they may have (or be perceived as h;z;:ilg)' in el
tion to the interviewee. Probably the most common example o : ;;15 Wd ©
the researcher is also a practising health or social care px':ofe.sszl)1 : arxcl)fes_
Interviewing members of the service user group they work with 1fn ) ::ﬁ Ee tes
sional life. Similar circumstances can occur in o.thel?areas o pthou e
research too, such as education and the criminal justice systerr.l,l areg

are less freauentlv covered in the literature than health and social care.
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If you are in such a position, the key requirement is to be clear from the
start where the boundary lies between your researcher and professiong|
roles. In general, our advice would be to tell participants explicitly that yo,
are not in a position to deal personally with any health or social care proh.
lems they may talk about in their interviews as you are there only in the
capacity of a researcher. You can, however, bring with you a range of contagy
information for services you may anticipate as being relevant to your pay.
ticipants, which you can offer if necessary at the end of the interviey,
However, some methodological approaches would draw the role bounda
differently, encouraging more of a blurring of roles; this would be the cage
in participatory approaches where the researcher is actively seeking tq
encourage change and empower participants. Jack (2008) provides a usefy]
discussion of role-conflict issues in nursing research. Even here, though,
there are limits in terms of what health-related interventions a nurse.
researcher could legitimately offer; it is essential such issues are carefully
thought through prior to data collection, and we would normally expect
them to be covered in ethical protocols. Some professionals may be bound by
professional codes of conduct that legally override other ethical commitments ~
for instance, responsibility to report cases where there are strong suspicions
of child abuse or where serious professional malpractice may have occurred,
Again, it is important that you make any such responsibilities clear to par-
ticipants before the interview commences.

The other circumstance in which you might face role conflicts is where
you are carrying out interviews with close friends and/or family members. We
would advise that if you are doing this you think very carefully beforehand
about any issues that could emerge that might create problems in your rela-
tionship with the participant beyond the interview situation. After that, it is
generally a good idea to have an informal discussion with the person so that
they are sure about what the interview is going to cover, and can think in
advance about what they are and are not happy to discuss. You should take
special care in protecting confidentiality and anonymity in interviews like this,
as whatever you publish may be read by other family or friendship-group
members, to whom the interviewee could be easily identifiable (see Chapter 3
for more on this issue).

Dealing with sensitive topics

Any qualitative interview can raise issues that the interviewee finds upsetting,
although of course some topics are more likely than others to evoke strong
feelings from participants: serious illness; bereavement, conflict or harassment
at work, criminal victimisation and so on. You need to think ahead about how
you will deal with situations in which a participant becomes distressed. What
you should certainly not do is decide to immediately terminate the interview
without consulting the participant. This may simply give the message that you
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ot cope with their feelings. In any case, the fact that a participant becomes
e seressed does not necessarily mean that they are finding the interview exper.’i—
. ce a negative one. Especially where they have consented to take part in
b earch on a sensitive topic (of the kind listed above), participants often
‘ ort that they appreciate the chance to discuss a difficult subject with a
pathetic listener. In most cases, your best response if a participant becomes
rressed is to calmly and gently offer them a range of options about !JOW to
sroceed. For instance, you might say: ‘I can see you’re finding thls.dlfﬁculjc.
¢ you want to move on to a different topic or take a break, that’s fine. Or if
ou want to end the interview now, that’s entirely up to you.’ The issue of your
e ponSibilities regarding the psychological well-being of participants and
_esearch ethics is discussed in Chapter 3.

Under- and over-communicative interviewees

;rl,ome interviews can be difficult because the interviewee says too little or
too much. Given the aim in qualitative interviewing to explore experiences
in depth, the former is generally more of a problem than the latter. If you
have a participant whose responses rarely go much beyond the monosyl-
labic, you must consider what might be holding them back. One possibility
is that despite everything you have told them before the interview, they are
still concerned about confidentiality and/or anonymity. If you have the
impression that this may be the case, it could be fruitful to reiterate what
you will be doing with the data and how you will protect their identity.
Sometimes people may feel they are helping you by getting the interview
over with quickly. You can try to counter this by using frequent probes that
encourage them to ‘tell me more’. Of course, you should not do this so
much that it feels like you are harassing the participant, so it can be par-
ticularly effective to use silence to coax a response. When the interviewee
gives a very short, superficial response, just refrain from responding your-
self for a few seconds. Often this will serve as a cue to the participant that
it is still their ‘turn’ to talk, and they may then expand on their answer
- without the need for you to say anything.

