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CONCEPEREA, STRUCTURA SI PLANIFICAREA UNEI
TEZE DE DOCTORAT

Definirea, tematica si specificitatea unei teze de doctorat

Teza de doctorat este o lucrare academicd care propune o abordare teoreticd si/sau
aplicativa bazata pe cercetari recente Tn domeniu in care autorul aduce o contributie in domeniul
respectiv prin extinderea cercetarilor pe o anumita tematica, prin critica modelelor teoretice
existente si propunerea de noi modele si abordari in domeniul de cercetare ales, sau prin
structurarea intr-un mod original a liniilor de cercetare din domeniul respectiv.

Trasatura distinctiva a unei teze de doctorat este constituitd de investigarea stiintifica,
argumentativa, a unei teme de cercetare precis precizate; ea nu este un demers jurnalistic sau
literar, ci o abordare care utilizeaza metodologii specifice unui demers de cercetare —
argumentarea alegerii temei de cercetare, sinteza pozitiilor teoretice cu privire la problema
studiata, analiza critica a cercetdrilor deja existente in domeniul respectiv, propunerea de noi
teme sau ipoteze de cercetare, validarea experimentald, empirica a ipotezelor intrebarilor de
cercetare, formularea de concluzii stiintifice etc. In acest sens, lectura articolelor de specialitate
din reviste de cercetare specifice domeniului de cercetare are un dublu beneficiu: 1) reprezinta
o importanta sursd informationald si 2) familiarizeaza cititorul cu abordarea si rigorile

domeniului de cercetare.

In alegerea temei sunt importante/relevante urmdtoarele aspecte:
e ceinterese anterioare ati avut cu privire la tematica respectiva — teoretice sau practice;
e cat de familiar va este, conceptual si faptic, domeniul in care doriti sa realizati teza
de doctorat;
e competentele de cercetare — ce metodologie stdpaniti si cum puteti opera cu aceasta;
e interesul si competenta coordonatorului in domeniul respectiv;

e actualitatea temei respective.




Titlul tezei de doctorat

Titlul tezei de doctorat trebuie sa informeze auditorul/publicul care este tema centrala a
cercetarii. Acesta este, In general, stabilit la Tnceputul demersului de redactare a tezei impreuna
cu profesorul coordonator si poate fi schimbat pe parcurs, daca redactarea tezei evolueaza in

directii diferite sau aprofundeaza anumite aspecte descoperite pe parcurs ca fiind mai relevante.

Titlul se va referi la:
e tema specifica de cercetare si, eventual, ipoteza de cercetare;
e abordarea specifica teoretica sau metodologica;

e rezultatele sau impactul cercetarii.

Greseli posibile in formularea titlului:
o foarte general;
e imprecis;
e jurnalistic;
o foarte lung;

e metaforic.

Dimensiunea si structura tezei de doctorat

(1) Dimensiunea tezei de doctorat

In general, o tezd de doctorat are intre 170 si 250 pagini. Este important ca numarul
minim de 170, sa fie respectat, insa o tezd de doctorat poate depasi 250 pagini (daca tema se
preteaza sau daca studenta/studentul - doctorand considera ca nu poate epuiza tema investigata

in numarul de pagini recomandat).

Dimensiunea tezei de doctorat depinde de:

e cutumele domeniului in care se Incadreaza teza;

e aparatul teoretic necesar argumentarii;




e tipul de metodologie de cercetare utilizat;

e volumul datelor colectate si analizate.

(1) Structura tezei de doctorat

Structura canonicd a unei tezei de doctorat este constituitd din trei parti principale:
introducerea, corpul si concluziile lucrarii. Astfel, din totalul de 250 pagini ale tezei de doctorat,
este recomandat ca intre 10 si 15 pagini sd fie dedicate introducerii, 5 si 10 pagini concluziilor,
iar restul de 30, respectiv 50, de pagini sa fie alocate fiecarui capitol care constituie corpul

lucrarii.

Aceasta structura canonica trebuie detaliatd pornind de la construirea unei scheme a
lucrarii care sa cuprinda titlurile capitolelor si subcapitolelor. Schema lucrarii a) faciliteaza
delimitarea sferei de cercetare (astfel incat sa poata fi evitate temele mult prea vaste care nu pot
fi acoperite de o teza de doctorat) si b) reprezinta planul de lucru ale carui Intrebari de cercetare

ghideaza demersul stiintific ajutidnd la profilarea firului rosu al lucrarii.
In continuare vom caracteriza structura canonica a unei teze de doctorat.

A) In Introducere trebuie specificate, in mod obligatoriu, urmitoarele elemente:

1) importanta temei de cercetare si motivatia studentei/studentului—doctorand in alegerea temei,
2) intrebarile de cercetare de la care porneste cercetarea,

3) metodologia utilizata,

4) structura pe capitole a tezei de doctorat si o scurtd descriere a acestora,

5) bibliografia si documentarea pe care se va construi cercetarea.

B) Corpul tezei de doctorat trebuie sa fie constituit de elaborarea argumentelor subsumate
intrebarilor de cercetare. Argumentele propuse trebuie sa fie fundamentate metodologic, si,
dacd este cazul, empiric. O trasdtura distinctivd a unui demers de cercetare cum este cel
reprezentat de teza de doctorat consta in elaborarea cu rigoare stiintifici a argumentelor
propuse. Argumentele pot sustine doua tipuri de rezultate:

a) rezultate negative — a cdror functie este de a expune si critica deficientele unei abordari sau

ale unei teorii si

b) rezultate pozitive — a caror functie este de a propune abordari originale, de a teoretiza anumite

aspecte eludate, insuficient sau inadecvat analizate.



C) In Concluzii, studenta/studentul-doctorand trebuie si indice care sunt rezultatele
cercetarii, care sunt raspunsurile la intrebarile de cercetare propuse, ce limite au fost
intampinate pe parcursul acestui demers de cercetare, daca e cazul (de pilda, noutatea temei si
lipsa unor carti pe aceasta tema) si modalitatea Tn care aceasta cercetare deschide noi directii de
studiu care ar putea fi exploatate 1n viitor. De asemenea, studenta/studentul-doctorand trebuie
sa precizeze semnificatia rezultatelor obtinute din perspectivd teoreticd si/sau practica In
contextul cercetdrilor din domeniu. Acolo unde este cazul, studentii-doctoranzi sunt incurajati

sa evalueze si prezinte impactul cercetarii lor atat la nivel teoretic cat si practic.

Nota bene:
Exprimarea trebuie sd dovedeasca Insusirea unui limbaj de specialitate din domeniul in care
se incadreaza tema tezei de doctorat. Formularile adecvate sunt:

e demersul propus analizeaza, trateaza, descrie, explica etc.;

e capitolul 1 isi propune prezentarea, analiza, observarea...etc.;

e datele au fost masurate, extrase, verificate.

Rolul coordonatorului

Pentru a surprinde mai bine rolul si limitele implicarii coordonatorului in elaborarea
tezei de doctorat vom defalca si sintetiza principalele atributii si limite ale implicarii

coordonatorului:

Principalele atributii ale coordonatorului constau in:
¢ indicarea abordarii si structurii lucrarii;
e analiza si validarea abordarii si argumentarii teoretice;
e analiza si validarea demersului metodologic;
e sprijin in selectarea bibliografiei relevante;
e sprijin in analiza si interpretarea datelor;
e feedback cu privire la progres;
e formularea de opinii critice;
e evaluarea lucrdrii pe parcurs si formularea de sugestii cu privire la progresul necesar

pentru finalizarea acesteia si prezentarea publica.




Coordonatorului nu ii revine responsabilitatea:

¢ de a cauta si oferi studentilor-doctoranzi bibliografia completa a tezei de doctorat (ci
doar de a orienta studenta/studentul-doctorand in directia unor lucrdri relevante in
domeniu). Studentii-doctoranzi trebuie sa identifice, sa inventarieze si sa citeasca
lucrari de specialitate, articole stiintifice corespunzatoare disciplinei in care se
incadreaza propriul demers, care pot fi gasite atat in biblioteci, cat si in bazele de date
internationale (ex: J-Stor, Ebsco). Mentiondm ca acccesul la aceste baze de date
internationale se face fie la sala de lectura a Bibliotecii Facultatii de Studii Europene,
fie la sala Multimedia a Bibliotecii Central Universitare Lucian Blaga);

e de a oferi informatii de ordin administrativ (studenta/studentul-doctorand are
posibilitatea de a gasi aceste informatii in Regulamentul Scolii doctorale sau de a le
obtine de la secretariat);

e de a sintetiza, 1n locul studentilor-doctoranzi, partea teoretica a tezei de doctorat, ci
doar de a dirija studentii-doctoranzi in acest sens;

e de a concepe, in locul studentilor-doctoranzi, partea analitica a tezei de doctorat, ci
doar de a coordona studentii-doctoranzi in acest sens. In esentd, studentii-doctoranzi
trebuie sd aducd ceva nou in domeniul de studiu in care se incadreaza lucrarea lor

stiintificd, iar acest lucru este doar supervizat de catre coordonator.

Conceperea si planificarea tezei de doctorat

Conceperea tezei de doctorat

Primul pas in conceperea tezei de doctorat constd in familiarizarea cu domeniul de
cercetare si terminologia de specialitate. Preambulul cercetarii este reprezentat de Incadrarea
temei n domeniu de cercetare (relatii internationale, studii europene, stiinte politice, economie,
stiinte juridice, sociologie, antropologie, istorie etc) si o bund operare cu terminologia de
specialitate. In functie de aceste repere se va face si contactarea coordonatorului in vederea a)
stabilirii titlului b) structurii generale a tezei ¢) planului/design-ului de cercetare. Dupd aceasta
etapd, studentul/studenta-doctoranda si coordonatorul vor identifica principalele surse
bibliografice corespunzatoare fiecarei componente a structurii generale a lucrarii. Apoi, se va

stabili de comun acord un calendar pentru parcurgerea acestei prime liste bibliografice. Dupa



parcurgerea primei liste bibliografice se trece la discutarea abordarii teoretice si a partii practice
(daca este cazul), se va completa bibliografia relevanta a ambelor segmente si se va formula
detaliat structura tezei de doctorat. In urmitoarea etapd, studentul/studenta-doctoranda va
elabora si transmite coordonatorului sinteza partii teoretice a lucrarii; aceasta etapa e urmata de
analiza si reformularea, pe baza sugestiilor coordonatorului, a partii teoretice a lucrarii. Odata
incheiate aceste etape, atentia se va concentra asupra elaborarii studiului de caz, respectiv,
realizarii partii aplicative/experimentale a lucrrii. In aceasta etapa, se colecteaza si analizeazi
datele relevante pentru studiul de caz sau cele obtinute in urma aplicatiei implementate, dupa
care se trece la interpretarea datelor in contextul teoretic prezentat in prima parte a lucrarii, iar
apoi formularea concluziilor. Colectarea, analiza, interpretarea si formularea concluziilor se
face 1n deplind rigoare metodologica, iar ultima etapd se realizeazd prin stabilirea cu

coordonatorul a aspectelor metodologice si a concluziilor formulate.

Etape in redactarea tezei de doctorat

Pentru eficientizarea demersului dumneavoastra va propunem urmatorul algoritm de

redactare a tezei de doctorat:

1. Selectarea si revizuirea bibliografiei
e utilizati variate modalitati de cdutare si selectare a bibliografiei — biblioteci, baze de
date online, site-uri acreditate etc.;
e studiati diferite abordari metodologice specifice tematicii dvs.;
e verificati daca aveti la dispozitie suficiente surse bibliografice — discutati selectia dvs.

finald (pe baza listei autor/concept, abordare teoreticd) cu profesorul coordonator.

2. Parcurgerea bibliografiei
e construiti o corespondentd intre aborddrile teoretice sintetizate si/sau angajate in
lucrarea dumneavoastra si cercetatorii care le-au propus si utilizat;
e construiti o corespondentd intre conceptele teoretice utilizate si cercetdtorii care le-au
teoretizat, analizat, criticat;

e realizati o harta conceptuald a lucrarii pornind de la bibliografie.



3. Analiza si redactarea partii teoretice

expuneti intr-un mod nedistorsionat toate abordarile teoretice angajate;

expuneti proportional toate abordarile teoretice angajate;

in prezentarea abordarilor teoretice nu omiteti expunerea criticilor si semnalarea
deficientelor acestora;

incercati sa exemplificati intr-un mod original utilizarea abordarilor teoretice expuse.

4. Redactarea si formularea detaliata a abordarii metodologice

selectati Impreuna cu coordonatorul bibliografia pentru partea de metodologie si
incepeti redactarea acestei parti;

prezentati un cadru comprehensiv asupra diferitelor modalitéti de abordare a studiului
de caz sau a aplicatiei temei dvs. de cercetare;

analizati diferitele abordari metodologice prezentdnd punctele forte si deficientele
fiecareia;

argumentati optiunea metodologica facuta de dumneavoastra;

discutati cu coordonatorul abordarea metodologica pentru care optati si revizuiti partea

metodologica, daca se impune.

5. Derularea cercetarii

pe baza planului de cercetare adoptat, colectati, analizati si interpretati datele;

precizati limitele demersului metodologic sau problemele de derulare a acestuia.

6. Colectarea si prelucrarea datelor

din optiunile delimitate de cadrul metodologic asumat, selectati cele mai fezabile
metode de colectare a datelor;

culegeti datele respectand integral si cu strictete protocoalele metodologice;

verificati de cel putin doud ori acuratetea si rigurozitatea datelor colectate cu profesorul

coordonator si incepeti prelucrarea acestora.

7. Redactarea partii practice si analiza datelor

folosind instrumentarul metodologic asumat utilizati datele colectate pentru a infirma

sau confirma anumite ipoteze de cercetare;
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folositi atat formulari textuale cat si imagini, grafice, tabele care sa prezinte rezultatele
relevante ale cercetdrii si care sa sustind demersul dvs. de cercetare, respectiv,

interpretarea pe care o prezentati.

8. Interpretarea datelor

este una din cele mai importante parti ale demersului dvs. si cea care prezinta cel mai
mare interes 1n evaluarea lucrarii dvs.;

validati interpretarea datelor cu profesorul coordonator;

evitati interpretdrile prea generale sau prea vagi;

formulati interepretarile in relatie cu temele/ipotezele de cercetare si obiectivele

cercetarii.

9. Expunerea concluziilor

concluziile trebuie sa ofere o imagine de ansamblu asupra a) semnificatiei demersului
dvs. in contextul cercetarilor din acelasi perimetru, b) limitelor si valorii adaugate a
cercetdrii si ¢) directiilor de cercetare care pot fi explorate ulterior pornind de la lucrarea
dvs.;

concluziile trebuie sa precizeze explicit care sunt raspunsurile rezultate in urma

cercetarii dvs. la intrebarile de cercetare.



REGULI, RECOMANDARI SI STANDARDE PRIVITOARE LA
REDACTAREA TEZEI DE DOCTORAT

Standarde privind structura tezei de doctorat

Coperta si Pagina de titlu — informatiile care trebuie sd apara pe coperta si pagina de

titlu a tezei de doctorat si tiparul acestora sunt prezentate in Anexele 1 si 2 ale prezentului Ghid.

Declaratie standard — teza de doctorat va contine o declaratie pe propria raspundere a
absolventului, datata si semnata olograf, din care sa rezulte ca lucrarea 1i apar{ine, nu a mai fost
niciodatd prezentatd si nu este plagiatd. Comisia va respinge, indiferent de momentul
descoperirii, lucrdrile care contin elemente plagiate. Plagiatul Inseamna preluarea integrala sau
partiald a unor texte, date sau idei fara referinfe corespunzatoare la autorii acestora. Pentru
detalii privind definirea plagiatului si regulile de evitare ale acestuia consultati capitolul
corsepunzator din Ghid. Mentiondm, de asemenea, doud surse importante de documentare cu
privire la plagiat si evitarea acestuia disponibile on-line la adresele:

http://oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/plagiarism

http://www.princeton.edu/writing/university/resources/ WPAPlagiarism.pdf

Cuprins — teza de doctorat va avea un cuprins care sa contina cel putin titlurile tuturor

capitolelor si subcapitolelor insotite de numarul paginii la care incepe fiecare dintre acestea.

Lista figurilor i lista tabelelor — 1n cazul in care teza de doctorat contine figuri (imagini,
grafice) si/sau tabele, acestea vor fi prezentate, imediat dupa cuprins, sub forma unor liste
(separat pentru figuri si tabele) care contin numele fiecarui element i numarul paginii la care

se afla acesta.

Introducere — aceasta va confine motivatia alegerii temei, gradul de noutate al temei,
obiectivele generale ale lucrarii, metodologia folositd, un rezumat pe capitole al lucrarii, precum
si limitele/neajunsurile lucrarii (confidentialitatea datelor, ratd mica de raspuns la

chestionare/interviuri, lipsa accesului la unele surse bibliografice de referintda etc.). De


http://oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/plagiarism
http://www.princeton.edu/writing/university/resources/WPAPlagiarism.pdf
http://www.princeton.edu/writing/university/resources/WPAPlagiarism.pdf
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asemenea, introducerea trebuie sa precizeze care este relevanta lucrarii, precum si originalitatea
acesteia.

Tot 1n introducere, autorul trebuie sd ofere detalii despre metodologia folosita, cu
detalierea instrumentelor sau metodelor de cercetare. Totodata, trebuie prezentate ipotezele
(daca e vorba de o lucrare care foloseste metode cantitative) si structura argumentelor
dezvoltate. Tot Tn acest punct trebuie descrise sau precizate intrebarile de cercetare care sa
sustind obiectivele cercetarii. Atragem atentia asupra formulei obiectivelor si a intrebarilor de
cercetare: daca primele pot fi exprimate intr-o manierad generald, intrebarile de cercetare trebuie
sa fie precise si sa delimiteze un domeniu ingust.

Caregula generald, sugeram ca introducerea sa ocupe 5-10% din textul integral al lucrarii.

Corpul — teza de doctorat va contine intre 3 si 6 capitole, numerotate crescator, fiecare
putdnd avea (daca va ajutd) o scurtd introducere, iar in partea finala, o sectiune de concluzii,
care sa sintetizeze informatiile si/sau rezultatele prezentate in cadrul acelui capitol.

Capitolele trebuie astfel propuse incat sa acopere cele doud axe fundamentale ale unei teze de
doctorat: partea teoretica si studiul de caz/aplicatia.

Partea teoreticd (intinsd pe parcursul unuia sau mai multe capitole, de reguld, unul singur)
trebuie sd contind in mod obligatoriu o incursiune prin literatura de specialitate aferenta temei
abordate. Pentru a emite opinii despre o anume tema, este necesara parcurgerea, macar partiala,
a textelor publicate anterior in domeniul de cercetare vizat, precum si identificarea, daca este
cazul, a principalelor teorii/curente de gandire.

In capitolele de cercetare sau analizd propriu-zise trebuie evitat stilul eminamente
descriptiv. O teza de doctorat reprezintd punctul de vedere propriu al autorului, astfel ca trebuie
evitate preluarile sau parafrazarile. Nu in ultimul rand, trebuie avutd in vedere originalitatea
lucrarii: chiar daca textul aduce putine elemente noi, acestea trebuie evidentiate si prezentate
cu prioritate.

Ultimele capitole contin analiza unui studiu de caz sau prelucrarea unor date obtinute
prin cercetare, in cazul in care lucrarea opereaza cu date. Indiferent de formula de cercetare,

autorul va pune in evidentd ce anume aduce nou lucrarea fata de studiile deja cunoscute.

Concluziile lucrarii — In aceasta parte a tezei de doctorat se regasesc cele mai importante
asertiuni din lucrare, opinia calificata privind rezultatele obtinute in lucrare, semnificatia

acestora precum si potentiale directii viitoare de cercetare legate de tema abordata.

Bibliografia — aceasta este ultima parte a lucrarii si va contine lista tuturor surselor de

informatie utilizate de catre absolvent pentru redactarea lucrarii de licenta. Bibliografia trebuie
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defalcata pe sectiuni, n functie de statutul surselor consultate (surse primare, surse secundare,
carti, articole, rapoarte/studii etc.) De preferintd ar trebui sa contind mai mult de 20 de titluri

care, bineinteles, trebuie sa se regaseasca citate pe parcursul lucrarii.

Anexe (daca este cazul) — acestea apar intr-o sectiune separatd, care nu se numeroteaza.
Fiecare anexa se va mentiona cel putin o datd in textul lucrarii. Anexele se numeroteaza
crescator (Anexa 1, Anexa 2 etc.). Paginile care constituie Anexele nu se numeroteaza, deoarece

ele nu reprezinta produsul efortului intelectual al autorului, ci doar suport pentru documentare.

Nota bene:
e Introducerea si concluziile nu se numeroteaza!
e Neconcordanta dintre notele de subsol si Bibliografie poate fi penalizata.

e Lucrarile mentionate in notele de subsol trebuie sa se regaseasca in Bibliografie.

Standarde privind formatarea

Pagina. Numarul minim de pagini este 170, in format A4. Se vor utiliza urmatoarele
valori pentru marginile paginii (Page Setup -> Margins): stanga: 2,5 cm; dreapta: 2 cm; sus: 2
cm; jos: 2 cm. Numerotarea paginilor se face incepand cu pagina de titlu, pana la ultima pagina
a lucrarii, dar numarul paginii apare doar incepand cu Introducerea. Numarul de pagind se
insereaza in subsolul paginii, centrat.

Paragraf. Textul va respecta o spatiere intre randuri de 1,5 linii (Format-
>Paragraph->Line spacing-> 1,5 lines). Textul din cadrul paragrafelor normale va fi aliniat
intre marginile din stanga si dreapta (justified). Primul rand al fiecarui paragraf va avea o
indentare de 1,27 cm. Exceptie fac titlurile capitolelor, care pot fi aliniate centrat sau la
dreapta, precum si etichetele tabelelor si figurilor (a se vedea explicatiile de mai jos).

Font/caracter. Fontul utilizat pentru redactare va fi Times New Roman, cu dimensiunea
de 12 puncte, utilizdnd diacriticele specifice limbii 1n care este redactatd lucrarea (&, s, ¢, 1, a -
pentru limba roména). Folosirea unor expresii consacrate — in general expresii in latind —
precum a priori, in nuce, ad nauseam, in extenso se face cu ajutorul fontului italic. De
asemenea, font-ul italic se foloseste pentru a sublinia importanta unor cuvinte, concepte,
expresii etc. — la fel si mai putin esteticul font underline — iar font-ul bold este folosit, in general,

pentru scrierea capitolelor, subcapitolelor si sectiunilor lucrarii. Combinarea aleatoare sau/si
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excesiva a acestor moduri de a sublinia (ca sd nu mai vorbim de folosirea lor concomitentd; de
ex. exces de subliniere) submineaza insusi demersul punerii in evidenta. La fel si in cazul
jocului cu tipul sau cu dimensiunea font-ului.

Tabele si Figuri (daca e cazul). Tabelele se numeroteaza cu 2 cifre, prima reprezentand
numarul capitolului, iar cea de a doua reprezentand numarul tabelului din capitolul respectiv.
Fiecare tabel are numar si titlu, care se mentioneaza deasupra tabelului, aliniat la marginea din
dreapta. Daca este cazul, sursa datelor se precizeaza sub tabel, aliniat Intre marginile din stdnga
si dreapta (justified), indicand in mod obligatoriu numele autorului(lor), lucrarea (cartea),
editura, anul, pagina sau adresa de Internet completa. Figurile (aici sunt incluse imagini, grafice,
capturi de ecran) se numeroteaza cu 2 cifre, prima reprezentand numarul capitolului, iar cea de
a doua fiind numarul figurii din capitolul respectiv; fiecare figurd are numar si titlu, care se
mentioneaza deasupra figurii, centrat; daca este cazul, sursa figurii se indicd sub figura,
Jjustified, indicand numele autorului(lor), lucrarea (cartea), editura, anul, pagina sau adresa de

Internet completa.

Standarde privind citarea autorilor

Ocaciile citarii

In cazul parafrazarii, trebuie semnalati sursa ideilor sau argumentelor prezentate. In
cazul reproducerii, pe 1anga semnalarea sursei, trebuie sa folositi ghilimelele, pentru a preciza
preludrile literale.

In concluzie, sursa trebuie precizati in orice situatie in care o idee sau o structurd
argumentativa a unui autor este preluata, fie general-descriptiv, fie literal.
Stilul citarii

Propunem stilul ,,clasic” de citare, cu note de subsol, dupd urmatorul model (numele,
titlurile si numarul paginilor, desi sunt reale, au fost alese n mod aleator).

Daca specificul lucrarii elaborate si surselor citate va permit, puteti utiliza stilul

,Harvard” de citare, prezentat in Anexe, cu acordul cadrului didactic coordonator.
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A. Carti tiparite

(i) Nota de subsol: Prenumele si Numele autorului/lor, Titlul cartii cu caractere italice,
Editia cartii (daca este cazul), Orasul: Editura, anul, pagina/paginile.
Exemple:
(i1) un autor: Pierre Bourdieu, Ratiuni practice. O teorie a actiunii, Bucuresti: Editura
Meridiane, 1999, p. 93.
(12) doi autori: lan Chiswell si Wilfrid Hodges, Mathematical Logic, Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2007, pp. 171-173 (in cazul in care informatia se extinde pe mai
multe pagini, folositi pp. si dati intervalul paginilor).
(13) trei autori: George S. Boolos, John P. Burgess si Richard C. Jeffrey,
Computability and Logic, editia a IV-a, New York: Cambridge University Press, 2002,
p. 127.
(14) patru sau mai multi autori: Edward O. Laumann et al., The social organization of
sexuality: Sexual practices in the United States, Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1994, p. 55.

Nota bene:

a) In elaborarea notelor de subsol, intre fragmentele de informatii (autor, titlu etc.) se

intercaleaza virgule, nu puncte, cu exceptia mentiondrii orasului si editurii, intre care se

intercaleaza simbolul doud puncte (:)

b) In cazul in care cartea are patru sau mai mult de patru autori citati in text doar primul autor

urmat de et al.

(ii)

Bibliografie: Numele, Prenumele autorului/lor, Titlul cartii cu caractere italice, Oras:
Editura, anul.

Exemple:

(i11) un autor: Bourdieu, Pierre, Ratiuni practice. O teorie a actiunii, Bucuresti: Editura
Meridiane, 1999.

(112) doi autori: Chiswell, lan si Hodges, Wilfrid, Mathematical Logic, Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2007.

(113) trei autori: Barth, James; Caprio, Gerard si Levine, Ross, Rethinking Bank
Regulation: Till Angels Governs, New Y ork: Cambridge University Press, 2006.
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(114) patru sau mai multi autori: Laumann, Edward O. et al., The social organization of
sexuality: Sexual practices in the United States, Chicago: University of Chicago Press,

1994.

Nota bene:

a) Pentru ordonarea alfabetica a bibliografiei citdim mai intai numele apoi prenumele fiecarui
autor despartite de virgula.

b) Citarea cartilor cu mai multi autori se face in ordinea in care acestia apar in carte.

¢) In cazul unei carti scrise de trei autori, la bibliografie specificim numele si prenumele
primului autor, apoi inserdm simbolul pentru punct si virgula (;) dupa care specificam numele
si prenumele celui de-al doilea autor urmat de conjunctia si, apoi specificim numele si
prenumele celui de-al treilea autor.

d) Toate sursele folosite in lucrare trebuie indicate si In bibliografie.

e) In bibliografie nu reludm paginile citate.

f) Observati ca la finalul fiecarei citari/referinte bibliografice apare un punct, la fel ca in cazul

oricarei propozitii.

B. Cirti in format electronic

B1. Carti accesibile online
(i) Nota de subsol: Prenumele si Numele autorului/lor, Titlul cartii cu caractere italice,
Orasul: Editura, anul, pagina/paginile, adresa URL (link-ul), data accesarii.
Exemplu:
Adrian Ludusan, Logica Matematica, Cluj-Napoca: Presa Universitara Clujeana,
2013, p. 27, http://www.editura.ubbcluj.ro/bd/ebooks/pdf/1717.pdf, accesat in
14.06.2015.

Nota bene:
In cazul in care cartea consultata are mai multi autori sau mai multe editii, aplicati indicatiile

de la punctul 1A(1).

(1)  Bibliografie: Numele, Prenumele autorului/lor, Titlul cartii cu caractere italice, Orasul:

Editura, anul, adresa URL (link-ul).


http://www.editura.ubbcluj.ro/bd/ebooks/pdf/1717.pdf
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Exemplu: Ludusan, Adrian, Logica Matematica, Cluj-Napoca: Presa Universitard

Clujeana, 2013, http://www.editura.ubbcluj.ro/bd/ebooks/pdf/1717.pdf.

B2. Carti in format Kindle, EPUB, sau un format similar.

(i) Nota de subsol: Prenumele si Numele autorului/lor, Titlul cartii cu caractere italice,
Orasul: Editura, anul, pagina/paginile, Editia (urmata de) Tipul formatului (Kindle,
EPUB).

Exemplu:

George S. Boolos, John P. Burgess si Richard C. Jeffrey, Computability and Logic,

editia a IV-a, New York: Cambridge University Press, 2002, p. 127, editia Kindle.
Nota bene:

In cazul in care cartea consultata are mai multi autori sau mai multe editii, aplicati indicatiile

de la punctul 1A(1).

(ii)

Bibliografie: Numele, Prenumele autorului/lor, Titlul cartii cu caractere italice, Orasul:
Editura, anul, Editia (urmata de)Tipul formatului (Kindle, EPUB).

Exemplu:

Boolos, George S.; Burgess, John P. si Jeffrey, Richard C., Computability and Logic,
editia a IV-a, New York: Cambridge University Press, 2002, editia Kindle.

2. Capitole sau articole dintr-un volum colectiv (tiparite sau in format electronic)

(i)

Nota de subsol: Prenumele si Numele autorului/lor, ,,Titlul articolului incadrat de
ghilimele” in Prenumele si Numele editorului/lor (ed.)/(eds.) sau coordonatorului/lor
(coord.), Titlul volumului cu caractere italice, Orasul: Editura, anul, pagina/paginile.
Exemple:

(11) volum colectiv cu un editor: Mark Steiner, ,,Mathematics — Application and
Applicability” in Stewart Shapiro (ed.), The Oxford Handbook of Philosophy of
Mathematics and Logic, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005, p. 627.

(12) volum colectiv cu un coordonator: Cornelia Muresan, ,,Analiza logliniara” in Traian
Rotariu (coord.), Metode statistice aplicate in stiintele sociale, lasi: Polirom, 2006, pp.

229-230.


http://www.editura.ubbcluj.ro/bd/ebooks/pdf/1717.pdf
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(13) volum colectiv cu mai multi editori: Boris Groys, ,,Comunismul privit din afard” in
Adrian T. Sirbu si Alexandru Polgar (eds.), Genealogii ale postcomunismului, Cluj: Idea

Design & Print, 2009, p. 48.

Nota bene:

a) In cazul in care cartea consultati are mai multi autori sau mai multe editii, aplicati
indicatiile de la punctul 1A(1).

b) In cazul in care cartea consultati este in format electronic, aplicati indicatiile de la punctul

1B.

(ii)  Bibliografie: Numele, Prenumele autorului/lor, ,,Titlul articolului incadrat de
ghilimele”, in Prenumele si Numele editorului/lor (ed.)/(eds.), Titlul cartii cu caractere
italice, Oragul: Editura, anul, paginile intre care este publicat capitolul/articolul.
Exemple:

(i11) volum colectiv cu un editor: Steiner, Mark, ,Mathematics — Application and
Applicability” in Shapiro, Stewart (ed.), The Oxford Handbook of Philosophy of
Mathematics and Logic, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005, pp. 624-649.

(112) volum colectiv cu un coordonator: Muresan, Cornelia, ,,Analiza logliniara” in
Traian Rotariu (coord.), Metode statistice aplicate in stiintele sociale, lasi: Polirom,
2006, pp. 228-253.

(113) volum colectiv cu mai multi editori: Groys, Boris, ,,Comunismul privit din afarad”
in Sirbu, Adrian T. si Polgar, Alexandru (eds.), Genealogii ale postcomunismului, Cluj:

Editura Idea Design & Print, 2009, pp. 47-58.

Nota bene:

a) In cazul in care cartea consultatd are mai multi autori sau mai multe editii, aplicati
indicatiile de la punctul 1A(1).

b) In cazul in care cartea consultati este in format electronic, aplicati indicatiile de la punctul

1B.

3. Prefata, cuvant inainte, introducere, studiu introductiv sau alta parte similara dintr-o
carte/volum (tiparite sau in format electronic)
(i) Notd de subsol: Prenumele si Numele autorului/lor, ,,Prefata/Cuvant Inainte/

Introducere/Studiu  introductiv  etc.” in Prenumele si Numele autorului/lor,



(ii)
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Editorului/lor (ed.)/(eds.) sau coordonatorului/lor (coord.), Titlul cartii cu caractere
italice, Orasul: Editura, anul, pagina/paginile.

Exemple:

Adrian Ludusan si Bogdan Dicher, ,,Foreword” in Adrian Ludusan, Bogdan Dicher
(eds.) Philosophy of Pragmatism (Il) Varieties of Pragmatism. Classical Tradition and
Contemporary Developments, Cluj-Napoca: EFES, 2009, p. 5.

Mircea Dumitru, ,,Cuvant inainte” Tn Willard van Orman Quine si Joseph Ullian,

Tesatura opiniilor, Pitesti: Paralela 45, 2007, p. 9.

Bibliografie:  Numele, Prenumele autorului/lor, ,Prefata/Cuvant inainte/
Introducere/Studiu  introductiv  etc” 1n Numele, Prenumele autorului/lor sau
Editorului/lor (ed.)/(eds.), Titlul cartii cu caractere italice, Oragul: Editura, anul,
paginile intre care este publicata partea citata.

Exemple:

Ludusan, Adrian si Dicher, Bogdan, ,,Foreword” in Ludusan, Adrian si Dicher, Bogdan
(eds.), Philosophy of Pragmatism (Il) Varieties of Pragmatism. Classical Tradition and
Contemporary Developments, Cluj-Napoca: EFES, 2009, pp. i-xiii.

Dumitru, Mircea, ,,Cuvant inainte” in Quine, Willard van Orman si Ullian, Joseph,

Tesatura opiniilor, Pitesti: Paralela 45, 2007, pp. 5-15.

Nota bene:

a) In cazul in care cartea consultatd are mai multi autori sau mai multe editii, aplicati

indicatiile de la punctul 1A(1).

b) In cazul in care cartea consultati este in format electronic, aplicati indicatiile de la punctul

1B.

4. Recenzii de cirti/volume editate, coordonate (tiparite sau in format electronic)

(i)

Nota de subsol: Prenumele si Numele autorului/lor, ,,Titlul recenziei incadrat cu
ghilimele” (daca este cazul), recenzie la Titlul cartii/volumului cu caractere italice de
Prenumele si Numele autorului/lor sau Editorului/lor (ed.)/(eds.), in Titlul revistei cu
caractere italice, Volumul, Numarul, Trimestrul, anul, Sectiunea (Recenzii, Book

Review), pagina/paginile, adresa URL (link-ul), data accesarii.
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Exemplu:

Christopher Pincock, recenzie la The Applicability of Mathematics in Science:
Indispensability and Ontology de Sorin Bangu, in Philosophia Mathematica, Vol. 23,
No. 3, 2014, Critical Studies/Book Reviews, p. 405.

(i1))  Bibliografie: Numele, Prenumele autorului/lor, Titlul recenziei incadrat cu ghilimele”
(daca este cazul), recenzie la Titlul cartii/volumului cu caractere italice de Prenumele
si Numele autorului/lor sau Editorului/lor (ed.)/(eds.), in Titlul revistei cu caractere
italice, Volumul, Numarul, Trimestrul, anul, Sectiunea (Recenzii, Book Review),
adresa URL (link-ul), data accesarii.

Exemplu:
Pincock, Christopher, recenzie la The Applicability of Mathematics in Science:
Indispensability and Ontology de Bangu, Sorin, in Philosophia Mathematica, Vol. 23,
No. 3, 2014, Critical Studies/Book Reviews.

Nota bene:

a) In cazul in care cartea/volumul consultat are mai multi autori sau mai multe editii, aplicati

indicatiile de la punctul 1A(1).

5. Articole incluse in reviste

A. Articole incluse in reviste tiparite

(i)

(ii)

Nota de subsol: Prenumele si Numele autorului/lor, ,,Titlul articolului incadrat de
ghilimele”, in Titlul revistei cu caractere italice, Volumul, Numarul, Trimestrul (daca
este cazul), anul, pagina/paginile.

Exemplu:

David Theo Goldberg, ,,Racism and Rationality: The Need for a New Critique” in

Philosophy of the Social Sciences, Vol. 20, No. 3, September 1990, p. 344.

Bibliografie: Numele, Prenumele autorului/lor, ,,Titlul articolului incadrat de
ghilimele” in Titlul revistei cu caractere italice, Volumul, Numarul, Trimestrul (daca

este cazul), anul, paginile intre care este publicat articolul.
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Exemplu:
Goldberg, David Theo, ,,Racism and Rationality: The Need for a New Critique” in
Philosophy of the Social Sciences, Vol. 20, No. 3, September, 1990, pp. 317-350.

Nota bene:

In cazul in care articolul consultat are mai multi autori, aplicati indicatiile de la punctul 1A().

B Articole incluse in reviste electronice

B1. Reviste pentru care este disponibil un DOI (Digital Object Identifier)

(i) Nota de subsol: Prenumele si Numele autorului/lor, ,,Titlul articolului incadrat de
ghilimele” in Titlul revistei cu caractere italice, Volumul, Numarul, Trimestrul (daca
este cazul), anul, pagina/paginile, DOI, data accesarii.

Exemplu:
Reuben Goodstein, ,,On the restricted ordinal theorem” in Journal of Symbolic Logic,
Vol. 9, No. 2, 1944, p. 35, doi: 10.2307/2268019, accesat in 14.02.2015.

(i)  Bibliografie: Numele, Prenumele autorului/lor, ,,Titlul articolului incadrat de
ghilimele” in Titlul revistei cu caractere italice, Volumul, Numarul, Trimestrul (daca
este cazul), anul, paginile intre care este publicat articolul, DOI.

Exemplu:
Goodstein, Reuben, ,,On the restricted ordinal theorem” in Journal of Symbolic Logic,
Vol. 9, No. 2, 1944, pp. 33-41, doi: 10.2307/2268019.

Nota bene:

In cazul in care articolul consultat are mai multi autori, aplicati indicatiile de la punctul 1A(i).

B2. Reviste pentru care nu este disponibil un DOI — specificam URL-ul (link-ul)

(i)

Nota de subsol: Prenumele si Numele autorului/lor, ,,Titlul articolului incadrat de
ghilimele” in Titlul revistei cu caractere italice, Volumul, Numarul, Trimestrul (daca
este cazul), anul, pagina/paginile, adresa URL (link-ul), data accesarii.

Exemplu:

Hilary Putnam, ,,Nonstandard Models and Kripke's Proof of the Godel Theorem” in
Notre Dame Journal of Formal Logic, Vol. 41, No. 1, 2000, p. 55,


https://dx.doi.org/10.2307%2F2268019
https://dx.doi.org/10.2307%2F2268019
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https://projecteuclid.org/download/pdfview 1/euclid.ndjfl/1027953483, accesat 1In
21.10.2015.

(i)  Bibliografie: Numele, Prenumele autorului/lor, ,,Titlul articolului incadrat de
ghilimele” in Titlul revistei cu caractere italice, Volumul, Numarul, Trimestrul (daca
este cazul), anul, paginile intre care este publicat articolul, adresa URL (link-ul), data
accesarii.

Exemplu:

Putnam, Hilary, ,,Nonstandard Models and Kripke's Proof of the Gédel Theorem™ in
Notre Dame Journal of Formal Logic, Vol. 41, No. 1, 2000, pp. 53-58,
https://projecteuclid.org/download/pdfview_1/euclid.ndjfl/1027953483.

Nota bene:

In cazul in care articolul consultat are mai multi autori, aplicati indicatiile de la punctul 1A().

6. Articole in ziare, cotidiene, magazine (tiparite sau in format electronic)

(i)

(ii)

Nota de subsol: Prenumele si Numele autorului/lor, ,,Titlul articolului incadrat de
ghilimele” in Titlul revistei cu caractere italice, Volumul, Numarul, data,
pagina/paginile (daca este cazul), adresa URL (link-ul), data accesarii.

Exemplu:

articol in ziar: Neil MacFarquhar, ,,For Russia, Links Between Caucasus and ISIS
Provoke Anxiety” in  New York Times, 20 noiembrie 2015,

http://www.nytimes.com/pages/world/europe/index.html?action=click&contentCollect

1ion=FEurope&module=Kicker&region=Header&pgtype=article, accesatin 20.11.2015.

Bibliografie: Numele, Prenumele autorului/lor, ,,Titlul articolului incadrat de
ghilimele” in Titlul revistei cu caractere italice, Volumul, Numarul, data, paginile intre
care este publicat articolul (daca este cazul), adresa URL (link-ul).

Exemplu:

articol in ziar: MacFarquhar, Neil, ,,For Russia, Links Between Caucasus and ISIS

Provoke Anxiety” in Ney  York  Times, 20  noiembrie 2015,


https://projecteuclid.org/download/pdfview_1/euclid.ndjfl/1027953483
https://projecteuclid.org/download/pdfview_1/euclid.ndjfl/1027953483
http://www.nytimes.com/pages/world/europe/index.html?action=click&amp;contentCollection=Europe&amp;module=Kicker&amp;region=Header&amp;pgtype=article
http://www.nytimes.com/pages/world/europe/index.html?action=click&amp;contentCollection=Europe&amp;module=Kicker&amp;region=Header&amp;pgtype=article
http://www.nytimes.com/pages/world/europe/index.html?action=click&amp;contentCollection=Europe&amp;module=Kicker&amp;region=Header&amp;pgtype=article
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http://www.nytimes.com/pages/world/europe/index.html?action=click&contentCollect

ion=Furope&module=Kicker&region=Header&pgtype=article.

Nota bene:

a) In cazul in care articolul consultat are mai multi autori sau mai multe editii, aplicati

indicatiile de la punctul 1A(1).

b) In cazul in care lipsesc informatii cu privire la unii itemi trebuie citate toate referintele ce

pot i gasite cu privire la textul citat: autorul (daca apare), numele articolului, tema/rubrica din

care face parte (daca este cazul), numarul sau data publicarii pe site.

¢) In cazul in care articolul nu are paginatie mentionati sectiunea cea mai apropiata din care

face parte citatul.

7. Articole/Documente preluate de pe platfome online sau pagini Web.

(i)

(ii)

Nota de subsol: Prenumele si Numele autorului/lor, ,,Titlul articolului/documentului
incadrat de ghilimele”, Numele platformei/website-ului cu caractere italice, data
postdrii (daca este accesibild), Sectiunea (daca existd), pagina/paginile, adresa URL
(link-ul), data accesarii.

Exemplu:

(11) articol preluat de pe o plaforma online: Vasile Ernu, ,,Totul ramine pe vechi sau
cauzele infringerii lui Saakagsvili”, CriticAtac, 3 octombrie 2012,
http://www.criticatac.ro/19333/totul-rmine-pe-vechi-sau-cauzele-infringerii-lui-

saakavili/, accesat in 03.10.2012.

(12) document preluat de pe o pagina web: Peter Smith, ,,Tennenbaum's Theorem”,
Logic Matters, 28 februarie 2014, p. 4,
http://www.logicmatters.net/resources/pdfs/tennenbaum_new.pdf, accesat in

14.02.2015.

Bibliografie: Numele, Prenumele autorului/lor, ,,Titlul articolului/documentului
incadrat de ghilimele”, Numele platformei/website-ului cu caractere italice, data
postarii (daca este accesibild), paginile intre care este incadrat articolul (daca este cazul),

adresa URL (link-ul).


http://www.nytimes.com/pages/world/europe/index.html?action=click&amp;contentCollection=Europe&amp;module=Kicker&amp;region=Header&amp;pgtype=article
http://www.nytimes.com/pages/world/europe/index.html?action=click&amp;contentCollection=Europe&amp;module=Kicker&amp;region=Header&amp;pgtype=article
http://www.nytimes.com/pages/world/europe/index.html?action=click&amp;contentCollection=Europe&amp;module=Kicker&amp;region=Header&amp;pgtype=article
http://www.criticatac.ro/19333/totul-rmine-pe-vechi-sau-cauzele-infringerii-lui-saakavili/
http://www.criticatac.ro/19333/totul-rmine-pe-vechi-sau-cauzele-infringerii-lui-saakavili/
http://www.criticatac.ro/19333/totul-rmine-pe-vechi-sau-cauzele-infringerii-lui-saakavili/
http://www.logicmatters.net/resources/pdfs/tennenbaum_new.pdf
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Exemplu:
(i1) articol preluat de pe o platforma online: Ernu, Vasile, ,,Totul raimine pe vechi sau
cauzele infringerii ~ lui  Saakagvili”,  CriticAtac, 3 octombrie 2012,

http://www.criticatac.ro/19333/totul-rmine-pe-vechi-sau-cauzele-infringerii-lui-

saakavili/.