At the other extreme, the fact that a participant has a great deal to say is
- not in itself a problem — quite the opposite! Similarly, if someone seems to go
off on a tangent, it is usually best to let them run with it for a while; they may
bring you to perspectives on your research topic that you had not considered
before. But if they are spending a great deal of time on matters of minimal
 significance to your research, you will need to try to guide them back on track.
' One ractic is to recall the last relevant section of the interview, and once they
EUSe for breath, ask them to return to that issue and elaborate further.
'Altﬁmaﬁvely, you can thank them for what they have just told you, say you
at¢ mindful that you have much you would like to cover with them, and
. Politely ask them to move on to your next question.
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- Using multiple interviews

Interview-based studies do not necessarily have to consist of just g g o
interview with each participant. While the single-interview design is the .
common, many researchers have used two or more interviews with :
participant, as part of either a longitudinal design that tracks
time, or a2 multiple-interview approach (usually carried out in sh,
to each other) to allow more depth of discussion and deeper engagen,
with participants. For example, Cresswell and Eklund (2007) carried out 4
series of interviews over a year with New Zealand rugby players to look
the dynamic experience of burnout over time. Schilder et al. (2005)
out extended life-story interviews over four occasions with gay

explore the relationship between drug use and unsafe sex; multip

views here were used principally to ‘develop rapport -and elicit
information’ (p. 341).

changeg oyl
Ort Succegg, -

Carrje, |"

SenSitiye

Some writers have criticised single-interview research designs for of, .
producing shallow data and as potentially exploitative of participants.
Chamberlain (2012) coined the term ‘drive-by interviewing’ to characterise
research in which the researcher dips briefly into the participant’s life, extracy
(from the participant’s point of view) disappears. We
feel that this critique has usefully cautioned researchers about taking the single.
interview design as the default position, and has helped to focus attention on
participants® experiences of the research process. However, we would strongly

what they need, and then

refute any blanket dismissal of single-interview designs on either methodo.

logical or ethical grounds. For some studies, it is not practical to carry out

more than one interview, either in terms of researcher resources (time, travel
costs) or participant availability. Equally, it is often not necessary to use mul-
tiple interviews to obtain the depth of data required, especially where the focus
of the interview is on a relatively narrow topic. On the ethical issue, there is
no reason why single interviews need be exploitative, so long as researchers
think carefully about ensuring consent is fully informed (see Chapter 3 above)
and provide feedback on research outcomes that makes clear the value of par-
ticipants® contributions. '

Turning to the practicalities of using multiple interviews, for longitudi-
nal designs the crucial issue is to choose a time interval between interviews
and an overall study duration that is likely to capture the kinds of changes
that are of interest. Where there are likely to be points of significant transi-
tion or change in the phenomenon under investigation, it may make more
sense to organise interviews around these rather than hold them at fixed
intervals — see, for example, Murray et al’s (2009) advice regarding serial
interviews with patients. It is often a good idea to spend some time at the
start of second or subsequent interviews recapping the main points from the
previous interview(s), unless of course your research topic is such that it
would be disadvantageous to provide any kind of reminder. When multiple

men, o
le intep.
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: fectively a single data collection point, an important
gys 3¢ 75 ;i;stc}fe interv}i,ews irgl the sequence relate to each othe'r. In
e ISseparate: encounters with each participant add up to a smgle
: thv:as the case in Schilder et al’s (2005) study referred to earhe.r.
3 ubsequent interviews may be designed to build.on the previ-
vely, shaps probing in more depth, or approaching issues from a
G perectivc. This may well require some very preliminary analysis
perspach encounter, in order to define the focus for the subsequexzt
- aﬁ‘t:efé(;st, a careful listening through of the'recording. In Wengraf s
2 _narrative interpretive method, outlined in Chapter 1 3,'hfe-st<.>ry
‘l:: ali'e divided into three subsections with the (optional) third at?kmi
fer the initial two, which are normally concurrent (Wengr  an

b berlayne, 2006).

Conclusion

.rviewing is without doubt a skill that improves with e'xpc?rience, perhaps
. |l in managing the potential tension between listening c':losely. and
: 'iling a sense of where you are — and where you are going —in the inter-
i whole. Equally, the more you have carried out, the less hkcl'y you are
asg;;own by some surprise occurrence in the course of an interview.
= i d preparation can considerably
tever your level of experience, though, good prep : derably
Enhance the quality of your interviews — and la}ck of preparation undqmm
them. Thinking carefully in advance about the issues we have covered in t ;
pter — how you frame your questions, use prob-es and prompts, stax}:ltn an 1
h interviews, handle sensitive topics and status Issues, as yvell as tec, frlca
ects of recording — should put you in a good position to gain the most om
the method. Finally, it is crucial to recognise tha_t even for the most e:ic.pen-
en ced, best-prepared interviewer things will sometimes not go as placrlme : gfollé
denly realise your participant has fundamentally m1sun<‘iersto$) a :av 01_
ine of questioning. You are constantly interrupted_ by the .mterwewi:e s c:o1
leagues, or child, or dog. You hear your own voice turning your lovingly
crafted question into incomprehensible gobbledegook. -The trick is ng)lt to
panic —'take a breath, collect your thoughts and you will us.ually _be al ehto
' find 2 way to deal with the situation. The key feature of the interview is that
itis an extended encounter with another person (or persons); as such, it gives
" you the time to recover from any difficulties that arise and get back on track.

'TRecommended reading

- Brinkmann, S. and Kvale, S. (2014) InterViews: Learning the Craft of Qualitative Research
] Interviewing. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

' Latest edition of a classic text on interviewing methodology.