(12) document preluat de pe o pagina web: Smith, Peter, ,,Tennenbaum's Theorem”,
Logic Matters, 28 februarie 2014,

http://www.logicmatters.net/resources/pdfs/tennenbaum_new.pdf.

Nota bene:

a) In cazul in care lipsesc informatii cu privire la unii itemi trebuie citate toate referintele ce

pot fi gasite cu privire la textul citat.

b) In cazul in care documentul nu are paginatie mentionati sectiunea cea mai apropiatd din

care face parte citatul.

c) Sursele web consultate se trec separat, intr-un spatiu special alocat acestora.

8. Teze de doctorat, lucrari de disertatie sau licenta (tiparite sau in format electronic)

(i)

(ii)

Nota de subsol: Prenumele si Numele autorului, 7Titlul tezei, disertatiei sau licentei cu
caractere italice, Teza de doctorat/Lucrare de disertatie/Lucrare de licenta, Institutia de
invatdmant in cadrul careia a fost sustinutd lucrarea, Orasul, anul, pagina/paginile,
adresa URL (link-ul), data accesarii.

Exemplu:

Adrian Ludusan, Teorii ale referintei, Teza de doctorat, Universitatea Babes-Bolyai,

Cluj-Napoca, 2013, p. 45.

Bibliografie: Numele, Prenumele autorului, Titlul tezei, disertatiei sau licentei cu
caractere italice, Teza de doctorat/Lucrare de disertatie/Lucrare de licenta, Institutia de
invatamant, Orasul, anul.

Exemplu:

Ludusan, Adrian, Teorii ale referintei, Teza de doctorat, Universitatea Babes-Bolyai,

Cluj-Napoca, 2012.


http://www.criticatac.ro/19333/totul-rmine-pe-vechi-sau-cauzele-infringerii-lui-saakavili/
http://www.criticatac.ro/19333/totul-rmine-pe-vechi-sau-cauzele-infringerii-lui-saakavili/
http://www.criticatac.ro/19333/totul-rmine-pe-vechi-sau-cauzele-infringerii-lui-saakavili/
http://www.logicmatters.net/resources/pdfs/tennenbaum_new.pdf
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9. Documente oficiale (tiparite sau in format electronic — accesibile pe website)

(i)

(ii)

Nota de subsol: Titlul documentului cu caractere italice, Volumul, Numarul,
Trimestrul, Sectiunea, Orasul: Numele institutiei care a elaborat documentul, anul,
pagina/paginile, adresa URL (link-ul), data accesarii.

Exemplu:

Standard Eurobarometer, No. 81, Spring 2014, Public Opinion in the European

Union, Bruxelles: European Commision, 2014, p. 55,
http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/eb/eb81/eb81 publ en.pdf,accesatin
21.10.2014.

Bibliografie: Numele institutiei care a elaborat documentul, 7itlul documentului cu
caractere italice, Volumul, Numarul, Trimestrul, Sectiunea, Orasul, anul, adresa URL
(link-ul).

Exemplu:

European Commision, Standard Eurobarometer, No. 81, Spring 2014, Public Opinion
in the European Union, Bruxelles, 2014,

http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/eb/eb81/eb81 publ en.pdf.

Nota bene:

a) In cazul in care lipsesc informatii cu privire la unii itemi trebuie citate toate referintele ce

pot fi gasite cu privire la textul citat.

b) In cazul in care documentul nu are paginatie mentionati sectiunea cea mai apropiata din

care face parte citatul.

10. Blog — uri

(i)

Nota de subsol: Prenumele si Numele autorului/lor, ,,Titlul intrdrii pe blog (postarii)
incadrat de ghilimele”, Numele blog-ului cu caractere italice, data postarii, Sectiunea,

adresa URL (link-ul), data accesarii.

Exemplu:


http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/eb/eb81/eb81_publ_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/eb/eb81/eb81_publ_en.pdf

(ii)
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Timothy Gowers, ,,Taylor’s theorem with the Lagrange form of the remainder”,
Gower’s Weblog, 11 februarie 2014, Sectiunea: Taylor’s theorem with the Peano form

of the remainder, https://gowers.wordpress.com/2015/11/10/interesting-times-in-

academic-publishing/#more-6003, accesat in 14.02.2015.

Bibliografie: Numele, Prenumele autorului/lor, ,Titlul intrarii pe blog (postarii)
incadrat de ghilimele”, Numele blog-ului cu caractere italice, data postarii, adresa URL
(link-ul).

Exemplu:

Gowers, Timothy, ,,Taylor’s theorem with the Lagrange form of the remainder”,
Gower’s Weblog, 11 februarie 2014,
https://gowers.wordpress.com/2015/11/10/interesting-times-in-academic-

publishing/#more-6003.

Nota bene:

a) In cazul in care lipsesc informatii cu privire la unii itemi trebuie citate toate referintele ce

pot fi gasite cu privire la textul citat.

b) In cazul in care documentul nu are paginatie mentionati sectiunea cea mai apropiata din

care face parte citatul.

c¢) Nota bene:

Sursele web consultate se trec separat, intr-un spatiu special alocat acestora.

11. Lucriri prezentate in cadrul unor manifestiri stiintifice (conferinte, congrese etc)

(i)

Nota de subsol: Prenumele si Numele autorului/lor, ,,Titlul lucrarii incadrat in
ghilimele”, lucrare prezentatd in cadrul manifestarii stiintifice (conferintd, congres)
Denumirea manifestarii stiintifice cu caractere italice, data manifestarii, Institutia
organizatoare.

Exemplu:

Adrian Ludusan, ,,On the significance of categoricity arguments”, lucrare prezentata in
cadrul congresului Congress of Logic, Methodology, and Philosophy of Science, 3-8
august 2015, Universitatea din Helsinki.


https://gowers.wordpress.com/2015/11/10/interesting-times-in-academic-publishing/%23more-6003
https://gowers.wordpress.com/2015/11/10/interesting-times-in-academic-publishing/%23more-6003
https://gowers.wordpress.com/2015/11/10/interesting-times-in-academic-publishing/%23more-6003
https://gowers.wordpress.com/2015/11/10/interesting-times-in-academic-publishing/#more-6003
https://gowers.wordpress.com/2015/11/10/interesting-times-in-academic-publishing/#more-6003
https://gowers.wordpress.com/2015/11/10/interesting-times-in-academic-publishing/#more-6003

(ii)
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Bibliografie: Prenumele si Numele autorului/lor, ,,Titlul lucrarii incadrat in ghilimele”,
lucrare prezentatd in cadrul manifestarii stiintifice (conferintd, congres) Denumirea
manifestarii stiintifice cu caractere italice, data manifestarii, Institutia organizatoare.
Exemplu:

Ludusan, Adrian, ,,On the significance of categoricity arguments”, lucrare prezentata in
cadrul congresului Congress of Logic, Methodology, and Philosophy of Science, 3-8
august 2015, Universitatea din Helsinki.

12. Lucrari nepublicate (manuscrise, draft-uri — in format fizic sau electronic)

(i)

(ii)

Nota de subsol: Prenumele si Numele autorului/lor, Titlul manuscrisului/draft-ului cu
caractere italice (dacd manuscrisul/draft-ul se prezinta sub forma unei carti)/,, Titlul
manuscrisul/draft-ul incadrat in ghilimele”, (dacad manuscrisul/draft-ului se prezinta sub
forma unui articol), manuscris/draft, data, pagina/paginile, adresa URL (link-ul), data
accesarii.

Exemplu:

(11) manuscris (neaccesibil online) sub foma de carte: Shaughan Lavine, Skolem was
wrong, manuscris, 1999, p. 21.

(12) draft (sub foma) de articol accesibil online: Solomon Feferman, ,,Is the Continuum
Hypothesis a definite mathematical problem?”, draft, 18.9.2011, p. 8§,
http://logic.harvard.edu/EFI_Feferman IsCHdefinite.pdf, accesat in 14.02.2015.

Bibliografie: Numele, Prenumele autorului/lor, Titlul manuscrisului/draft-ului cu
caractere italice (daca manuscrisul/draft-ul se prezintd sub forma unei carti)/,,Titlul
manuscrisul/draft-ul incadrat 1n ghilimele”, (dacad manuscrisul/draft-ului se prezintd sub
forma unui articol), manuscris/draft, data, adresa URL (link-ul).

Exemplu:

(11) manuscris (neaccesibil online) sub foma de carte: Lavine, Shaughan, Skolem was
wrong, manuscris, 1999.

(12) draft (sub foma) de articol accesibil online: Feferman, Solomon, ,,Is the Continuum
Hypothesis a definite mathematical problem?”, draft, 18.9.2011,
http://logic.harvard.edu/EFI_Feferman_IsCHdefinite.pdf.



http://logic.harvard.edu/EFI_Feferman_IsCHdefinite.pdf
http://logic.harvard.edu/EFI_Feferman_IsCHdefinite.pdf
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Glosar de termeni specifici aparatului critic

apud se foloseste 1n cazul 1n care citarea este preluata dintr-o alta sursa decat cea orginara
(din necunoasterea limbii 1n care a fost scrisa lucrarea, a comoditatatii, a saraciei bibliotecii
etc.).
Exemplu:
"Kenneth Arrow, ,,The Principle of Rationality in Collective Decisions” in Collected
Papers of Kenneth J. Arrow, Vol. 1, Social Choice and Justice, Cambridge MA:
Belknap Press, 1984, p. 51, apud Amartya Sen, Rationality and Freedom, Cambridge,
MA: Belknap Press, 2002, p. 328.

Contra se foloseste pentru a specifica referintele la o pozitie contrara celei exprimate.

Cf. sau comp. se utilizeaza pentru a specifica referintele la alte pozitii (usor diferite) pentru

compararea sau confruntarea pozitiei exprimate.

[f.a.] se foloseste in cazul in care anul publicarii e necunoscut.

[f.e.] se foloseste in cazul in care editura e necunoscuta.

[f.1.] se foloseste in cazul in care localitatea in care a aparut lucrarea e necunoscuta.

Ibidem (aceeasi lucrare) se foloseste daca va referiti la lucrarea mentionata in citarea
imediat anterioara.
Exemplu:
"Tan Chiswell si Wilfrid Hodges, Mathematical Logic, Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2007, p. 171.
" bidem, p. 173.

Idem (acelasi autor) se foloseste daca citati succesiv doua lucrari ale aceluiasi autor.
Exemplu:
"Charles Parsons, Mathematical Thought and its Objects, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2008, pp. 17-19.
"1 Jdem, ,,The uniqueness of the natural numbers”, Iyyun, Vol. 39, 1990, p. 15.
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Infra/vezi mai jos se folosesc pentru a preciza pagina sau nota de subsol ulterioara unde se
gasesc detalii cu privire la tema sau ideea discutatd in acest loc sau sunt specificate

referintele la o lucrare mentionata in acest punct.

op. cit. se foloseste daca intre prima citare (completd) a lucrdrii unui autor si citarile
ulterioare se intercaleaza citarea unor lucrdri ale unor autori diferiti .
Exemplu:
"Tan Chiswell si Wilfrid Hodges, Mathematical Logic, Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2007, p. 171.
"*IShaughan Lavine, Skolem was wrong, manuscris, 2001, p. 151.

2 Chiswell si Hodges, op. cit., p. 174.

passim/et passim (in diferite locuri) se folosesc pentru a preciza ca ideea mentionata in

lucrare se regaseste (difuz) pe mai multe pagini sau paragrafe din proximitatea citarii.

seq/et seq/sq/qq (si in urmatoarele) se folosesc pentru a preciza ca ideea mentionata in

lucrare este dezvoltata pe urmatoarele pagini, paragrafe ale lucrarii citate.

[sic] sau [sic!/] se foloseste pentu a indica greseli gramaticale, contradictii, inconsecvente

evidente in cadrul citatului.

Supra/vezi mai sus se folosesc pentru a preciza pagina sau nota de subsol anterioara unde
se gasesc detalii cu privire la tema sau ideea discutatd in acest loc sau sunt specificate

referintele la o lucrare mentionatd in acest punct.

Vezi si se foloseste pentru a specifica referinte la lucrari in care este expus sau argumentat

un punct de vedere similar cu cel prezentat.

*#* se foloseste daca autorul nu este specificat, este anonim sau necunoscut.
Exemplu:
**% [ndreptar ortografic, ortoepic si de punctuatie, Editia a V-a, Bucuresti: Univers

Enciclopedic, 1995.
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Nota bene:

a) Formula loc. cit. se poate folosi in locul formulei ibidem sau formulei op. cit. daca citim
acelasi autor, aceeasi carte, aceeasi pagina. De remarcat, insa, e tendinta de a inlocui formula
loc. cit. cu ibidem.

b) Observati omiterea prenumelui in cazul folosirii formulei op. cit.

c) Citarea indirectd a unei surse, prin apud, presupune consemnarea in bibliografie doar a sursei
secundare, indirecte, nu a sursei originare, neconsultate.

d) Dupa Cf. nu puneti virgula.

e) [sic] sau [sic!] se foloseste in cadrul citatului, nu in specificatiile referentiale din nota de

subsol.



EVITAREAPLAGIATULUI

Aspecte juridice si etice ale plagiatului

Plagiatul se refera la copierea unor idei, a unui rationament, a unui material vizual de tip
fotografie, a unor pasaje de text, sau copierea integrala a unei opere de creatie intelectuala fara
a preciza sursa informatiei.

In tara noastra, Legea nr. 8/1996 consacrati protejarii dreptului de autor nu prevede
notiunea de plagiat, intrucat plagiatul este mai degraba un termen academic si mai putin unul
juridic. Corespondentul juridic pentru plagiat este ,,reproducerea fara drept” sau ,.incélcarea
dreptului de autor”; altfel spus, plagiatul este sanctionat in legislatia nationald sub o alta
denumire juridica.

Plagiatul este sanctionat si de catre Universitatea Babes-Bolyai. Codul de etica al
Universitatii Babes-Bolyai (Art. 22) clasifica Incalcarile eticii in domeniul cercetarii astfel:

a) plagiatul;

b) omisiunea recunoasterii, fie prin mentionare ca autor al unei opere, fie prin indicarea
sursei, a contributiei unor terti la elaborarea unei opere;

c) obligarea autorilor unei opere de a mentiona ca autori §i persoane care nu au participat
la elaborarea acesteia;

d) mentionarea ca autori ai unei lucrdri a unor persoane care nu au contribuit
semnificativ la elaborarea acesteia'.

La rindul ei, Facultatea de Studii Europene considera esentiala respectarea cadrului legal
si a normelor deontologice prin acordarea creditului stiintific in scrierea tezei de doctorat. In
caz contrar, dacad nu se specifica sursa informatiilor si se insusesc partial sau in totalitate ideile
ori cuvintele altora, se comite un furt intelectual. Astfel, coordonatorul lucrarii si comisia de
specialitate vor respinge teza de doctorat in cazul in care se constatd cd lucrarea contine

elemente plagiate. in consecinta, plagiatul este o problema extrem de severa, chiar daca nu

' Codul de etica si deontologie profesionald al Universitdtii Babes-Bolyai, Cluj-Napoca: Universitatea Babes-
Bolyai, 2013, p. 6, http://www.ubbcluj.ro/ro/despre/publice/files/Codul_Etic_al UBB.pdf, accesatin 12.06.2015.


http://www.ubbcluj.ro/ro/despre/publice/files/Codul_Etic_al_UBB.pdf
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este comisd intentionat, ci din purd neatentie, avind consecinte dramatice asupra

studentului-doctorand.

Ce este plagiatul?

Dictionarul explicativ al limbii romane defineste plagiatul in urmatorul mod:
Actiunea de a plagia; plagierea = opera literard, artistica sau stiintificd a altcuiva Insusita

(integral sau partial) si prezentati drept creatie personali’.

Aceasta Tnseamna, de fapt, (1) a asuma ideile sau enunturile altcuiva ca fiind proprii; (2) a le
utiliza fara creditarea sursei; (3) a pretinde Intr-o lucrare ca o idea este noud, chiar daca a fost
derivatd dintr-o alta sursa. Astfel, plagiatul poate fi considerat un act de frauda din doua motive:
mai intai, deoarece implicd nerecunoasterea muncii depuse de o altd persoand, si, mai apoi,
pentru ca nu recunoaste importanta efortului depus de persoana care a fost furata.

Intrebarea formulati adesea de citre studenti-doctoranzi este urmatoarea: cum pot fi
furate enunturile si ideile altora?
Raspunsul este destul de simplu. Ideile, interpretarile date unor fenomene sau formularile
originale sunt considerate proprietati intelectuale si sunt protejat de legea dreptului de autor, tot
asa cum sunt protejate si inventiile, brevetele etc. Aproape toate rezultatele obtinute prin
cercetare cad sub protectia dreptului de autor, atat timp cat acestea sunt Inregistrate intr-un fel
(cum ar fi prin publicarea intr-o carte, articol sau expunerea lor publicd). Asadar, plagiatul
inseamnad a copia enunturile sau ideile unui autor si a pretinde cd sunt proprii, a nu trimite la
sursa de unde provine o idee, a omite ghilimelele, a furniza informatii incorecte cu privire la
sursa citatd, a modifica succesiunea ideilor si a pretinde originalitatea lor, dar si copierea
structurii unei lucrari. insi cazurile de plagiat pot fi evitate citind sursele de unde au fost

culese informatiile, adica, pur si simplu precizand ce materiale au fost folosite.

2 Dictionarul explicativ al limbii romdne, varianta on-line: http://dexonline.ro/definitie/plagiat, accesat in
12.06.2015.


http://dexonline.ro/definitie/plagiat

33
Tipuri de plagiat

Literatura de specialitate reda o varietate extinsa de tipuri de plagiat, insd mai toate cad
de acord asupra unor categorii principale:
1. Copiere integrala — se prezinta capitole sau pasaje intregi dintr-o altd lucrare, dupa tehnica
copiere-lipire (celebrul copy-paste), pretinzand ca acestea ar fi creatie proprie. In aceastd

categorie intrd si lucrarile cumparate de la terti sau primite cadou de la colegi.

2. Copiere partiala — copierea catorva randuri, a unor paragrafe sau parti semnificative (lungi

de cateva pagini) dintr-o lucrare.

3. Copiere prin parafrazare — se preia structura, linia de argumentare, exemplele si alte
elemente de continut ale sursei, dar se modifica formularile, succesiunea paragrafelor sau alte

elemente pentru a face mai dificila identificarea autorului.

4. Auto-plagiere — se¢ preia integral sau masiv dintr-o lucrare proprie, anterioard, inclusiv

propria lucrare de licentd sau disertatie®.

Evitarea plagiatului

Evitarea plagiatului presupune urmarea catorva pasi in redactarea propriilor lucrari:
1. In primul rand, autorul trebuie si conceapi o lucrare originali si si ofere un plus de
cunoastere Tn domeniu.
2. Mai apoi, el trebui sd precizeze in aparatul critic sursele utilizate, in principal pentru a oferi
credibilitate pozitiei sustinute de autorul tezei de doctorat.
3. Specificarea precisa a autorului §i a sursei prin citare (conform standardelor de citare).
4. Evitarea formularilor de tipul ,,este cunoscut faptul”,,,alti cercetatori au aratat”, ,,exista autori
care afirmd”, ,,se stie ca”. In lucrarile stiintifice trebuie precizat cu acuratete cine este autorul

conceptelor, argumentelor, formularilor invocate®.

3 Earl Babbie, Survey Research Methods, Belmont: Wadsworth Publishing Company, 1990, pp. 480-482.

4 Cristian Parvulescu (coord.), Ghid de elaborare a lucrdrii de licenta si a disertatiei, Bucuresti: Scoala Nationald
de Studii Politice si Administrative, pp. 58-59, http://www.politice.ro/img/ghidelaborare.pdf, accesat in
12.06.2015.


http://www.politice.ro/img/ghidelaborare.pdf
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»Nu am vrut sa plagiez!”

Succint formulat, ,,plagiatul nu se masoard prin intentia autorului, ci prin creatia

rezultatd, mai precis, prin mesajul transmis publicului™

. Altfel spus, problema nu este aceea
dacad studentul-doctorand a comis plagiatul intentionat sau nu, ci efectul produs de acesta,
anume Incdlcarea dreptului de autor si/sau nerespectarea normelor de etica ale institutiei care
gireaza lucrarea respectiva.
Pentru ca studentii-doctoranzi sa evite plagiatul, ceea ce trebuie sa faca atunci cand
conspecteaza este:

e sa citeze sursa, folosind ghilimelele si precizand referinta;

e sa nu copieze direct paragrafe, daca nu se doreste folosirea lor ca atare, sub forma de

citat;
e sdrezume informatiile regasite in text indicand referinta;
e pentru fotografii, grafice si interpretari ale acestora trebuie sa se ceard permisiunea de a

le folosi. De reguld, autorii ofera firi rezerve acest lucru®.

In acest mod, sursele informatiilor folosite in redactarea lucrarii sunt transparente, se respecta

normele deontologice 1n vigoare si se asigurd onestitatea intelectuald a autorului.

Exemplu

Text original:

»Security is taken to be about the pursuit of freedom from threat and the ability of states
and societies to maintain their independent identity and their functional integrity against forces
of change, which they see as hostile. The bottom line of security is survival, but it also
reasonably includes a substantial range of concerns about the conditions of existence. Quite
where this range of concerns ceases to merit the urgency of the “security” label (which identifies

threats as significant enough to warrant emergency action and exceptional measures including

> Ibidem, p. 59.

¢ Alpar Széasz, Plagiatul: Forme si tehnici de evitare, Facultatea de Stiinte Politice, Administrative si ale
Comunicarii, Universitatea Babes—Bolyai, p. 2, http://www.apubb.ro/wp-
content/uploads/2011/03/ReguliPlagiat.pdfaccesatin 12.06.2015.


http://www.apubb.ro/wp-
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the use of force) and becomes part of everyday uncertainties of life is one of the difficulties of
the concept™’.
Redare sub forma de citat:

,»S¢ considera ca securitatea priveste punerea la adapost fata de amenintari si capacitatea
statelor si societatilor de a-si mentine identitatea independenta si integritatea lor functionala,
impotriva fortelor de schimbare, pe care le vad ca ostile. Aspectul esential al securitdtii este
supravietuirea, dar include, de asemenea, in mod rezonabil, o gama substantiald de preocupari
cu privire la conditiile de existentd. Unde anume aceastd gama de preocupari inceteaza sa merite
imperativul etichetei ,securitate” (care identificdi amenintdrile ca fiind suficient de

semnificative pentru a justifica actiuni de urgentd si masuri exceptionale, inclusiv folosirea

fortei) si devine parte a incertitudinilor de zi cu zi reprezintd una dintre dificultatile conceptului”

Varianta concisa de redare:

Berry Buzan afirma ca securitatea vizeaza preocuparea statelor de a se proteja fata de
amenintdri si de a-si mentine identitatea, independenta si integritatea functionald. Nucleul
conceptului de ,,securitate” este constituit de asigurarea supravietuirii, dar demarcarea precisa

a conceptului, dincolo de conditiile de asigurare a supravietuirii, este problematica.

Alternativa de redare:

Berry Buzan considera ca securitatea presupune atat capacitatea statelor de a se proteja
de amenintari, cat si de a-si mentine identitatea si integritatea functionala. Securitatea vizeaza,
in principal, supravietuirea, dar cuprinde si o serie de preocupari rezonabile legate de conditiile
de existenta ale statelor. Conform lui Buzan, este dificil de stabilit demarcatia dintre
preocupdrile care atenteaza la conditiile rezonabile de existentd ale statelor si justifica
interventii exceptionale din partea acestora si procupdrile care tin de incertitudinile cotidiene

cu care statele se confrunta.

Date despre subiectii intervievati

7 Barry Buzan, ,,New Patterns of Global Security in the Twenty-first Century” in International Affairs, Vol. 67
No. 3, 1991, pp. 432-433.
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Doua chestiuni se cuvin a fi mentioante n ce priveste prezentarea datelor despre subiectii

intervievati:

a) In cadrul tezei de doctorat, cercetirile, mai ales cele calitative, presupun in mod uzual
intervievarea unor subiecti. Astfel, este important de precizat cd acestia au dreptul la
anonimat, mai ales cand este vorba de lucrari care se bazeaza pe un numar mic de subiecti

usor identificabili.

b) In situatia in care este necesara definirea unui atribut care ajuta la identificarea unui subiect
(de exemplu, un manager de companie, un sef de filiala de partid, un inalt functionar de
stat) este obligatoriu ca persoana in cauza sa fie informata despre faptul ca in lucrarea

elaborata vor fi utilizate date sau citate furnizate de acesta®.

Concluzie

Teza de doctorat este relevantd atat din punct de vedere stiintific cat si profesional,
deoarece reprezintd o carte de vizitd pentru cariera viitoare a absolventilor. Din acest motiv,

respectarea normelor deontologice este cruciala.

Rezumat

1. Facultatea de Studii Europene sanctioneaza plagiatul prin respingerea lucrarii.
2. Asigurati-va cd lucrarea nu se incadreaza in vreunul dintre tipurile de plagiat:
(a) Copiere integrala
(b) Copiere partiala
(c) Copiere prin parafrazare
(d) Auto-plagiere
3. Evitati plagiatul prin cei patru pasi mentionati:
originalitate
credibilitate

citare

8 Cristian Parvulescu (coord.), op. cit., p. 60.
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acuratefe.
4. Formula ,,nu am vrut sa copiez” nu disculpa.

5. Respectati dreptul la informare si la anonimat al subiectilor intervievati.

ANEXE



Stilul Harvard de citare

1. Unul, doi sau trei autori, o carte:

in text:

(van Dalen 2008: 57)

(Chiswell si Hodges 2007: 34)

la bibliografie:

van Dalen, Dirk. 2008. Logic and Structure. New Y ork: Springer Verlag;

Chiswell, Ian s1 Wilfrid Hodges. 2007. Mathematical Logic. Oxford: Oxford University

Press.

2. Patru sau mai multi autori, o carte — citati in text doar primul autor urmat de et al. iar la

bibligrafie citati toti autorii

in text:
(Laumann et al. 1994: 55)
la bibliografie:

Laumann, Edward O.; John H. Gagnon, Robert T. Michael si Stuart Michaels. 1994.
The social organization of sexuality: Sexual practices in the United States. Chicago:

University of Chicago Press.

3. Capitol sau articol dintr-o carte:

in text:
(Steiner 2005: 634)
(Bueno 2009: 81)

la bibliografie:



- Steiner, Mark. 2005. ,Mathematics — Application and Applicability”. In Stewart
Shapiro, editor, The Oxford Handbook of Philosophy of Mathematics and Logic, 624-
649. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

- Bueno, Otavio. 2009. , Mathematical Fictionalism”. In Otavio Bueno, @ystein Linnebo,
editori, New Waves in Philosophy of Mathematics, 53-83. Hampshire: Palgrave

Macmillan.

4. Prefata, cuvant inainte, introducere, studiu introductiv sau alta parte similara dintr-o carte

- intext:
- (Flonta 2008: 41)
- labibliografie:

- Flonta, Mircea. 2008. Studiu introductiv la Structura revolutiilor stiintifice de Thomas

Kuhn, 5-49. Bucuresti: Humanitas.

5. Carti in format electronic (in cazul in care cartea este disponibild Tn mai multe formate, citati
formatul consultat. Pentru cartile online specificati URL-ul; includeti data accesarii doar in
cazul in care citatul o cere — de ex. articol intr-un cotidian. In cazul in care cartea nu are un

sistem de numerotare a paginilor, includeti un titlu de sectiune sau de capitol)

- Intext:
- (Boolos, Burgess si Jeffrey 2002: 127)
- labibliografie:

- Boolos, George S.; John P. Burgess si Richard C. Jeffrey. 2002. Computability and
Logic. Editia a IV-a. New York: Cambridge University Press. Editia Kindle.

6. Articol Intr-o revista sau jurnal stiintific

- Intext:

- (Smith, Button 2012: 115)



- labibliografie:

- Smith, Peter si Tim Button. 2012. ,,The Philosophical Signicance of Tennenbaum's
Theorem”. Philosophia Mathematica 20 (1): 114-121.

7. Articol intr-o revista sau jurnal stiintific in format electronic

- intext
- (Goodstein 1944)
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- Goodstein, Reuben. 1944. ,,On the restricted ordinal theorem”. Journal of Symbolic
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in text:

- (MacFarquhar 2015)
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Anxiety”. New York Times, 20 noiembrie.

http://www.nytimes.com/pages/world/europe/index.html?action=click&contentCollect
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9. Teza de doctorat lucrare de disertatie, lucrare de licenta

- in text (Ludusan 2012)

- la bibliografie: Ludusan, Adrian. Teorii ale referintei. Teza de doctorat. Universitatea

Babes-Bolyai.
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Introducere

Lorem ipsum dolor sit amet, consectetur adipiscing elit. Nunc quis faucibus urna. Etiam
vestibulum sapien nisl, sit amet luctus tellus luctus sed. Morbi at condimentum mi, a convallis
sapien. Cras blandit arcu in volutpat facilisis. Pellentesque feugiat congue nisi, vitae tempus
orci placerat ac. Praesent erat ante, consectetur eu viverra sed, tincidunt vitae elit. Integer id
rutrum metus, ac pellentesque libero. Curabitur blandit, tellus varius porttitor sagittis, lectus

purus dapibus ex, vel facilisis nunc augue vitae nisl.



1. Nume Capitol

Lorem ipsum dolor sit amet, consectetur adipiscing elit. Nunc quis faucibus urna. Etiam
vestibulum sapien nisl, sit amet luctus tellus luctus sed. Morbi at condimentum mi, a convallis
sapien. Cras blandit arcu in volutpat facilisis. Pellentesque feugiat congue nisi, vitae tempus
orci placerat ac. Praesent erat ante, consectetur eu viverra sed, tincidunt vitae elit. Integer id
rutrum metus, ac pellentesque libero. Curabitur blandit, tellus varius porttitor sagittis, lectus
purus dapibus ex, vel facilisis nunc augue vitae nisl. Pellentesque facilisis diam commodo quam
sagittis lacinia. Vivamus a dui at dolor cursus egestas. Mauris efficitur arcu non odio malesuada

tincidunt eu eget lorem. Duis eu ante lorem.

1.1. Nume Subcapitol

Lorem ipsum dolor sit amet, consectetur adipiscing elit. Nunc quis faucibus urna. Etiam
vestibulum sapien nisl, sit amet luctus tellus luctus sed. Morbi at condimentum mi, a convallis
sapien. Cras blandit arcu in volutpat facilisis. Pellentesque feugiat congue nisi, vitae tempus
orci placerat ac. Praesent erat ante, consectetur eu viverra sed, tincidunt vitae elit. Integer id
rutrum metus, ac pellentesque libero. Curabitur blandit, tellus varius porttitor sagittis, lectus

purus dapibus ex, vel facilisis nunc augue vitae nisl.

,Lorem ipsum dolor sit amet, consectetur adipiscing elit. Nunc quis faucibus urna. Etiam
vestibulum sapien nisl, sit amet luctus tellus luctus sed. Morbi at condimentum mi, a convallis
sapien. Cras blandit arcu in volutpat facilisis. Pellentesque feugiat congue nisi, vitae tempus orci
placerat ac. Praesent erat ante, consectetur eu viverra sed, tincidunt vitae elit. Integer id rutrum
metus, ac pellentesque libero. Curabitur blandit, tellus varius porttitor sagittis, lectus purus
dapibus ex, vel facilisis nunc augue vitae nisl. Pellentesque facilisis diam commodo quam
sagittis lacinia. Vivamus a dui at dolor cursus egestas. Mauris efficitur arcu non odio malesuada
tincidunt eu eget lorem. Duis eu ante lorem.”

Lorem ipsum dolor sit amet, consectetur adipiscing elit. Nunc quis faucibus urna. Etiam
vestibulum sapien nisl, sit amet luctus tellus luctus sed. Morbi at condimentum mi, a convallis

sapien. Cras blandit arcu in volutpat facilisis. Pellentesque feugiat congue nisi, vitae tempus

orci placerat ac. Praesent erat ante, consectetur eu viverra sed, tincidunt vitae elit.

? Lorem ipsum dolor sit amet, consectetur adipiscing elit. Nunc quis faucibus urna. Etiam vestibulum sapien nisl,
sit amet luctus tellus luctus sed. Morbi at condimentum mi, a convallis sapien. Cras blandit arcu in volutpat
facilisis. Pellentesque feugiat congue nisi, vitae tempus orci placerat ac. Praesent erat ante, consectetur eu viverra
sed, tincidunt vitae elit. Integer id rutrum metus, ac pellentesque libero. Curabitur blandit, tellus varius porttitor
sagittis, lectus purus dapibus ex, vel facilisis nunc augue vitae nisl.



Integer id rutrum metus, ac pellentesque libero. Curabitur blandit, tellus varius porttitor
sagittis, lectus purus dapibus ex, vel facilisis nunc augue vitae nisl. Pellentesque facilisis diam
commodo quam sagittis lacinia. Vivamus a dui at dolor cursus egestas. Mauris efficitur arcu

non odio malesuada tincidunt eu eget lorem. Duis eu ante lorem.

1.2. Nume Subcapitol

Etc.



2. Nume Capitol

Lorem ipsum dolor sit amet, consectetur adipiscing elit. Nunc quis faucibus urna. Etiam
vestibulum sapien nisl, sit amet luctus tellus luctus sed. Morbi at condimentum mi, a convallis
sapien. Cras blandit arcu in volutpat facilisis. Pellentesque feugiat congue nisi, vitae tempus
orci placerat ac. Praesent erat ante, consectetur eu viverra sed, tincidunt vitae elit. Integer id
rutrum metus, ac pellentesque libero. Curabitur blandit, tellus varius porttitor sagittis, lectus

purus dapibus ex, vel facilisis nunc augue vitae nisl.

2.1. Nume Subcapitol

Lorem ipsum dolor sit amet, consectetur adipiscing elit. Nunc quis faucibus urna. Etiam
vestibulum sapien nisl, sit amet luctus tellus luctus sed. Morbi at condimentum mi, a convallis
sapien. Cras blandit arcu in volutpat facilisis. Pellentesque feugiat congue nisi, vitae tempus
orci placerat ac. Praesent erat ante, consectetur eu viverra sed, tincidunt vitae elit. Integer id
rutrum metus, ac pellentesque libero. Curabitur blandit, tellus varius porttitor sagittis, lectus

purus dapibus ex, vel facilisis nunc augue vitae nisl.

2.2. Nume Subcapitol

Lorem ipsum dolor sit amet, consectetur adipiscing elit. Nunc quis faucibus urna. Etiam
vestibulum sapien nisl, sit amet luctus tellus luctus sed. Morbi at condimentum mi, a convallis
sapien. Cras blandit arcu in volutpat facilisis. Pellentesque feugiat congue nisi, vitae tempus
orci placerat ac. Praesent erat ante, consectetur eu viverra sed, tincidunt vitae elit. Integer id
rutrum metus, ac pellentesque libero. Curabitur blandit, tellus varius porttitor sagittis, lectus

purus dapibus ex, vel facilisis nunc augue vitae nisl.

2.3. Nume Subcapitol

Etc.



3. Nume Capitol

Lorem ipsum dolor sit amet, consectetur adipiscing elit. Nunc quis faucibus urna. Etiam
vestibulum sapien nisl, sit amet luctus tellus luctus sed. Morbi at condimentum mi, a convallis
sapien. Cras blandit arcu in volutpat facilisis. Pellentesque feugiat congue nisi, vitae tempus
orci placerat ac. Praesent erat ante, consectetur eu viverra sed, tincidunt vitae elit. Integer id
rutrum metus, ac pellentesque libero. Curabitur blandit, tellus varius porttitor sagittis, lectus

purus dapibus ex, vel facilisis nunc augue vitae nisl.

3.1. Nume Subcapitol

Lorem ipsum dolor sit amet, consectetur adipiscing elit. Nunc quis faucibus urna. Etiam
vestibulum sapien nisl, sit amet luctus tellus luctus sed. Morbi at condimentum mi, a convallis
sapien. Cras blandit arcu in volutpat facilisis. Pellentesque feugiat congue nisi, vitae tempus
orci placerat ac. Praesent erat ante, consectetur eu viverra sed, tincidunt vitae elit. Integer id
rutrum metus, ac pellentesque libero. Curabitur blandit, tellus varius porttitor sagittis, lectus

purus dapibus ex, vel facilisis nunc augue vitae nisl.

3.2. Nume Subcapitol

Lorem ipsum dolor sit amet, consectetur adipiscing elit. Nunc quis faucibus urna. Etiam
vestibulum sapien nisl, sit amet luctus tellus luctus sed. Morbi at condimentum mi, a convallis
sapien. Cras blandit arcu in volutpat facilisis. Pellentesque feugiat congue nisi, vitae tempus
orci placerat ac. Praesent erat ante, consectetur eu viverra sed, tincidunt vitae elit. Integer id
rutrum metus, ac pellentesque libero. Curabitur blandit, tellus varius porttitor sagittis, lectus

purus dapibus ex, vel facilisis nunc augue vitae nisl.

3.3. Nume Subcapitol

Lorem ipsum dolor sit amet, consectetur adipiscing elit. Nunc quis faucibus urna. Etiam
vestibulum sapien nisl, sit amet luctus tellus luctus sed. Morbi at condimentum mi, a convallis
sapien. Cras blandit arcu in volutpat facilisis. Pellentesque feugiat congue nisi, vitae tempus
orci placerat ac. Praesent erat ante, consectetur eu viverra sed, tincidunt vitae elit. Integer id
rutrum metus, ac pellentesque libero. Curabitur blandit, tellus varius porttitor sagittis, lectus

purus dapibus ex, vel facilisis nunc augue vitae nisl.



4. etc.



Concluzii

Lorem ipsum dolor sit amet, consectetur adipiscing elit. Nunc quis faucibus urna. Etiam
vestibulum sapien nisl, sit amet luctus tellus luctus sed. Morbi at condimentum mi, a convallis
sapien. Cras blandit arcu in volutpat facilisis. Pellentesque feugiat congue nisi, vitae tempus
orci placerat ac. Praesent erat ante, consectetur eu viverra sed, tincidunt vitae elit. Integer id
rutrum metus, ac pellentesque libero. Curabitur blandit, tellus varius porttitor sagittis, lectus

purus dapibus ex, vel facilisis nunc augue vitae nisl.



Bibliografie



SOCIAL SCIENCE RESEARCH:
PRINCIPLES, METHODS, ANO PRACTICES

Anol Bhattacherjee, Ph.D.
University of South Florida
Tampa, Florida, USA
abhatt@usf.edu

Second Edition
Copyright © 2012 by Ano! Bhattacherjee

Published under the Creative Commons Attribution 3.0 License

(e O



mailto:abhatt@usf.edu

Chapter 5

Research Design

Research design is a comprehensive plan for data collection in an empirica! research
project. It is a "blueprint" for empirica! research aimed at answering specific research
questions or testing specific hypotheses, and must specify at least three processes: (1) the data
collection process, (2) the instrument development process, and (3) the sampling process. The
instrument development and sampling processes are described in next two chapters, and the
data collection process (which is often loosely called "research design") is introduced in this
chapter and is described in further detail in Chapters 9-12.

Broadly speaking, data collection methods can be broadly grouped into two categories:
positivist and interpretive. Positivist methods, such as laboratory experiments and survey
research, are aimed at theory (or hypotheses) testing, while interpretive methods, such as
action research and ethnography, are aimed at theory building. Positivist methods employ a
deductive approach to research, starting with a theory and testing theoretical postulates using
empirica! data. In contrast, interpretive methods employ an inductive approach that starts
with data and tries to derive a theory about the phenom enon of interest from the observed
data. Often times, these methods are incorrectly equated with quantitative and qualitative
research . Quantitative and qualitative methods refers to the type of data being collected
(quantitative data involve numeric scores, metrics, and so on, while qualitative data includes
interviews, observations, and so forth) and analyzed (i.e,, using quantitative techniques such as
regression or qualitative techniques such as coding). Positivist research uses predominantly
quantitative data, but can alsa use qualitative data. Interpretive research relies heavily on
qualitative data, but can sometimes benefit from including quantitative data as well.
Sometimes, joint use of qualitative and quantitative data may help generate unique insight into
a complex social phenomenon that are nat available from either types of data alone, and hence,
mixed-mode designs that combine qualitative and quantitative data are often highly desirable.

Key Attributes of a Research Design

The quality of research designs can be defined in terms of faur key design attributes:
internai validity, externai validity, construct validity, and statistica! conclusion validity.

Internai validity, alsa called causality, examines whether the observed change in a
dependent variable is indeed caused by a corresponding change in hypothesized independent
variable, and nat by variables extraneous to the research context. Causality requires three
conditions: (1) covariation of cause and effect (i.e., if cause happens, then effect alsa happens;
and if cause does nat happen, effect does nat happen), (2) temporal precedence: cause must
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precede effect in time, (3) no plausible alternative explanation (or spurious correlation).
Certain research designs, such as laboratory experiments, are strong in internai validity by
virtue of their ability to manipulate the independent variable (cause) via a treatment and
observe the effect (dependent variable) of that treatment after a certain point in time, while
controlling for the effects of extraneous variables. Other designs, such as field surveys, are poor
in internai validity because of their inability to manipulate the independent variable (cause),
and because cause and effect are measured at the same point in time which defeats temporal
precedence making it equally likely that the expected effect might have influenced the expected
cause rather than the reverse. Although higher in internai valid ity compared to other methods,
laboratory experiments are, by no means, immune to threats of internai validity, and are
susceptible to history, testing, instrumentation, regression, and other threats that are discussed
later in the chapter on experimental designs. Nonetheless, different research designs vary
considerably in their respective levei of internai validity.

Externai validity or generalizability refers to whether the observed associations can be
generalized from the sample to the population (population wvalidity), or to other people,
organizations, contexts, or time (ecologica! validity). For instance, can results drawn from a
sample of financial firms in the United States be generalized to the population of financial firms
(population validity) or to other firms within the United States (ecologica! validity)? Survey
research, where data is sourced from a wide variety of individuals, firms, or other units of
analysis, tends to have broader generalizability than laboratory experiments where artificially
contrived treatments and strong control over extraneous variables render the findings less
generalizable to real-life settings where treatments and extraneous variables cannot  be
controlled. The variation in internai and externai validity for a wide range of research designs
are shown in Figure 5.1
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---singe- /Multiple
case study -----/ --.ase study Field
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————————————— Etlinograph .
O i---. Srapiy O Longtudmal
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Figure 5.1. Internai and externai validity

Some researchers claim that there is a tradeoff between internai and externai validity:
higher externai validity can come only at the cost of internai validity and vice-versa. But this is
not always the case. Research designs such as field experiments, longitudinal field surveys, and
multiple case studies have higher degrees of both internai and externai validities. Personally, I
prefer research designs that have reasonable degrees of both internai and externai validities,
i.e, those that fall within the cone of validity shown in Figure 5.1. But this should not suggest
that designs outside this cane are any less useful or valuable. Researchers' choice of designs is
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ultimately a matter of their personal preference and competence, and the levei of internai and
externai validity they desire.

Construct validity examines how well a given measurement scale is measuring the
theoretical construct that it is expected to measure. Many constructs used in social science
research such .as empathy, resistance to change, and organizational learning are difficult to
define, much less measure. For instance, construct validity must assure that a measure of
empathy is indeed measuring empathy and not compassion, which may be difficult since these
constructs are somewhat similar in meaning. Construct validity is assessed in positivist
research based on correlational or factor analysis of pilot test data, as described in the next
chapter.

Statistical conclusion validity examines the extent to which conclusions derived using
a statistica! procedure is valid. For example, it examines whether the right statistica! method
was used for hypotheses testing, whether the variables used meet the assumptions of that
statistica! test (such as sample size or distributional requirements), and so forth. Because
interpretive research designs do not employ statistica! test, statistica! conclusion validity is not
applicable for such analysis. The different kinds of validity and where they exist at the
theoretical/empirical levels are illustrated in Figure 5.2.

Theoretlcai Plane

Construct | Construct
Validity - L validiy

: internai

Etnpirkal P'lane Vatidity
StatisticalConc lusion

Validity

Figure 5.2. Different Types of Validity in Scientific Research

Improving Internai and Externai Validity

The best research designs are those that can assure high levels of internai and externai
validity. Such designs would guard against spurious correlations, inspire greater faith in the
hypotheses testing, and ensure that the results drawn from a small sample are generalizable to
the population at large. Controls are required to assure internai validity (causality) of research
designs, and can be accomplished in four ways: (1) manipulation, (2) elimination, (3) inclusion,
and (4) statistica! control, and (5) randomization.

In manipulation, the researcher manipulates the independent variables in one or more
levels (called "treatments"), and compares the effects of the treatments against a control group
where subjects do not receive the treatment. Treatments may include a new drug or different
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dosage of drug (for treating a medical condition), a, a teaching style (for students), and so forth.
This type of control is achieved in experimental or quasi-experimental designs but not in non-
experimental designs such as surveys. Note that if subjects cannot distinguish adequately
between different levels of treatment manipulations, their responses across treatments may not
be different, and manipulation would fail.

The elimination technique relies on eliminating extraneous variables by holding them
constant across treatments, such as by restricting the study to a single gender or a single socio-
economic status. In the inclusion technique, the role of extraneous variables is considered by
including them in the research design and separately estimating their effects on the dependent
variable, such as via factorial designs where one factor is gender (male versus female). Such
technique allows for greater generalizability but also requires substantially larger samples. In
statistica! control, extraneous variables are measured and used as covariates during the
statistica! testing process.

Finally, the randomization technique is aimed at canceling out the effects of extraneous
variables through a process of random sampling, if it can be assured that these effects are of a
random (non-systematic) nature. Two types of randomization are: (1) random selection,
where a sample is selected randomly from a population, and (2) random assignment, where
subjects selected in a non-random manner are randomly assigned to treatment groups.

Randomization alsa assures externai validity, allowing inferences drawn from the
sample to be generalized to the population from which the sample is drawn. Note that random
assignment is mandatory when random selection is not possible because of resource or access
constraints. However, generalizability across populations is harder to ascertain since
populations may differ on multiple dimensions and you can only control for few of those
dimension s.

Popular Research Designs

As noted earlier, research designs can be classified into two categories - positivist and
interpretive - depending how their goal in scientific research. Positivist designs are meant for
theory testing, while interpretive designs are meant for theory building. Positivist designs seek
generalized patterns based on an objective view of reality, while interpretive designs seck
subjective interpretations of social phenomena from the perspectives of the subje cts involved.
Some popular examples of positivist designs include laboratory experiments, field experiments,
field surveys, secondary data analysis, and case research while examples of interpretive designs
include case research, phenom enology, and ethnography. Note that case research can be used
for theory building or theory testing, though not at the same time. Nat all techniques are suited
for al! kinds of scientific research. Some techniques such as focus groups are best suited for
exploratory research, others such as ethnography are best for descriptive research, and still
others such as laboratory experiments are ideal for explanatory research. Following are brief
descriptions of some of these designs. Additional details are provided in Chapters 9-12.

Experimental studies are those that are intended to test cause-effect relationships
(hypotheses) in a tightly controlied setting by separating the cause from the effect in time,
administering the cause to one group of subjects (the "treatment group") but nat to another
group ("control group"), and observing how the mean effects vary between subjects in these
two groups. For instance, if we design a laboratory experiment to test the efficacy of a new drug
in treating a certain ailment, we can get a random sample of people afflicted with that ailment,
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randomly assign them to one of two groups (treatment and control groups), administer the
drug to subjects in the treatment group, but only give a placebo (e.g., a sugar pili with no
medicinal value). More complex designs may include multiple treatment groups, such as low
versus high dosage of the drug, multiple treatments, such as combining drug administration
with dietary interventions. In a true experimental design, subjects must be randomly
assigned between each group. If random assignment is nat followed, then the design becomes
quasi-experimental. Experiments can be conducted in an artificial or laboratory setting such
as at a university (laboratory experiments) or in field settings such as in an organization where
the phenomenon of interest is actually occurring (field experiments). Laboratory experiments
allow the researcher to isolate the variables of interest and control for extraneous variables,
which may nat be possible in field experiments. Hence, inferences drawn from laboratory
experiments tend to be stronger in internai validity, but those from field experiments tend to be
stronger in externai validity. Experimental data is analyzed using quantitative statistica!
techniques. The primary strength of the experimental design is its strong internai validity due
to its ability to isolate, control, and intensively examine a small number of variables, while its
primary weakness is limited externai generalizability since real life is often more complex (i.e.,
involve more extraneous variables) than contrived Jab settings. Furthermore, if the research
does nat identify ex ante relevant extraneous variables and control for such variables, such lack
of controls may hurt internai validity and may lead to spurious correlations.

Field surveys are non-experimental designs that do nat control for or manipulate
independ ent variables or treatments, but measure these variables and test their effects using
statistica! methods. Field surveys capture snapshots of practices, beliefs, or situations from a
random sample of subjects in field settings through a survey questionnaire or less frequently,
through a structured interview. In cross-sectional field surveys, independent and dependent
variables are measured at the same point in time (e.g., using a single questionnaire ), while in
longitudinal field surveys, dependent variables are measured at a later point in time than the
independent variables. The strengths of field surveys are their externai validity (since data is
collected in field settings), their ability to capture and control for a large number of variables,
and their ability to study a problem from multiple perspectives or using multiple theories.
However, because of their non-temporal nature, internai validity (cause-effect relationships)
are difficult to infer, and surveys may be subject to respondent biases (e.g., subjects may
provide a "socially desirable" response rather than their true response) which further hurts
internai validity.

Secondary data analysis is an analysis of data that has previously been collected and
tabulated by other sources. Such data may include data from government agencies such as
employment statistics from the U.S. Sureau of Labor Services or development statistics by
country from the United Nations Development Program, data collected by other researchers
(often used in meta-analytic studies), or publicly available third-party data, such as financial
data from stock markets or real-time auction data from eBay. This is in contrast to mast other
research designs where collecting primary data for research is part of the researcher's job.
Secondary data analysis may be an effective means of research where primary data collection is
tao costly or infeasible, and secondary data is available at a levei of analysis suitable for
answering the researcher's questions. The limitations of this design are that the data might nat
have been collected in a systematic or scientific manner and hence unsuitable for scientific
research, since the data was collected for a presumably different purpose, they may nat
adequately address the research questions of interest to the researcher, and interval validity is
problematic if the temporal precedence between cause and effect is unclear.
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Case research is an in-depth investigation of a problem in one or more real-life settings
(case sites) over an extended period of time. Data may be collected using a combination of
interviews, personal observations, and internal or external documents. Case studies can be
positivist in nature (for hypotheses testing) or interpretive (for theory building). The strength
of this research method is its ability to discover a wide variety of social, cultural, and politica!
factors potentially related to the phenomenon of interest that may not be known in advance.
Analysis tends to be qualitative in nature, but heavily contextualized and nuanced . However,
interpretation of findings may depend on the observational and integrative ability of the
researcher, lack of control may make it difficult to establish causality, and findings from a single
case site may not be readily generalized to other case sites. Generalizability can be improved by
replicating and comparing the analysis in other case sites in a multiple case design.

Focus group research is a type of research that involves bringing in a small group of
subjects (typically 6 to 10 people) at one location, and having them discuss a phenomenon of
interest for a period of 1.5 to 2 hours. The discussion is moderated and led by a trained
facilitator, who sets the agenda and poses an initial set of questions for participants, makes sure
that ideas and experiences of all participants are represented, and attempts to build a holistic
understanding of the problem situation based on participants’ comments and experiences.
Internal validity cannot be established due to lack of controls and the findings may not be
generalized to other settings because of small sample size. Hence, focus groups are not
generally used for explanatory or descriptive research, but are more suited for exploratory
research.

Action research assumes that complex social phenomena are best understood by
introducing interventions or "actions" into those phenomena and observing the effects of those
actions. In this method, the researcher is usually a consultant or an organizational member
embedded within a social context such as an organization, who initiates an action such as new
organizational procedures or new technologies, in response to a real problem such as declining
profitability or operational bottlenecks. The researcher's choice of actions must be based on
theory, which should explain why and how such actions may cause the desired change. The
researcher then observes the results of that action, modifying it as necessary, while
simultaneously learning from the action and generating theoretical insights about the target
problem and interventions. The initial theory is validated by the extent to which the chosen
action successfully solves the target problem . Simultaneous problem solving and insight
generation is the central feature that distinguishes action research from all other research
methods, and hence, action research is an excellent method for bridging research and practice.
This method is also suited for studying unique social problems that cannot be replicated outside
that context, but it is also subject to researcher bias and subjectivity, and the generalizability of
findings is often restricted to the context where the study was conducted.

Ethnography is an interpretive research design inspired by anthropology that
emphasizes that research phenomenon must be studied within the context of its culture. The
researcher is deeply immersed in a certain culture over an extended period of time (8 months
to 2 years), and during that period, engages, observes, and records the daily life of the studied
culture, and theorizes about the evolution and behaviors in that culture. Data is collected
primarily via observational techniques, formal and informal interaction with participants in
that culture, and personal field notes, while data analysis involves "sense-making". The
researcher must narrate her experience in great detail so that readers may experience that
same culture without necessarily being there. The advantages of this approach are its
sensitiveness to the context, the rich and nuanced understanding it generates, and minimal




Research Design | 41

respondent bias. However, this is also an extremely time and resource-intensive approach, and
findings are specific to a given culture and Iess generalizable to other cultures.

Selecting Research Designs

Given the above multitude of research designs, which design should researchers choose
for their research? Generally speaking, researchers tend to select those research designs that
they are most comfortable with and fee] most competent to handle, but ideally, the choice
should depend on the nature of the research phenomenon being studied. In the preliminary
phases of research, when the research problem is unclear and the researcher wants to scope
out the nature and extent of a certain research problem, a focus group (for individual unit of
analysis) or a case study (for organizational unit of analysis) is an ideal strategy for exploratory
research. As one delves further into the research domain, but finds that there are no good
theories to explain the phenomenon of interest and wants to build a theory to fiii in the unmet
gap 1n that area, interpretive designs such as case research or ethnography may be useful
designs. If competing theories exist and the researcher wishes to test these different theories or
integrate them into a larger theory, positivist designs such as experimental design, survey
research, or secondary data analysis are more appropriate.

Regardless of the specific research design chosen, the researcher should strive to collect
quantitative and qualitative data using a combination of techniques such as questionnaires,
interviews, observations, documents, or secondary data. For instance, even in a highly
structured survey questionnaire, intended to collect quantitative data, the researcher may leave
some room for a few open-ended questions to collect qualitative data that may generate
unexpected insights not otherwise available from structured quantitative data alone. Likewise,
while case research employ mostly face-to-face interviews to collect mast qualitative data, the
potential and value of collecting quantitative data should not be ignored. As an example, in a
study of organizational decision making processes, the case interviewer can record numeric
quantities such as how many months it took to make certain organizational decisions, how
many people were involved in that decision process, and how many decision alternatives were
considered, which can provide valuable insights not otherwise available from interviewees'
narrative responses. Irrespective of the specific research design employed, the goal of the
researcher should be to collect as much and as diverse data as possible that can help generate
the best possible insights about the phenomenon of interest.
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Chapter 3

The Research Process

In Chapter 1, we saw that scientific research is the process of acquiring scientific
knowledge using the scientific method. But how is such research conducted? This chapter
delves into the process of scientific research, and the assumptions and outcomes of the research
process.

Paradigms of Social Research

Our design and conduct of research is shaped by our mental models or frames of
references that we use to organize our reasoning and observations. These mental models or
frames (belief systems) are called paradigms. The word "paradigm" was popularized by
Thomas Kuhn (1962) in his book The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, where he examined the
history of the natural sciences to identify patterns of activities that shape the progress of
science. Similar ideas are applicable to social sciences as well, where a social reality can be
viewed by different people in different ways, which may constrain their thinking and reasoning
about the observed phenomenon. For instance, conservatives and liberals tend to have very
different perceptions of the role of government in people's lives, and hence, have different
opinions on how to salve social problems. Conservatives may believe that lowering taxes is the
best way to stimulate a stagnant economy because it increases people's disposable income and
spending, which in turn expands business output and employment. In contrast, liberals may
believe that governments should invest more directly in job creation programs such as public
works and infrastructure projects, which will increase employmen t and people's ability to
consume and drive the economy. Likewise, Western societies place greater emphasis on
individual rights, such as one's right to privacy, right of free speech, and right to bear arms. In
contrast, Asian societies tend to balance the rights of individuals against the rights of families,
organizations, and the government, and therefore tend to be more communal and Iess
individualistic in their policies. Such differences in perspective often kad Westerners to
criticize Asian governments for being autocratic, while Asians criticize Western societies for
being greedy, having high crime rates, and creating a "cult of the individual." Our personal
paradigms are like "colored glasses" that govern how we view the world and how we structure
aur thoughts about what we see in the world.

Paradigms are often hard to recognize, because they are implicit, assumed, and taken
for granted. However, recognizing these paradigms is key to making sense of and reconciling
differences in people' perceptions of the same social phenomenon. For instance, why do
liberals believe that the best way to improve secondary education is to hire more teachers, but
conservatives believe that privatizing education (using such means as school vouchers) are
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more effective in achieving the same goal? Because conservatives place more faith in
competitive markets (i.e., in free competition between schools competing for education dollars),
while liberals believe more in labor (i.e., in having more teachers and schools). Likewise, in
social science research, if one were to understand why a certain technology was successfully
implemented in one organization but failed miserably in another, a researcher looking at the
world through a "rational Iens" will look for rational explanations of the problem such as
inadequate technology or poor fit between technology and the task context where it is being
utilized, while another research looking at the same problem through a "social lens" may seek
aut social deficiencies such as inadequate user training or lack of management support, while
those seeing it through a "politica! lens" will Iook for instances of organizational politics that
may subvert the technology implementation process. Hence, subconscious paradigms often
constrain the concepts that researchers attempt to measure, their observations, and their
subsequent interpretations of a phenomenon. However, given the complex nature of social
phenomenon, it is possible that all of the above paradigms are partially correct, and that a fuller
understanding of the problem may require an understanding and application of multiple
paradigms.

Two popular paradigms today among social science researchers are positivism and post-
positivism. Positivism, based on the works of French philosopher Auguste Comte (1798- 1857),
was the dominant scientific paradigm until the mid-2Qth century. It holds that science or
knowledge creation should be restricted to what can be observed and measured. Positivism
tends to rely exclusively on theories that can be directly tested. Though positivism was
originally an attempt to separate scientific inquiry from religion (where the precepts could nat
be objectively observed), positivism led to empiricism or a blind faith in observed data and a
rejection of any attempt to extend or reason beyond observable facts. Since human thoughts
and emotions could nat be directly measured, there were not considered to be legitimate topics
for scientific research. Frustrations with the strictly empirica! nature of positivist philosophy
led to the development of post-positivism (or postmodernism) during the mid-late 2Qth
century. Post-positivism argues that one can make reasonable inferences about a phenomenon
by combining empirica! observations with logica! reasoning. Post-positivists view science as
not certain but probabilistic (i.e., based on many contingencies), and often seek to expiare these
contingencies to understand social reality better. The post-positivist camp has further
fragmented into subjectivists, who view the world as a subjective construction of our subjective
minds rather than as an objective reality, and criticai realists, who believe that there is an
externalreality that is independent of a person's thinking but we can never know such reality
with any degree of certainty.

Burrell and Morgan (1979), in their seminal book Sociologica / Paradigms and
Organizational Analysis, suggested that the way social science researchers view and study social
phenomena is shaped by two fundamental sets of philosophical assumptions: ontology and
epistemology. Ontology refers to our assumptions about how we see the world, e.g., does the
world consist mostly of social order or constant change. Epistemology refers to aur
assumptions about the best way to study the world, e.g., should we use an objective or
subjective approach to study social reality. Using these two sets of assumptions, we can
categorize social science research as belonging to one of four categories (see Figure 3.1).

Ifresearchers view the world as consisting mostly of social order (ontology) and hence
seek to study patterns of ordered events or behaviors, and believe that the best way to study
such a world is using objective approach (epistemology) that is independent of the person
conducting the observation or interpretation, such as by using standardized data collection
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tools like surveys, then they are adopting a paradigm of functionalism. However, if they
believe that the best way to study social order is though the subjective interpretation of
participants involved, such as by interviewing different participants and reconcili ng differences
among their responses using their own subjective perspectives, then they are employing an
interpretivism paradigm. If researchers believe that the world consists of radical change and
seek to understand or enact change using an objectivist approach, then they are employing a
radical structuralism paradigm. If they wish to understand social change using the subjective
perspectives of the participants involved, then they are following a radical humanism
paradigm.

RadicalChange

Objettivism SubjectMsm

Sccia!Order

Figure 3.1. Four paradigms of social science research
(Source: Burrell and Morgan, 1979)

To date, the majority of social science research has emulated the natural sciences, and
followed the functionalist paradigm. Functionalists believe that social order or patterns can be
understood in terms of their functional components, and therefore attempt to break down a
problem into small components and studying one or more components in detail using
objectivist techniques such as surveys and experimental research. However, with the
emergence of post-positivist thinking, a small but growing number of social science researchers
are attempting to understand social order using subjectivist techniques such as interviews and
ethnographic studies. Radical humanism and radical structuralism continues to represent a
negligible proportion of social science research, because scientists are primarily concerned with
understanding generalizable patterns of behavior, events, or phenomena, rather than
idiosyncratic or changing events. Nevertheless, if you wish to study social change, such as why
democratic movements are increasingly emerging in Middle Eastern countries, or why this
movement was successful in Tunisia, took a longer path to success in Libya, and is still not
successful in Syria, then perhaps radical humanism is the right approach for such a study.
Social and organizational phenomena generally consists elements of both order and change.
For instance, organizational success depends on formalized business processes, work
procedures, and job responsibilities, while being simultaneously constrained by a constantly
changing mix of competitors, competing products, suppliers, and customer base in the business
environment. Hence, a holistic and more complete understanding of social phenomena such as
why are some organizations more successful than others, require an appreciation and
application of a multi-paradigmatic approach to research.
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Overview of the Research Process

So how do our mental paradigms shape social science research? At its core, all scientific
research is an iterative process of observation, rationalization, and validation. In the
observation phase, we observe a natural or social phenomenon, event, or behavior that
interests us. In the rationalization phase, we try to make sense of or the observed
phenomenon, event, or behavior by logically connecting the different pieces of the puzzle that
we observe, which in some cases, may lead to the construction of a theory. Finally, in the
validation phase, we test our theories using a scientific method through a process of data
collection and analysis, and in doing so, possibly modify or extend our initial theory. However,
research designs vary based on whether the researcher starts at observation and attempts to
rationalize the observations (inductive research), or whether the researcher starts at an ex ante
rationalization or a theory and attempts to validate the theory (deductive research). Hence, the
observation-rationalization-validation cycle is very similar to the induction-deduction cycle of
research discussed in Chapter L

Mast traditional research tends to be deductive and functionalistic in nature. Figure 3.2
provides a schematic view of such a research project. This figure depicts a series of activities to
be performed in functionalist research, categorized into three phases: exploration, research
design, and research execution. Note that this generalized design is nat a roadmap or flowchart
for all research. It applies only to functionalistic research, and it can and should be modified to
fitthe needs of a specific project.

EXPLORATION

RESEAR<H ation EEES Research
orstGN ~atization £ ._M’ethod

RESEARCH
EXECUTION

Figure 3.2. Functionalistic research process

The first phase of research is exploration. This phase includes exploring and selecting
research questions for further investigation, examining the published literature in the area of
inquiry to understand the current state of knowledge in that area, and identifying theories that
may help answer the research questions of interest.
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The first step in the exploration phase is identifying one or more research questions
dealing with a specific behavior, event, or phenomena of interest. Research questions are
specific questions about a behavior, event, or phenomena of interest that you wish to seek
answers for in your research. Examples include what factors motivate consumers to purchase
goods and services online without knowing the vendors of these goods or services, how can we
make high school students more creative, and why do some people commit terrorist acts.
Research questions can delve into issues of what, why, how, when, and so forth. More
interesting research questions are those that appeal to a broader population (e.g., "how can
firms innovate" is a more interesting research question than "how can Chinese firms innovate in
the service-sector"), address real and complex problems (in contrast to hypothetical or "toy"
problems), and where the answers are not obvious. Narrowly focused research questions
(often with a binary yes/no answer) tend to be less useful and less interesting and less suited to
capturing the subtle nuances of social phenomena. Uninteresting research questions generally
kad to uninteresting and unpublishable research findings.

The next step is to conduct a literature review of the domain of interest. The purpose
of a literature review is three-fold: (1) to survey the current state of knowledge in the area of
inquiry, (2) to identify key authors, articles, theories, and findings in that area, and (3) to
identify gaps in knowledge in that research area. Literature review is commonly dane today
using computerized keyword searches in online databases. Keywords can be combined using
"and" and "or" operations to narrow down or expand the search results. Once a shortlist of
relevant articles is generated from the keyword search, the researcher must then manually
browse through each article, or at least its abstract section, to determine the suitability of that
article for a detailed review. Literature reviews should be reasonably complete, and not
restricted to a few journals, a few years, or a specific methodology . Reviewed articles may be
summarized in the form of tables, and can be further structured using organizing frameworks
such as a concept matrix. A well-conducted literature review should indicate whether the initial
research questions have already been addressed in the literature (which would obviate the
need to study them again), whether there are newer or more interesting research questions
available, and whether the original research questions should be modified or changed in light of
findings of the literature review. The review can also provide some intuitions or potential
answers to the questions of interest and/or help identify theories that have previously been
used to address similar questions.

Since functionalist (deductive) research involves theory-testing, the third step is to
identify one or more theories can help address the desired research questions. While the
literature review may uncover a wide range of concepts or constructs potentially related to the
phenomenon of interest, a theory will help identify which of these constructs is logically
relevant to the target phenomenon and how. Forgoing theories may resuit in measuring a wide
range of less relevant, marginally relevant, or irrelevant constructs, while also minimizing the
chances of obtaining results that are meaningful and not by pure chance. In functionalist
research, theories can be used as the logica! basis for postulating hypotheses for empirica!
testing. Obviously, not all theories are well-suited for studying all social phenomena. Theories
must be carefully selected based on their fit with the target problem and the extent to which
their assumptions are consistent with that of the target problem . We will examine theories and
the process of theorizing in detail in the next chapter.

The next phase in the research process is research design. This process is concerned
with creating a blueprint of the activities to take in order to satisfactorily answer the research
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questions identified in the exploration phase. This includes selecting a research method,
operationalizing constructs of interest, and devising an appropriate sampling strategy.

Operationalization is the process of designing precise measures for abstract
theoretical constructs. This is a major problem in social science research, given that many of
the constructs, such as prejudice, alienation, and liberalism are hard to define, Jet alone
measure accurately. Operationalization starts with specifying an "operational definition" (or
"conceptualization") of the constructs of interest. Next, the researcher can search the literature
to see if there are existing prevalidated measures matching their operational definition that can
he used directly or modified to measure their constructs of interest. If such measures are not
available or if existing measures are poor or reflect a different conceptualization than that
intended by the researcher, new instruments may have to he designed for measuring those
constructs. This means specifying exactly how exactly the desired construct will he measured
(e.g., how many items, what items, and so forth). This can easily he a long and laborious
process, with multiple rounds of pretests and modifications before the newly designed
instrument can he accepted as "scientifically valid." We will discuss operationalization of
constructs in a future chapter on measurement.

Simultaneously with operationalization, the researcher must also decide what research
method they wish to employ for collecting data to address their research questions of interest.
Such methods may include quantitative methods such as experiments or survey research or
qualitative methods such as case research or action research, or possibly a combination of both.
If an experiment is desired, then what is the experimental design? If survey, do you plan a mail
survey, telephone survey, web survey, or a combination? For complex, uncertain, and multi-
faceted social phenomena, multi-method approaches may he more suitable, which may help
leverage the unique strengths of each research method and generate insights that may not he
obtained using a single method.

Researchers must also carefully choose the target population from which they wish to
collect data, and a sampling strategy to select a sample from that population. For instance,
should they survey individuals or firms or workgroups within firms? What types of individuals
or firms they wish to target? Sampling strategy is closely related to the unit of analysis in a
research problem. While selecting a sample, reasonable care should he taken to avoid a biased
sample (e.g., sample based on convenience) that may generate biased observations. Sampling is
covered in depth in a later chapter.

At this stage, it is often a good idea to write a research proposal detailing all of the
decisions made in the preceding stages of the research process and the rationale behind each
decision. This multi-part proposal should address what research questions you wish to study
and why, the prior state of knowledge in this area, theories you wish to employ along with
hypotheses to he tested, how to measure constructs, what research method to he employed and
why, and desired sampling strategy. Funding agencies typically require such a proposal in
order to select the best proposals for funding. Even if funding is not sought for a research
project, a proposal may serve as a useful vehicle for seeking feedback from other researchers
and identifying potential problems with the research project (e.g., whether some important
constructs were missing from the study) before starting data collection. This initial feedback is
invaluable because it is often too late to correct criticai problems after data is collected in a
research study.
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Having decided who to study (subjects), what to measure (concepts), and how to collect
data (research method), the researcher is now ready to proceed to the research execution
phase. This includes pilot testing the measurement instruments, data collection, and data
analysis.

Pilot testing is an often overlooked but extremely important part of the research
process. It helps detect potential problems in your research design and/or instrumentation
(e.g., whether the questions asked is intelligible to the targeted sample), and to ensure that the
measurement instruments used in the study are reliable and valid measures of the constructs of
interest. The pilot sample is usually a small subset of the target population. After a successful
pilot testing, the researcher may then proceed with data collection using the sampled
population. The data collected may be quantitative or qualitative, depending on the research
method employed.

Following data collection, the data is analyzed and interpreted for the purpose of
drawing conclusions regarding the research questions of interest. Depending on the type of
data collected (quantitative or qualitative), data analysis may be quantitative (e.g., employ
statistica! techniques such as regression or structural equation modeling) or qualitative (e.g.,
coding or content analysis).

The final phase of research involves preparing the final research report documenting
the entire research process and its findings in the form of a research paper, dissertation, or
monograph . This report should outline in detail all the choices made during the research
process (e.g., theory used, constructs selected, measures used, research methods, sampling, etc.)
and why, as well as the outcomes of each phase of the research process. The research process
must be described in sufficient detail so as to allow other researchers to replicate your study,
test the findings, or assess whether the inferences derived are scientifically acceptable. Of
course, having a ready research proposal will greatly simplify and quicken the process of
writing the finished report. Note that research is of no value unless the research process and
outcomes are documented for future generations; such documentation is essential for the
incremental progress of science.

Common Mistakes in Research

The research process is fraught with problems and pitfalls, and novice researchers often
find, after investing substantial amounts of time and effort into a research project, that their
research questions were not sufficiently answered, or that the findings were nat interesting
enough, or that the research was not of "acceptable" scientific quality. Such problems typically
resuit in research papers being rejected by journals. Some of the more frequent mistakes are
described below.

Insufficiently motivated research questions. Often times, we choose our "pet"
problems that are interesting to us but not to the scientific community at large, i.e., it does nat
generate new knowledge or insight about the phenomenon being investigated. Because the
research process involves a significant investment of time and effort on the researcher's part,
the researcher must be certain (and be able to convince others) that the research questions
they seek to answer in fact deal with real problems (and not hypothetical problems) that affect
a substantial portion of a population and has not been adequately addressed in prior research.
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Pursuing research fads. Another common mistake is pursuing "popular" topics with
limited shelf life. A typical example is studying technologies or practices that are popular today.
Because research takes severa! years to complete and publish, it is possible that popular
interest in these fads may die down by the time the research is completed and submitted for
publication. A better strategy may be to study "timeless" topics that have always persisted
through the years.

Unresearchable problems. Some research problems may nat be answered adequately
based on observed evidence alone, or using currently accepted methods and procedures. Such
problems are best avoided. However, some unresearchable, ambiguously defined problems
may be modified or fine tuned into well-defined and useful researchable problems.

Favored research methods. Many researchers have a tendency to recast a research
problem so that it is amenable to their favorite research method (e.g., survey research). This is
an unfortunate trend. Research methods should be chosen to best fit a research problem, and
nat the other way around.

Blind data mining. Some researchers have the tendency to collect data first (using
instruments that are already available), and then figure aut what to do with it. Note that data
collection is only one step in a long and elaborate process of planning, designing, and executing
research. In fact, a series of other activities are needed in a research process prior to data
collection. If researchers jump into data collection without such elaborate planning, the data
collected will likely be irrelevant, imperfect, or useless, and their data collection efforts may be
entirely wasted. An abundance of data cannot make up for deficits in research planning and
design, and particularly, for the lack of interesting research questions.
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Chapter 2

Thinking Like a Researcher

Conducting good research requires first retraining your brain to think like a researcher.
This requires visualizing the abstract from actual observations, mentally "connecting the dots"
to identify hidden concepts and patterns, and synthesizing those patterns into generalizable
laws and theories that apply to other contexts beyond the domain of the initial observations.
Research involves constantly moving back and forth from an empirica! plane where
observations are conducted to a theoretical plane where these observations are abstracted into
generalizable laws and theories. This is a skill that takes many years to develop, is not
something that is taught in graduate or doctoral programs or acquired in industry training, and
is by far the biggest deficit amongst Ph.O. students. Some of the mental abstractions needed to
think like a researcher include unit of analysis, constructs, hypotheses, operationalization,
theories, models, induction, deduction, and so forth, which we will examine in this chapter.

Unit of Analysis

One of the first decisions in any social science research is the unit of analysis of a
scientific study. The unit of analysis refers to the person, collective, or object that is the target
of the investigation. Typical unit of analysis include individuals, groups, organizations,
countries, technolo gies, objects, and such. For instance, if we are interested in studying people's
shopping behavior, their learning outcomes, or their attitudes to new technologies, then the
unit of analysis is the individual. 1f we want to study characteristics of street gangs or teamwork
in organizations, then the unit of analysis 1s the group. If the goal of research is to understand
how firms can improve profitability or make good executive decisions, then the unit of analysis
is the firm. In this case, even though decisions are made by individuals in these firms, these
individuals are presumed to represent their firm's decision rather than their personal decisions.
Ifresearch is directed at understanding differences in national cultures, then the unit of analysis
becomes a country. Even inanimate objects can serve as units of analysis. For instance, if a
researcher 1s interested in understanding how to make web pages more attractive to its users,
then the unit of analysis is a web page (and not users). If we wish to study how knowledge
transfer occurs between two firms, then our unit of analysis becomes the dyad (the combination
of firms that is sending and receiving knowledge).

Understanding the units of analysis can sometimes be fairly complex. For instance, if we
wish to study why certain neighborhoods have high crime rates, then our unit of analysis
becomes the neighborhood, and not crimes or criminals committing such crimes. This 1s
because the object of our inquiry is the neighborhood and not criminals. However, if we wish to
compare different types of crimes in different neighborhoods, such as homicide, robbery,
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assault, and so forth, our unit of analysis becomes the crime. Ifwe wish to study why criminals
engage in illegal activities, then the unit of analysis becomes the individual (i.e., the criminal).
Like, if we want to study why some innovations are more successful than others, then our unit
of analysis is an innovation. However, if we wish to study how some organizations innovate
more consistently than others, then the unit of analysis is the organization. Hence, two related
research questions within the same research study may have two entirely different units of
analysis.

Understanding the unit of analysis is important because it shapes what type of data you
should collect for your study and who you collect it from. Ifyour unit of analysis is a web page,
you should be collecting data about web pages from actual web pages, and not surveying people
about how they use web pages. If your unit of analysis is the organization, then you should be
measuring organizational-level variables such as organizational size, revenues, hierarchy, or
absorptive capacity. This data may come from a variety of sources such as financial records or
surveys of Chief Executive Officers (CEO), who are presumed to be representing their
organization (rather than themselves). Some variables such as CEO pay may seem like
individual levei variables, but in fact, it can also be an organizational levei variable because each
organization has only one CEO pay at any time. Sometimes, it is possible to collect data from a
lower levei of analysis and aggregate that data to a higher levei of analysis. For instance, in
order to study teamwork in organizations, you can survey individual team members in different
organizational teams, and average their individual scores to create a composite team-levei
score for team-levei variables like cohesion and conflict. We will examine the notion of
"variables" in greater depth in the next section.

Concepts, Constructs, and Variables

We discussed in Chapter 1that although research can be exploratory, descriptive, or
explanatory, most scientific research tend to be of the explanatory type in that they search for
potential explanations of observed natural or social phenom ena. Explanations require
development of concepts or generalizable properties or characteristics associated with objects,
events, or people. While objects such as a person, a firm, or a car are not concepts, their specific
characteristics or behavior such as a person's attitude toward immigrants, a firm's capacity for
innovation, and a car's weight can be viewed as concepts.

Knowingly or unknowingly, we use different kinds of concepts in our everyday
conversations. Some of these concepts have been developed over time through our shared
language. Sometimes, we borrow concepts from other disciplines or languages to explain a
phenomenon of interest. For instance, the idea of gravitation borrowed from physics can be
used in business to describe why people tend to "gravitate" to their preferred shopping
destinations. Likewise, the concept of distance can be used to explain the degree of social
separation between two otherwise collocated individuals. Sometimes, we create our own
concepts to describe a unique characteristic not described in prior research. For instance,
technostress is a new concept referring to the mental stress one may face when asked to learn a
new technology.

Concepts may also have progressive levels of abstraction. Some concepts such as a
person's weight are precise and objective, while other concepts such as a person's personality
may be more abstract and difficult to visualize. A construct is an abstract concept that is
specifically chosen (or "created") to explain a given phenomenon. A construct may be a simple
concept, such as a person's weight, or a combination of a set of related concepts such as a
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person's communication skill, which may consist of severa! underlying concepts such as the
person's vocabulary, syntax, and spelling . The former instance (weight) is a unidimensional
construct, while the latter (communication skill) is a multi-dimensional construct (i.c., it
consists of multiple underlying concepts) . The distinction between constructs and concepts are
clearer in multi-dimensional constructs, where the higher order abstraction is called a construct
and the lower order abstractions are called concepts. However, this distinction tends to blur in
the case of unidimensional constructs.

Constructs used for scientific research must have precise and clear definitions that
others can use to understand exactly what it means and what it does not mean. For instance, a
seemingly simple construct such as income may refer to monthly or annual income, before-tax
or after-tax income, and personal or family income, and is therefore neither precise nor clear.
There are two types of definitions: dictionary definitions and operational definitions. In the
more familiar dictionary definition, a construct is often defined in terms of a synonym. For
instance, attitude may be defined as a disposition, a feeling, or an affect, and affect in turn is
defined as an attitude. Such definitions of a circular nature are nat particularly useful in
scientific research for elaborating the meaning and content of that construct. Scientific research
requires operational definitions that define constructs in terms of how they will be
empirically measured. For instance, the operational definition of a construct such as
temperature must specify whether we plan to measure temperature in Celsius, Fahrenheit, or
Kelvin scale. A construct such as income should be defined in terms of whether we are
interested in monthly or annual income, before-tax or after-tax income, and personal or family
income. One can imagine that constructs such as learning, personality, and intelligence can be
quite hard to define operationally.

Theoretkal&ne

EmpJrkalPmne

Figure 2.1. The theoretical and empirica! planes ofresearch

A term frequently associated with, and sometimes used interchangeably with, a
construct is a variable. Etymologically speaking, a variable is a quantity that can vary (e.g., from
low to high, negative to positive, etc.), in contrast to constants that do not vary (i.e., remain
constant). However, in scientific research, a variable is a measurable representation of an
abstract construct. As abstract entities, constructs are nat directly measurable, and hence, we
look for proxy measures called variables. For instance, a person's intelligence is often measured
as his or her /Q (intelligence quotient) score, which is an index generated from an analytical and
pattern-matching test administered to people. In this case, intelligence is a construct, and /Q
score is a variable that measures the intelligence construct. Whether 1Q scores truly measures
one's intelligence is anyone's guess (though many believe that they do), and depending on
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whether how well it measures intelligence, the 1Q score may be a good or a poor measure of the
intelligence construct. As shown in Figure 2.1, scientific research proceeds along two planes: a
theoretical plane and an empirica! plane. Constructs are conceptualized at the theoretical
(abstract) plane, while variables are operationalized and measured at the empirical
(observational) plane. Thinking like a researcher implies the ability to move back and forth
between these two planes.

Depending on their intended use, variables may be classified as independent,
dependent, moderating, mediating, or control variables. Variables that explain other variables
are called independent variables, those that are explained by other variables are dependent
variables, those that are explained by independent variables while also explaining dependent
variables are mediating variables (or intermediate variables), and those that influence the
relationship between independent and dependent variables are called moderating variables.
As an example, if we state that higher intelligence causes improved learning among students,
then intelligence is an independent variable and learning is a dependent variable. There may be
other extraneous variables that are not pertinent to explaining a given dependent variable, but
may have some impact on the dependent variable. These variables must be controlled for in a
scientific study, and are therefore called control variables.

Moderat ng
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Figure 2.2. A nomologica} network of constructs

To understand the differences between these different variable types, consider the
example shown in Figure 2.2. If we believe that intelligence influences (or explains) students'
academic achievement, then a measure of intelligence such as an /Q score is an independent
variable, while a measure of academic success such as grade point average is a dependent
variable. If we believe that the effect of intelligence on academic achievement alsa depends on
the effort invested by the student in the learning process (i.e., between two equally intelligent
students, the student who puts is more effort achieves higher academic achievem ent than one
who puts in less effort), then effort becomes a moderating variable. Incidentally, one may also
view effort as an independent variable and intelligence as a moderating variable. If academic
achievement is viewed as an intermediate step to higher earning potential, then earning
potential becomes the dependent variable for the independent variable academic achievement,
and academic achievement becomes the mediating variable in the relationship between
intelligence and earning potential. Hence, variable are defined as an independent, dependent,
moderating, or mediating variable based on their nature of association with each other. The
overall network of relationships between a set of related constructs is called a nomological
network (see Figure 2.2). Thinking like a researcher requires not only being able to abstract
constructs from observations, but also being able to mentally visualize a nomologica} network
linking these abstract constructs.
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Propositions and Hypotheses

Figure 2.2 shows how theoretical constructs such as intelligence, effort, academic
achievement, and earning potential are related to each other in a nomologica! network. Each of
these relationships is called a proposition. In seeking explanations to a given phenomenon or
behavior, it is not adequate just to identify key concepts and constructs underlying the target
phenomenon or behavior. We must also identify and state patterns of relationships between
these constructs. Such patterns of relationships are called propositions. A proposition is a
tentative and conjectural relationship between constructs that is stated in a declarative form.
An example of a proposition is: "An increase in student intelligence causes an increase in their
academic achievement." This declarative statement does not have to be true, but must be
empirically testable using data, so that we can judge whether it is true or false. Propositions are
generally derived based on logic (deduction) or empirica! observations (induction).

Because propositions are associations between abstract constructs, they cannot be
tested directly. Instead, they are tested indirectly by examining the relationship between
corresponding measures (variables) of those constructs. The empirica! formulation of
propositions, stated as relationships between variables, is called hypotheses (see Figure 2.1).
Since IQ scores and grade point average are operational measures of intelligence and academic
achievement respectively, the above proposition can be specified in form of the hypothesis: "An
increase in students' IQ score causes an increase in their grade point average." Propositions are
specified in the theoretical plane, while hypotheses are specified in the empirica! plane. Hence,
hypotheses are empirically testable using observed data, and may be rejected if not supported
by empirica! observations. Of course, the goal of hypothesis testing is to infer whether the
corresponding proposition is valid.

Hypotheses can be strong or weak. "Students' IQ scores are related to their academic
achievement" is an example of a weak hypothesis, since it indicates neither the directionality of
the hypothesis (i.e., whether the relationship is positive or negative), nor its causality (i.e.,
whether intelligence causes academic achievement or academic achievement causes
intelligence). A stronger hypothesis is "students' 1Q scores are positively related to their
academic achievement", which indicates the directionality but not the causality. A stil! better
hypothesis is "students' IQ scores have positive effects on their academic achievement", which
specifies both the directionality and the causality (i.e., intelligence causes academic
achievement, and not the reverse). The signs in Figure 2.2 indicate the directionality of the
respective hypotheses.

Also note that scientific hypotheses should clearly specify independent and dependent
variables. In the hypothesis, "students' 1Q scores have positive effects on their academic
achievement," it is clear that intelligence is the independent variable (the "cause") and academic
achievement is the dependent variable (the "effect"). Further, it is also clear that this
hypothesis can be evaluated as either true (if higher intelligence leads to higher academic
achievement) or false (if higher intelligence has no effect on or leads to lower academic
achievement). Later on in this book, we will examine how to empirically test such cause-effect
relationships. Statements such as "students are generally intelligent" or "al! students can
achieve academic success" are not scientific hypotheses because they do not specify
independent and dependent variables, nor do they specify a directional relationship that can be
evaluated as true or false.
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Theories and Models

A theory is a set of systematically interrelated constructs and propositions intended to
explain and predict a phenomenon or behavior of interest, within certain boundary conditions
and assumptions. Essentially, a theory is a systemic collection of related theoretical
propositions: While propositions generally connect two or three constructs, theories represent
a system of multiple constructs and propositions. Hence, theories can be substantially more
complex and abstract and of a larger scape than propositions or hypotheses.

I must note here that people nat familiar with scientific research often view a theory as
a speculation or the opposite of/act. For instance, people often say that teachers need to be less
theoretical and more practicai or factual in their classroom teaching. However, practice or fact
are nat opposites of theory, but in a scientific sense, are essential components needed to test
the validity of a theory. A good scientific theory should be well supported using observed facts
and should alsa have practicai value, while a poorly defined theory tends to be lacking in these
dimensions. Famous organizational research Kurt Lewin once said, "Theory without practice is
sterile; practice without theory is blind." Hence, both theory and facts (or practice) are
essential for scientific research.

Theories provide explanations of social or natural phenomenon. As emphasized in
Chapter 1, these explanations may be good or poor. Hence, there may be good or poor theories.
Chapter 3 describes some criteria that can be used to evaluate how good a theory really is.
Nevertheless, it is important for researchers to understand that theory is nat "truth," there is
nothing sacrosanct about any theory, and theories should nat be accepted just because they
were proposed by someone. In the course of scientific progress, poorer theories are eventually
replaced by better theories with higher explanatory power. The essential challenge for
researchers is to build better and more comprehensive theories that can explain a target
phenomenon better than prior theories.

A term often used in conjunction with theory is a model. A model is a representation of
all or part of a system that is constructed to study that system (e.g., how the system works or
what triggers the system). While a theory tries to explain a phenomenon, a model tries to
represent a phenomenon. Models are often used by decision makers to make important
decisions based on a given set of inputs. For instance, marketing managers may use models to
decide how much money to spend on advertising for different product lines based on
parameters such as prior year's advertising expenses, sales, market growth, and competing
products. Likewise, weather forecasters can use models to predict future weather patterns
based on parameters such as wind speeds, wind direction, temperature, and humidity. While
these models are useful, they may nat necessarily explain advertising expenditure or weather
forecasts. Models may be of different kinds, such as mathematical models, network models, and
path models. Models can alsa be descriptive, predictive, or normative. Descriptive models are
frequently used for representing complex systems, for visualizing variables and relationships in
such systems. An advertising expenditure model may be a descriptive model. Predictive
models (e.g., a regression model) allow forecast of future events. Weather forecasting models
are predictive models. Normative models are used to guide aur activities along commonly
accepted norms or practices. Models may also be static if it represents the state of a system at
one point in time, or dynamic, if it represents a system's evolution over time.

The process of theory or model development may involve inductive and deductive
reasoning. Recall from Chapter 1that deduction is the process of drawing conclusions about a
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phenomenon or behavior based on theoretical or logica! reasons and an initial set of premises.
As an example, if a certain bank enforces a strict code of ethics for its employees (Premise 1)
and Jamie is an employee at that bank (Premise 2), then Jamie can be trusted to follow ethical
practices (Conclusion). In deduction, the conclusions must be true if the initial premises and
reasons are correct.

In contrast, induction is the process of drawing conclusions based on facts or observed
evidence. For instance, if a firm spent a lot of money on a promotional campaign (Observation
1), but the sales did not increase (Observation 2), then possibly the promotion campaign was
poorly executed (Conclusion). However, there may be rival explanations for poor sales, such as
economic recession or the emergence of a competing product or brand or perhaps a supply
chain problem. Inductive conclusions are therefore only a hypothesis, and may be disproven.
Deductive conclusions generally tend to be stronger than inductive conclusions, but a deductive
conclusion based on an incorrect premise is also incorrect.

As shown in Figure 2.3, inductive and deductive reasoning go hand in hand in theory
and model building. Induction occurs when we observe a fact and ask, "Why is this happening?"
In answering this question, we advance one or more tentative explanations (hypotheses). We
then use deduction to narrow down the tentative explanations to the most plausible
explanation based on logic and reasonable premises (based on our understanding of the
phenomenon under study). Researchers must be able to move back and forth between
inductive and deductive reasoning if they are to post extensions or modifications to a given
model or theory, or built better ones, which are the essence of scientific research.

Oevédp Test/anticipate
premise  outcomes

Specify relations.hi!J5
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Figure 2.3. The model-building process
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After studying this chapter you should be able to: 1

Describe the main components of research design, and how questions, design and data
are connected

Describe and exphin the strategies behind case studies, ethnography, grounded theory
andactionresearch

Discuss the strengths andweaknesses of case studies, ethnography, grounded theory and
action research

Discuss the potential contribution of case studies, ethnography, grounded theory and
action research

Compare and contrast case studies, ethnography, grounded theory and action research,
as qualitative research designs

We begin this chapter by looking at research design in general, in order to set a
context both for qualitative design in this chapter and quantitative design in Chap-
ter 10. We then focus on four common designs used in qualitative research - case
studies, ethnography, grounded theory and action research.

Three uses of the term 'research design' can be distinguished in the litera-

ture, roughly ordered from general to specific. At the mast general levei it
means all the issues involved in planning and executing a research project — from
identifying the problem through to reporting and publishing the results. This is how
it is used by Ackoff (1953) and Miller and Salkind (2002), for example. By contrast,
at its mast specific level the design of a study refers to the way a researcher guards
against, and tries to rule out, alternative interpretations of results. Between these twa
there is the general idea of design as situating the researcher in the empirica! world,
and connecting research questions to data (Denzin and Lincoln, 2011). The first
view is too broad for our purposes in this chapter, and the second will come up as
we go through this chapter and Chapter 10. Here, we will focus on the third use of
the term, since we need a way of thinking about design which is general enough to
accommodate both qualitative and quantitative approaches.

In this view, research design situates the researcher in the empiricalworld, and
connects the research questions to data, as shown in Figure 7.1.The research design
is the basic plan for a piece of research, and includes four main ideas. The first is the
strategy. The second is the conceptual framework. The third is the question of who
or what will be studied. The fourth concerns the tools and procedures to be used
for collecting and analysing empirica!materials. Research design thus deals with
four main questions, corresponding to these ideas.




Research design

Data collected and analysed:
= Following what strategy?

Resegrch = Within what framework? Data
questions  Fromwhom?
= How?

The data will be collected (and analysed):

Followingwhat strategy?
Withinwhat framework?
Fromwhom?

How?

These questions overlap, especially the first two.Also the second question, in par-
ticular, is more typical of quantitative designs, although it does apply in some
qualitative research. We will now look briefly at each of the four questions.

At the centre of the design of a study is its logic or rationale - the reasoning or the
set of ideas by which the study intends to proceed in order to answer its research
questions. The term 'strategy' refers to this. Thus, in qualitative research, a multiple
case study design involves a strategy (for example: 'the detailed investigation, using
multiple sources of data, of a small number of deliberately chosen cases, guided by
research questions which focus on comparisons between the cases'). Ethnography
and grounded theory are different sorts of strategies the qualitative researcher
might use, as is explained in Sections 7.4 and 7.5. Similarly, in quantitative
research, the experiment includes a strategy designed to achieve certain compari-
sons. So does the correlational survey. Answers to the question 'following what
strategy?' will differ according to whether the approach is qualitative, quantitative
or mixed methods. If qualitative, is the strategy case study, ethnography, grounded
theory, action research or some combination of these? If quantitative, is the strat-
egy experimental, quasi-experimental or non-experimental? If there is a combina-
tion of quantitative and qualitative approaches, what is the mixture of strategies?
Associated with this question of strategy is another important question: To what
extent will the researcher manipulate or organise the research situation, as against
studying it naturalisti cally? In other words, to what extent will the researcher inter-
vene in the research situation, contriving it and constructing it for research pur-
poses, as against studying it as it occurs? Qualitative research design is generally
non-interventionist. Quantitative research design can vary from extremely inter-
ventionist to non-interventionist.




Strategy is important because it drives the design. Or, put another way, behind
the design lies a logical rationale for answering the research questions - this is the
strategy. In Chapter 14, on mixed methods research (Section 14.4), it is recom-
mended that a short paragraph describing the strategy and design of a study be
included in a proposal (and in a dissertation). This same advice applies to all quali-
tative and quantitative studies.

Framework here means conceptual framework -the conceptual status of the things
being studied and their relationship to each other. Quantitative designs typically
have well-developed prespecified conceptual frameworks, showing variables and
their relationship to each other, whereas qualitative designs show much more vari-
ability. While many qualitative studies proceed without a conceptual framework,
there is often a role for conceptual frameworks in qualitative research — Miles and
Huberman (1994: 18-22) give examples. A conceptual framework may be devel-
oped ahead of the study, or it may emerge as the study unfolds. Together with the
strategy, it is the conceptual framework that determines how much prespecified
structure a study will have.

This question concerns the sampling for the research. In this form, the question is
biased towards quantitative studies. The more general question 'Who or what will
be studied?' (Denzin and Lincoln, 2011) covers qualitative, quantitative and mixed
methods approaches.

This question asks about the tools and procedures to be used in data collection
and analysis, topics dealt with in Chapters 8 and 9 for qualitative research and
Chapters 11 and 12 for quantitative research.

Together, these four components of research design situate the researcher in the
empirica! world. Design sits between the research questions and the data, showing
how the research questions will be connected to the data, and what tools and pro-
cedures to use in answering them. Therefore design needs to follow from the ques-
tions and fit in with the data. Design must be driven by strategy.The starting point
is the strategy —the logic of the approach by which the data will be used to answer
the research questions. Design implements, or formalises, this strategy.

In this book, qualitative and quantitative approaches are both presented under
the same three main headings - design, data collection and data analysis. Before
considering these headings for qualitative research, the next section looks at the

complex nature of this field, stressing its diversity.




In sharp contrast with quantitative research, which seems relatively

methodologically unidimensional despite its interna! technical debates, a
dominant feature of present-day qualitative research is its diversity. Early in their
Handbook, Oenzin and Lincoln (1994: iX) wrote:

It did not take usbng to discover that the 'field' of qualitative research is far from a uni-
fied set of principles promulgated by networked groups of scholars. Intact, we have
discovered that the field of qualtative research is defined primarily by a series of essen-
tial tensions, contradictions and hesitations. These tensions work back and forth among
competing definitions and conceptions of the field.

Qualitative research methods is a complex, changing and contested field - a site of
multiple methodologies and research practices. 'Qualitative research' therefore is
not a single entity, but an umbrella term that encompasses enormous variety.

Four aspects of this diversity concern paradigms,strategies and designs, approaches
to data, and methods for the analysis of data. The last three of these are dealt with
in this book in Chapters 7, 8 and 9 respectively.This section comments on the diver-
sity of paradigms and perspectives in qualitative research. We need to be aware of
the differences between qualitative and quantitative research on this issue.

Paradigm debate and diversity has not been a typical feature of quantitative
research. In general, quantitative research has been mainly based on positivism - as
Tesch (1990) points out, the whole approach of constructing concepts and measuring
variables is inherently positivistic.! The situation in qualitative research is quite differ-
ent, with severa! different paradigm positions, and much paradigm discussion and
debate. By comparison with quantitative research, the field of qualitative research is
multidimensional and pluralistic with respect to paradigms.The main alternative para-
digms within qualitative research include positivism, post-positivism, criticai theory
and constructivism, but there are fmer distinctions than these and more detailed sub-
divisions. Furthermore, paradigm developments within qualitative research continue,
so that we do not yet have a final picture, although some convergence now seems to
be taking place (see Section 2.1). It is important to be aware of this range of paradigm
possibilities within qualitative research, especially when reading the literature.

One effect of these developments within qualitative methodology has been to
highlight the politicalnature of much social science research - the recognition that
research, like other things people do, is a human construction, framed and presented
within a particular set of discourses (and sometimes ideologies), and conducted in
a social context with certain sorts of social arrangements, especially involving fund-
ing, cognitive authority and power. Both the substantive concepts and the methods
research uses are ways of describing the social world for particular purposes, not just
abstract and neutral academic tools. In other words, social science research is in part
a politica! process, and always has been. Thus Apple (1991, in Lather, 1994: vii)
stresses the inescapably politicalcontexts in which we speak and work, and points
out that all of our discourses are politically uninnocent. Or, as Punch (1994) puts




it, politics suffuses all social science research, from the micropolitics of personal
relations in a research project, to issues involving research units, universities and
university departments, and ultimately government and its agencies.

Some aspects of the politicalnature and context of research are discussed by
Sapsford and Abbott (1996), and by the various writers in Beyond Methodology
(Fonow and Cook, 1991). A collection of readings edited by Hammersley (1993)
considers the politics of research in relation to development studies in the third
world, feminism, criticai theory, evaluation studies and to methodology and data
themselves. Hammersley (1995) also presents a comprehensive review of the
changes in the nature of ideas about social research, with reference to political
issues and concerns. In Chapter 6 of that book, he undertakes a detailed analysis of
the question 'Is social research politica ?'

Research methods and styles themselves can he seen from this "politicised' per-
spective. Sapsford and Abbott (1996) note the argument that choices about
research styles are choices that have politicalelements. Research styles are not neu-
tral, but embody implicit models of what the social world is or should be like, and
of what counts as knowledge and how to get it. A consequence of this is that a large
area of knowledge is suppressed as 'non-scientific' by the limitations of prevailing
research methodologies. Research methods themselves, as a field of study, can be
analysed and understood using the approaches and techniques developed within the
field to study other things. The politics of research methods, and the university
contexts in which choices about methods often occur, are discussed by Jayaratne
and Stewart (1991) and by Eisner (1991).

Feminism and postmodernism are two perspectives from which the politica!
aspects of research have received a great deal of attention. The former stresses the
role of power in research, especially in the traditional hierarchical relationship
between researcher and researched. Like criticai analysis, and some types of class,
race and ethnic studies, feminism also often has emancipation as its goal. The latter
perspective often 'foregrounds' power directly, insisting that research is no more
immune from the power-knowledge connection than any other human activity
(Lather, 1991). Such perspectives apply to virtually every part of the research
process — the conception of research itself, the purposes of research, the role of the
researcher, approaches to design, data collection and analysis, ethical considerations
and evaluative criteria.

While qualitative research is much more diverse than quantitative research, there
are at the same time important recurrent features in qualitative research.

The first is that a major characteristic of qualitative research, reflected in its
strategies and designs, is that it is naturalistic, preferring to study people, things and
events in their natural settings. While much quantitative research (for example, an
experiment) is not at all naturalistic, quantitative research can be naturalistic also,
in studying people in their natural settings, without artificially contriving situations




fi r research purposes. Some observational studies and correlational surveys fall into
tis category, but they are likely to have a prefigured conceptual framework and
design, with prestructured data. Qualitative designs are more likely to delay concep-
walising and structuring of the data until later in the research. They are also much
less Jikely to contrive or create a situation for research purposes.

Beyond this main characteristic, there are severalattempts to classify the many
varieties of qualitative research by identifying its common features (for example,
Tesch, 1990; Wolcott, 1992). A summary of the recurrent elements in qualitative
rsearch is given by Miles and Huberman (1994: 6-7) and is reproduced bere:

Qualitative research is conducted through an intense and/or prolonged contact with a 'fied'
or life situation. These situations are typically 'banal' or normal ones, reflective of the every-
day life of individuals, groups, societies and organisations.

The researcher's role is to gain a 'holistic' overview of the context under study: its bgic, ts
arrangements,, its explicitand implicit rules.

The researcher attempts to capture data on the perceptions of bcal actors 'from the inside’,
through a process of deep attentiveness, of empathetic understanding and of suspending or
'bracketing' preconceptions about the topics under discussion.

Reading through these materiak, the researcher may isolate certain themes and expressions
that can be reviewed with informants,but that should be maintained in their original forms
throughout the study.

A maintask is to explicate the ways people in partictar settings come to understand,account
for, take action and otherwise manage their day-to-day situations.

Many interpretations of this material are possible, but some are more compelling for theo-
retical reasons or on grounds of internal consistency.

Relatively little standardised instrumentationis used atthe outset. The researcher is essen-
tialy the main 'instrument' inthe study.

Most analysis is dane with words. The words can be assembled, subclustered, broken into
semiotic segments. They can be organised to permit the researcher to contrast, compare,
analyse and bestow patterns upon them.

Many of these features will come up in different ways in this and the next two
chapters. They provide a good background against which to look at some main
qualitative research designs. Against this background, this chapter now describes
case studies, ethnographies, grounded theory and action research, as strategies and
designs commonly used in qualitative research. There will often be overlap between
these four - any particular qualitative study will not necessarily be only one thing
or the other. While recognising this, it is still useful to consider each separately.

Case studies are now discussed under four headings - the general idea of

case studies, some main characteristics, case studies and generalisability, and
preparing a case study. Some classic case studies in social science research are shown
in Example 7.1.




Examples of case studies

Beachside Comprehensive: A Case Study of Secondary Schooling (Ball, 1981), a
study of mixed-ability teaching in a comprehensive school, utilised comparisons
of lesson observations between those of the research and those provided by
teachers.

Street Corner Society: The Social Structure of an Italian Slum (Whyte, 1955) is a
classic example of a descriptive case study. It describes an Italian-American
subculture, 'Cornerville', covering one neighbourhood in Boston in the 1940s.
Issues of low-income youths and their ability (or inability) to break with neigh-
bourhood ties are discussed.

In Search of Excellence: Lessons from America's Best-Run Companies by Peters
and Waterman (1982) is based on more than 60 case studies of large-scale
successful American businesses. The text contains cross-case analyses with
each chapter dealing with characteristics associated with organisational
excellence.

TVA and the Grass Roots: A Study of Politics and Drganization, a classic study by
Selznick (1949) of the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA), describes the political
behaviour and organisational decentralisation that occurred as a result of the TVA
Act. Under this Act the TV A was charged with the duty to plan for the proper use,
conservation and development of the natural resources of the Tennessee River
drainage basin and its adjoining territory.

What is a case study? The basic idea is that one case (or perhaps a small number
of cases) will he studied in detail, using whatever methods and data seem appro-
priate. While there will be specific purposes and research questions, the general
objective is to develop as full an understanding of this case as possible. We may
be interested only in this case, or we may have in mind not just this case we are
studying, but others like it. That raises the question of generalisablilty, which we
will look at later.

In keeping with other approaches in qualitative research, the case study aims to
understand the case in depth, and in its natural setting, recognising its complexity
and its context. It also has a holistic focus, aiming to preserve and understand the
wholeness and unity of the case. Therefore the case study is more a strategy than a
method. As Goode and Hatt (1952: 331) pointed out many years ago: 'The case
study then is not a specific technique; it is a way of organising social data so as to
preserve the unitary character of the social object being studied.' This strategy for




understandin g contrasts strongly with the reductionist approach of some quantita-
tive research.

What then is a case? Itis difficult to give a ful! answer to this question, since
alrnost anything can serve as a case, and the case may be simple or complex. But,
with Miles, Huberman and Saldana (2013), we can define a case as a phenome-
non of some sort occurring in a bounded context. Thus, the case may be an indi-
vidual, or a role, or a small group, or an organisation, or a community or a nation.
It could also be a decision, or a policy, or a process, or an incident or event of
sorne sort, and there are other possibilities as well. Brewer and Hunter (2005) list
s1i types of units that can be studied in research - individuals, attributes of indi-
viduals, actions and interactions, residues and artefacts of behaviour, settings,
incidents and events, and collectivities. Any of these may be the focus of case
study research.

Just as there are different types of cases, there are also different types of case
studies. Stake (1994) distinguishes three main types:

theintrinsic casestudy, where the study isundertaken because the researcherwants a better
understanding of this particular case;

the instrumental case study, where a particular case isexamined to give insight intoan issue.
ortoretine atheory; and

the collective case study, where the instrumental case study is extended to cover several
cases, tokarn more about the phenomenon, population or general condition.

The first two of these are single case studies, where the focus is within the case.The
third involves multiple cases, where the focus is both within and across cases. Itis
also called the multipl.e case study or sometimes the comparative case study.
Because of the great variation, it is not easy to define the case study. Stake gives

a 'pretty loose definition' (1988: 258) - a case study is 'a study of a bound ed system,
emphasising the unity and wholeness of that system, but confining the attention to
those aspects that are relevant to the research problem at the time'. Yin (2013)
stresses that a case study is an empirica! inquiry that:

investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context, when
the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident,and inwhich
multiple sources of evidence are used.

A dictionary of sociologica !terms defines a case study as:

a method of studying social phenomena through the thorough analysis of an individual
case. The case may be a persan, a group, an episode, a process, a community, a society,
or any other unit of sociallfe. AU data relevant to the case are gathered, and all avai-
able data are organised in terms of the case. The case study method gives a unitary
character to the data being studied by interrelating a variety of facts to a single case. It
also provides an opportunity for the intensive analysis of many specific details that are
often overlooked with other methods. (Theodorson and Theodorson, 1969)



These definitions highlight four main characteristics of case studies.

The case is a 'bounded system' - ithas boundaries. Yin points aut that the boundaries
between the case and the context are nat necessarily clearly evident. Nonetheless, the
researcher needs to identify and describe the boundaries of the case as clearly as possible.
The case s a case of something. This may seem obvious, butit needs stressing, to give focus
to the research,and to make thebgic and strategy of the research clear. Identifyingwhat the
caselsacaseofisalsaimportantindeterminingthe unitofanalysis,animportantideainthe
analysis of data.

There is an explicit attempt to preserve the wholeness, unity and integrity of the case. The
word 'holistic’ is often used in this connection. At the same time, since nat everything can be
studied, even about one case, specific focus and within-case sampling are required. Research
questions helptodefinethisfocus.

Multide sources of data and multiple data col ection methods are very likely to be used,
typically ina naturalistic setting.Many case studies willuse sociological and anthropological
field methods, such as observations in natural settings, interviews and narrative reports.But
they may alsa use questionnaires and numerical data. This means that the case study is nat
necessarily a totaly qualitative technique, though mast case studies are predominantly
qualitative.

A common criticism of the case study concerns its generalisahility: 'This study is
hased on only one case, so how can we generalise?' Because this reaction is so com-
mon, we need to take this question seriously.

The first point is to ask whether we would want to generalise from a particular
case study. There are two types of case study situations where generalisation would
not be the ohjective. First, the case may he so important, interesting or misunder-
stood that it deserves study in its own right. Or it may he unique in some very
important respects, and therefore worthy of study. These are examples of Stake's
intrinsic case study. It is not the intention of such a study to generalise, hut rather
to understand this case in its complexity and its entirety, as well as in its context.
Second, a strong argument can often be macle about studying the 'negative case'.
This is where a particular case seems to be markedly different from the general pat-
tern of other cases, perhaps even completely opposite to them, creating the need to
understand why this case is so different. The logic is that we can learn ahout the
typical hy studying the atypical, as when we study disease in order to learn
ahout health. This is Stake's second type of case study, the instrumental case study.
Therefore, whether a case study should even seek to generalise, and claim to be
representative, depends on the context and purposes of the particular project.
Generalisation should not necessarily he the objective of all research projects,
whether case studies or not (Denzin, 1983).




Aside from these two situations, however, there are many case studies where we
do have in mind more than just the case being studied, and where we do want to
find something more broadly applicable. How can a case study produce something
that rnight be generalisable? There are two main ways that a case study can produce
potentially generalisable results. Both depend on the purposes of the case study, and
especially on the way its data are analysed. Thefirst is by conceptualising, the second
is by developing propositions. 1n both instances, the findings from a case study can be
put forward as being potentially applicable to other cases.

To conceptualise means that, on the basis of the disciplined and in-depth study of
this case, and using methods for the analysis of data that focus on conceptualising
rather than on describing (for example,those described in Chapter 9 under grounded
theory analysis), the researcher develops one or more new concepts to explain some
aspect of what has been studied. Indeed, to develop such new concepts may require
the sort of in-depth study that is only possible in a case study.To develop propositions
means that, based on the case being studied, the researcher puts forward one or more
propositions -they could be called hypotheses - about concepts or elements or fac-
tors within the case. These can then be assessed for their applicability and transfer-
ability to other situations. This turns the traditional model of research around. In
traditional quantitative research, we often begin with propositions or hypotheses —
they are inputs into the research. In this view of case study research, we end with
them - they become outputs of the research.

In neither of these instances will the one case study have proved the generalis-
ability of its findings. But it can certainly suggest such generalisability, putting for-
ward concepts or propositions for testing in further research. Clearly, every case that
can be studied is in some respects unique. But every case is also, in some respects,
similar to other cases. The question is whether we want to focus on what is unique
about a particular case, or on what is common with other cases. At different times
we need to do each of these, and we need to be aware of when we are doing each.
This is a matter to be addressed in the purposes and research questions that are
developed to guide a case study. When generalisability is a goal, and we are focusing
on the potential common elements in a case, it is necessary for the analysis of the
case study data to be conducted at a sufficient level of abstraction. The more
abstract a concept, the more generalisable it is. Developing abstract concepts and
propositions raises the analysis above simple description, and in this way a case
study can contribute potentially generalisable findings.

The generalisation process is not mechanical, though this is more freely recog-
nised in qualitative research than in quantitative research. There have been some
attempts to see the complexity of generalisation in the quantitative context (for
example, Bracht and Glass, 1968), but it is still widely regarded there as generali-
sation from a sample to a population. In fact, however, as Firestone (1993) points
out, there are three levels of generalisation - generalisation from sample to popu-
lation, analytic or theory-connected generalisation, and case-to-case transfer.
Similarly, Stake (1988: 260) distinguishes between scientific generalisation,
arrived at by experimentation and induction, and naturalistic generalisation,




where general understandings are furthered by case studies and experience in
individual events.?

While on this lack-of-generalisability criticism of case study research, which isoften
a 'knee jerk' reaction to the case study, we should note the central role given to the
case method of teaching in professional schools of business, medicine and law, as well
as nursing, public administration, social work and psychoanalysis (Reinharz, 1992).In
these training situations, historical cases are studied in great detail and are used to train
managers, doctors, lawyers, and so on, to deal with situations they will encounter in the
future. This clearly underlines the potential generalisability of knowledge built from
case studies. If every case were totally unique, there would be no transferability of
knowledge from one case to another, and little point in the case method of training.

Case studies have had an ambiguous place in social science research (Reinharz,
1992), and historically there has often been a disapproving attitude towards the case
study.This attitude is usually based on the generalisability criticism and is expressed
in the condescending remark 'that's only a case study'. This book takes a different
view. Properly conducted case studies, especially in situations where our knowledge
is shallow, fragmentary, incomplete or non-existent, have a valuable contribution to
make in social science research, in three main ways:

The firstis what we cankarn frorn the study of a particular case, in its own right. As noted,
the case being studied might be unusual, unique or natyet understood, so that buidingan
in-depth understanding ofthe caseis valuable. Thismight coverallof the three ty pes of case
study described by Stake.

Second, only the in-depth case study can provide understanding of the important aspects of
anew or persistently problematic research area. This is particularly true when complex social
behaviourisinvolved,as is the case in much social science research. Discoveringthe important
features, developing an understanding of them and conceptualising them for further study, is
often bestachieved through the case study strategy. Followingthis line of argument, itmay
be that tao much research has tried to go straight to measurement and quantitative mapping,
without a fuller understanding of the phenomena and processes involved that are best
achieved by case studies.

Third, the case study can make animportant contribution incombination with other research
approaches.

For example, a case study ahead of a survey can give direction to this survey not
otherwise possible without the understanding built from the case study. Similarly,
a survey could be followed by, or clone in conjunction with, one or more case
studies. Because of the limitations of the survey, the case study can 'flesh out' the
picture in a way that is both crucial to our understanding, and not possible using
more superficial techniques. In addition, the case study may be particularly appro-
priate in a student project or dissertation, where there are limited resources,
including time.

These potential contributions of the case study counter the disapproving atti-
tude described above. At the same time, this criticai attitude can have validity,




es ecially when a case study is standing alone, not integrated with other approaches
tots subject matter and simply descriptive, or when more is claimed from its find-
ings than the data can bear. Therefore, because of these criticisms, and because of
the diversity within case study research, it seems especially important to he clear on
the rationale behind the case study and on its purpose(s). That means clarifying the
strategy of the case study and developing research questions to guide the study,
either ahead of it or as focal points in the case become clear.

We can now summarise what has been said into a set of guidelines for preparing a
case study. A case study research proposal would need to:

beclearonwhatthe caseisandonwhatitis a case of,inaway thatanticipates and connects
to the strategy behind the research;

be clear on the need for the study of this case and on the general purpose(s) of this case
study;

translate this general purpose into specific purposes and research questions (these may
emerge duringthe early empirical work);

dentify the overall strategy of the case study, especially whether itis one case or multiple
cases,and why;

show how the strategykads to the case(s) sekcted for study;

show what data willbe collected,from whom and how;

show how the data willbe analysed.

The last point will come up again, in Chapter 9 especially when we look at levels
of abstraction in the analysis of qualitative data. Similarly, the first point, on identi-
fying and bounding the case, has implications for the unit of analysis in the study
and for the analysis of the study's data.

This section has three parts. First, it summarises the introduction to ethno-

graphy given by Hammersley and Atkinson in their well-known textbook
on the subject. Second, it identifies some important features of the ethnographic
approach to research. Third, it makes some general comments about the place of
ethnography in social science research. Examples of ethnographic studies are shown
in Example 7.2. The term ethnography itself comes from cultural anthropology.
'Ethno' means people or folk, while 'graphy' refers to describing something. Thus
ethnography means describing a culture and understanding a way of life from the
point of view of its participants - ethnography is the art and science of describing a
group or culture (Fetterman, 20 10; Neuman, 1994). Fielding (2008) discusses the
origins of ethnography and surveys the history of its use in British colonial and
American research.




Hammersley and Atkinson (2007) take a 'fairly liberal' view of ethnography,
whereby the ethnographer participates, overtly or covertly, in people's daily lives
for an extended period of time, watching what happens, listening to what is said
asking questions and collecting any other relevant data. They point out ethno
graphy's connection to naturalism, a way of doing social research developed by
ethnographers in the face of the difficulties they saw with positivism. In natural-
istic research, unlike other approaches, the social world is studied as far as pos-
sible in its natural state, undisturbed by the researcher. Research uses methods
that are sensitive to the nature of the setting, and the primary aim is to describe
what happens in the setting, and how the people involved see their own actions,
others' actions and the context.

Drawing especially on symbolic interactionism (see Box 7.1), but also on phe-
nomenology and hermeneutics, naturalism sees social phenomena as quite differ-
ent in character from physical phenomena. The basic ideas here are that human
behaviour is based upon meanings that people attribute to and bring to situations,
and that behaviour is not 'caused' in any mechanical way, but is continually con-
structed and reconstructed on the basis of people's interpretations of the situations
they are in.

Symbolic Interactionism

There is a natural affinity between ethnography and symbolic interactionism. But
symbolic interactionism is alsa of great general importance in qualitative research,
beyond ethnography. Symbolic interactionism is a general theory about human
behaviour which stresses that people define, interpret and give meaning to situa-
tions, and then behave in response to these definitions. interpretations and mean-
ings. Itis the 'actor's definition of the situation’, or the insider's view, which is
important in accounting for human behaviour, not some 'objective' reality of the
situation itself. The insider's view and the meanings of situations and actions to the
participants are paramount,and symbolic interactionist researchers want access to
this view and these meanings. Theoretical treatments of symbolic interactionism are
given by Blumer (1969) and Woods (1992). (Examples of the use of symbolic inter-
actionism in education research can be found in van den Berg, 2002; Evans, 2007;
and O'Donoghue, 2007 .)

Therefore, to understand behaviour, we need an approach that gives access to the
meanings that guide behaviour. It is the capacities we have all developed as social
actors -the capacity to do participant observation (see Chapter 8)-which can give




. this access. As participant observers we can learn the culture or subculture of the
ueople we are studying, and learn to understand the world as they do. Classic
nthropological studies demonstrate how this approach is used to study societies
other than our own, but it can he used for the study of all societies, including our
own. This is because there are many different layers of cultural knowledge within
any society, especially modem industrialised society.

Thus ethnography:

expits the capacity that any social actor possesses forearning new cultures, and the
objectivity to which this process gives rise.Even where he or she is researching a familiar
group or setting, the participant observer is required to treat this as anthropdgicay
strange, in an effort to make explicit the presuppositions he or she takes for granted as
a culture member. In this way, it is hoped, the culture is turned into an object avai able
for study. Naturalism proposes that through marginality, in social position and perspec-
tive, it is possible to construct an account of the culture under investigation that both
understands it from within and captures t as externai to, and independent of, the
researcher: in other words, as a natural phenomenon. Thus, the description of cultures
becomes the primary goal. (Hammersley and Atkinson,2007: 9)

The concept of culture is central in ethnography. Culture can be thought of as a
shared set of meanings or a cognitive map of meanings (Spradley, 1980). The cul-
tural knowledge that any group of people have is their knowledge of this map.
Ethnography has developed within anthropology as the central strategy to study
culture, and many anthropologists consider cultural interpretation to be ethnogra-
phy's main contribution. A full discussion of the concept of culture is beyond our
scope here, but useful references are Keesing (1976), Haviland et al. (2013) and
Howard (1997). Derived from culture, the concept of subculture has great applica-
bility in social science research. Any stable group of people develops over time a
shared set of meanings, and in this way a subculture develops. Drawing on this,
research can study ethnographically the subculture of any stable group, whether
children or adults.

We can summarise this introduction to ethnography using the words of a prom-
inent educational ethnographer:

Ethnography means, literally,a picture of the way of fe of some identifiable group of
peofe. Conceivably, those people could be any culture-bearing group, in any time and
place. In times past, the group was usually a small, intact, essentially self-sufficient
social unit, and it was always a group notably 'strange' to the observer. The anthro-
pologist's purpose as ethnographer was tokarn about, record, and ultimately portray
the culture of this other group. Anthropol ogists always study human behaviour interms
of cultural context. Particuar individuals,customs, institutions, or events are of anthro-
pological interest as they relate to a generalised description of the life-way of a socially
interacting group. Yet culture itself is always an abstraction, regardless of whetherone
is referring to culture in general or to the culture of a specific social group. (Wolcott,
1988: 188)




The overarching characteristic of the ethnographic approach is its commitment to
cultural interpretation. The point of ethnography is to study and understand the
cultural and symbolic aspects of behaviour and the context of this behaviour, what-
ever the specific focus of the research. This specific focus is typically either some
group of people, or a case (or a small number of cases), focusing on culturally sig-
nificant behaviour. In addition to this central characteristic, we can identify six
important and interrelated features of the ethnographic approach.

When studying a group of people, ethnography starts from the assumption that the shared
cultural meanings of the group are crucial to understanding its behaviour. This is part of
its commitment to cultural interpretation. As Goffman (1961: ix-x) says: 'any group of
persons - prisoners, primitives, pilots or patients - develop a life of their own that
becomes meaningful,reasonable and normalonce yougetclasetoit. ... ' The ethnogra-
pher'stask isto uncover that meaning.

The ethnographer is sensitive to the meanings that behaviour, actions, events and contexts
have, inthe eyes of the people invoved. What is needed is the insider's perspective onthose
events, actions and contexts. As Spindler and Spindler (1992: 73) point aut: 'Socioculural
knowledge held by social participants makes social behaviour and communication sensible.
Therefore a major part of the ethnographic task is to elicit that knowledge from informant
participants.' The ethnographic study will be designed, and ts data collection techniques
organised, inline with this.

The group or case will be studied ints natural setting. A true ethnography therefore involves
the researcher becoming part of that natural setting (Fielding,2008). This explains why par-
ticipant observation, discussed in Chapter 8,is the favoured method inethnographic research.
To understand any group, or any culturally significant act, event or process, itisnecessary to
study behaviour in ts natural setting, with special reference to the symbolic world associated
with this behaviour.

An ethnography islikely to be an unfolding and evolving sort of study, rather than a prestruc-
tured one. As part of developing a focus for the study, it will nat normally be clear what to
study in depth untilsome fieldwork has been dane. White specific research questions and
perhaps hypotheses will be used in the research, they are more Ikely to develop as the study
proceeds, rather than to be formulated ahead of the research. This point a applies to data
colection procedures. Data collection in ethnography may use several techniques, but any
structuring of the data, or of data collection instruments, wi Ibe generated in situ, as the
study unfolds.

Fromthe pointof view of data collection techniques, ethnography is eclectic, natrestricted.
Any techniques might be used, but fieldwork is always central. An ethnographic fieldwork
continuum would range from direct non-participant observation to participant observation,
then to ethnographic interviewing with one or more informants, and then to the words of
the people themselves (often called, in ethnographic writing, the 'voices of the natives').
Data collection may well range across this whole continuum inan ethnography, and it may
be further supplemented by anything that gives a fuller picture of the live data, such as
film or audio records,documents, diaries, and so on.It may alsa use structured and quan-
titative questionnaires, with scaled variables, though these would be developed as the
study proceeds.




Ethnographic data collection wi Itypically be prolonged and repetitive. There isboth a general

- andaspecific reasonforthis. The generalreasonisthat the reality being studied, the mean-
ings, symbolic significance and cultural interpretation, exists on severakvels. It takes time
toraresearchertogainaccessto the deeperand mostimportantevels ofthis reality (Woods,
1992). The specific reason isthat the ethnographic record needs to be comprehensive and
detaied, and typicaly focuses on things that happen again and again. The ethnographer
therefore needs to observe this a sufficient number of times. Closure is achieved by recognis-
ingthe point at which nothing new about is cultural significance is beingearned.

6

7

While ethnography is a distinctive strategy, there is no one design for an ethnographic
study. Its design may overlap, in whole or in part, with other designs. Thus, for exam-
ple, it may use elements of the case study or grounded theory approaches, which are
consistent with its orientation. It can also be used in combination with field experi-
rnentation and with surveys. Whatever the specific design, ethnography typically
uses relatively unstructured empirica! materials, a small number of cases and a style
of analysis and writing that stresses description and interpretation (Atkinson and
Harnmersley, 1994). Ethnography is also both process and product. 'Process' means
that it is a particular approach to research and has a particular distinctive way of going
about it. 'Product' means that a certain type of research report (sometimes called the
ethnographic record or a full ethnographic description) will be produced. The term
'an ethnography' illustrates the idea of ethnography as a product.

A full-scale ethnography means carrying out a detailed and demanding study,
with fieldwork and data collection running over a long period of time. Where these
demands exceed the time and resources of one project, there is nonetheless great
value in bringing the ethnographic approach to the topic. Thus elements of the
ethnographic approach, or 'borrowing ethnographic techniques' (Wolcott, 1988),
are used in some social science research projects, rather than producing full-scale
ethnographies. Borrowing from ethnographies is also helpful in qualitative social
science research through the study of subcultures, as noted.

When would the ethnographic approach be most appropriate? In general,
when we need to understand the cultural context of behaviour, and the symbolic
meaning and significance of the behaviour within this context. The ethnographic
approach, being a method of discovery, is particularly useful when we are dealing
with something new, different or unknown. It is an excellent way of gaining
insight into a culture, sub-culture or social process, particularly those in complex
behavioural settings, and particularly those involving other cultures and subcul-
tures, including those of the organisations and institutions of the modern world.
The ethnographic approach can sensitise us to the cultural context and symbolic
significance of behaviour we need to understand, in a way that other research
approaches cannot. As Fielding (2008: 265) points out, it is often pathbreaking,
and, 'as a means of gaining a first insight into a culture or social process, as a source
of hypotheses for detailed investigation using other methods, it is unparalleled'.




With the culture and subculture of different groups, and of different institutions
and organisations, there is both ample scape and an important contribution for
the ethnographic approach in social science research. Some prominent ethno-
graphic studies are shown in Example 7.2.

Ethnographies

Translated Woman: Crossing the Border with Esperanza's Story (Behar, 0©93) is the
Life story of a Mexican Indian woman who was reputed to have bewitched her former
husband for abusing her andeaving her for another woman.Rumours of her witch-
craft powers were reinforced when her husband suddenly went blind.

When Prophecy Fails: A Social and Psychological Study of a Modern Group that
Predicted the Destruction of the World, a participant observation study by Festinger
et al. (1964),was carried outopportunistically with two smallgroups who claimed
to have received messages from a planet,'Clarion’, predicting a catastrophic flood in
three months. The researchers and some hired observers joined the group and con-
ducted intensive investigations before the predicted disaster and afterwards during
the period of disconfirmation.

The National Front (Fielding, B©81) is an ethnography of an extreme right racist
organisation. The researcher joined the group as amember and conducted participant
observation at meetings and interviews with party officials and opponents of the
party,as well as content analysis of party documents.

McLaren's (1986) ethnographic study, Schooling as a Ritual Performance: Towards
a Politica! Economy of Educational Symbols and Gestures, is of an inner-city Catholic
school in Toronto, Canada, where the school population isbrge y made up of
Portuguese and lalian students. McLaren analyses body postures and gestures of
students and generates a theoretical framework for conceptualising embodied
meaning and power.

The Man in the Principal 's Office: An Ethnography is Wolcott's (1973) inquiry into
the behaviour of one elementary school principal. The researcher spent two years
fol owing a typical school principal in all of his professional and many of his private
activities.

As a research strategy, grounded theory is specific and different. At the
same time it cuts across the other strategies and designs discussed in this chapter,
and is 'currently the most widely used and popular qualitative research method

across a wide range of disciplines and subject areas' (Bryant and
Charmaz, 2007a: 1). This book has two sections on grounded theory, one in this
chapter and one in Chapter 9. This is because grounded theory is both a strategy
for research and a way of analysing data. Chapter 9 (Section 9.5) deals with




rounded theory analysis. In this chapter we deal with grounded theory as a
trategy under six headings:

Whatisgrounded theory?

A short history of grounded theory

Theorv generation research versus theory verification research
Theoretical sampling:data-collection/data-analysis relationships
Theuseof'the literature in grounded theory

Theplace of grounded theory research

Examples of grounded theory studies are shown below in Example 7.3, and more
are noted in Chapter 9.

Examptes of grounded theory studies

Using a database of 33 interviews with academic department chairpersons, Creswell
and Brown (1992) in 'How chairpersons enhance faculty research:a grounded theory
study' developed a grounded theory relating categories of chair influence to faculty
scholarly performance.

Fresh Starts: Men and Women after Divorce (Cauhape, 1983) describes the pro-
cesses by which men and women rebuild their social worlds after mid-life divorce.
Participantswereupwardly mobile professional menand women, who were originally
from non-professional backgrounds.

Awareness of Dying (Glaser and Strauss, 1965) was the fist publication reporting
the original grounded theory studies. Those studies (and this book) focus on the pro-
cess of dying: what happens when people die in hospitals, how hospitals manage the
situation, and the interaction between staff and patients. The research was carried
out at six hospitals in San Francisco.

Time for Dying (Glaser and Strauss, 1968) was the second report of the grounded
theory study. This book 1s based on intensive fieldwork combining observation and
interviewing in the six hospitals. The focus again 1s on the organization of terminal
care in hospitals, and the aim in the book is to describe the temporal features of
dying, seeing dying itself as a social process.

From Practice to Grounded Theory (Chenitz and Swanson, 1986: Chapters 14 to 19)
describes six grounded theory studies dealing with topics such as 'Getting around
with emphysema'and 'Entry into anursing home as status passage'.

The focus in Davis's (1973) study Living with Multiple Sclerosis: A Social
Psychological Analysis was on patients with multiple sclerosis who, in certain cir-
cumstances, took the initiative in furthering the continuity of their care.

The first point to make is that grounded theory is not a theory at all. It is a
research strategy, or, from some points of view, a research approach or method.




Grounded theory is a research strategy whose purpose is to generate theory from
data. 'Grounded ' means that the theory will be generated on the basis of data; the
theory will therefore be grounded in data. 'Theory' means that the objective of
collecting and analysing the research data is to generate theory to explain the data.
The essential idea in grounded theory is that explanatory theory will be developed
inductively from data. Grounded theory, then, is an overall strategy for doing
research. To implement this strategy, grounded theory has a particular set of tech-
niques and procedures. As well as the grounded theory strategy, we can therefore
talk also about grounded theory analysis — that style of analysis which uses proce-
dures to develop a theory grounded in the data, as described in Chapter 9.

A brief look at the history of grounded theory helps in understanding it, and in
seeing its present place in social science research. Its early history can be traced
primarily through five key publications. In the 1960s, Glaser and Strauss began
collaborative work in medical sociology, and published two landmark studies of
dying in hospitals (Glaser and Strauss, 1965, 1968).These books had an important
impact, and represented a different style of empirically based sociology. In response
to numerous 'how did you do it?' requests from readers after Awareness of Dying
was published, the authors wrote a book that detailed the methods they had devel-
oped and used in the dying studies. This book, published in 1967 under the title of
The Discovery of Grounded Theory, was the first description of the method and the
first key publication about grounded theory. According to Strauss and Corbin
(2008: 326), The Discovery of Grounded Theory had three purposes - to offer a
rationale for theory that was grounded, to suggest the logic for and specifics of
grounded theories, and to legitimate careful qualitative research. In the years after
its publication, first Glaser and then Strauss taught a grounded theory-style semi-
nar in qualitative analysis at the University of California in San Francisco.

While a good deal of research using grounded theory to investigate a variety of
phenomena was published by numerous graduates of this programm e, the next
methodological work, and the second key publication, came 11 years later with
Glaser's Theoretical Sensitivity, published in 1978. Its purposes were to update
methodological developments in grounded theory and to help analysts develop
theoretical sensitivity. Once again, while studies reporting grounded theory research
continued to he published, it was another nine years before the next methodological
statement. This was Strauss's Qualitative Analysis for Social Scientists, published in
1987, and the third key grounded theory publication. In this book the focus is
broadened to qualitative analysis in general, but grounded theory still plays the
central role. It is described as 'a handbook of sorts for the better understanding of
social phenomena through a particular style of qualitative analysis of data (grounded
theory) . That mode of doing analysis . . . is designed especially for generating and
testing theory' (p.x emphasis in original).




The fourth key publication came in 1990, with Strauss and Corbin's Basics of
Qualitative Research, subtitled 'Grounded Theory Procedures and Techniques'. Itis
addressed to researchers in various disciplines who aim to build theory through the
analysis of qualitative data. It presents the analytic mode of grounded theory, and
stresses that skill in this method of analysis is learnable by anyone who takes the
trouble to study its procedures.This provoked, in response, the fifth key publication —
Glaser's critique of the Strauss and Corbin book - titled Basics of Grounded Theory
Analysis subtitled 'Emergence vs Forcing' (Glaser, 1992). In this book Glaser sets
out to correct what he takes to he the misconceptions about grounded theory evi-
dent in the Strauss and Corbin book.

These five publications give the early history of the development of grounded
theory. They are not the only methodological statements on grounded theory from
that period, but they are the main ones. Since the early 1990s, however, there has
been considerable further development and diversification of grounded theory
approaches and methods. Main recent features include constructivist grounded the-
ory (Charmaz, 2006) and the 2007 publication The Sage Handbook of Grounded
Theory (Bryant and Charmaz, 2007b). As Bryant and Charmaz point out in Chapter
1 of the Handbook, grounded theory methods now seem to have taken on a life of
their own. A basic three-way classification within the present-day diversifica tion of
grounded theory would include: (a) 'traditional' or 'classical' grounded theory, as
practised by Glaser and his followers, (b) followers of the Strauss and Corbin
approach, and (c) followers of Charmaz's constructivist grounded theory. On the
other hand, on a more detailed levei, Denzin identifies seven versions. Thus grounded
theory is best viewed today not as one method, but as a farnily of methods (Bryant
and Charmaz, 2007a: 10).

Grounded theory has as its explicit purpose the generation of theory from data. This
raises the contrast between research that aims to generate theory and research that
aims to verify theory. As pointed out in Chapter 2, this contrast represents a differ-
ence 1n research styles. Traditionally, much research, especially quantitative research,
has fo!lowed the theory verification model, as indicated in the importance it has
traditionally given to the role of the hypothesis. Many research methods texts
insisted that hypotheses were central to research and that, since the hypothesis was
deduced from some more general theory, the point of the research was the testing
of theory.

As noted in Chapter 4, this book takes a different view of the hypothesis, recom-
mending that it be included only when appropriate. In the grounded theory
approach, which aims to generate theory, no 'up-front' theory is proposed, and no
hypotheses are formulated for testing ahead of the research. The research does not
start with a theory from which it deduces hypotheses for testing. Itstarts with some
research questions and an open mind, then it moves to data, aiming to end up with




a theory.This emphasis was developed deliherately hy Glaser and Strauss as a reac-
tion to the exclusive insistence on theory verification research, especially in the
American sociology of the 1950s.

It is useful to make this theory generation-vs-verification contrast sharply, in
order to highlight the difference in research styles. But in fact, in practice, the dis-
tinction is not so sharp. For while we may start without a theory, and have the
ohjective of creating one, it is not long into the theorising process hefore we are also
wanting to test theoretical ideas that are emerging. So, in fact, theory generation
depends on progressive verification, as well. Another way of saying this is that
grounded theory is essentially an inductive technique, hut it uses deduction as well.
It stresses induction as the main tool for theory development, hut, in developing the
theory, deduction will also often he necessary.

Grounded theory has aspecific approach to this topic, which is different from many
other approaches. (It is not unique, however — see Hughes (1958) and Becker
(1971).)

In the traditional view of research, data collection is a discrete stage in the
research, usually to be completed before data analysis hegins. In grounded theory,
the pattern is different. Guided by some initial research questions, the researcher
will collect a first set of data, often quite small. At this point, analysis of the data
hegins, using the procedures to he described in Chapter 9.The second set of data will
be collected after the first analysis of data, guided by emerging directions in this
analysis.This is the principie of theoretical sampling -the idea that subsequent data
collection should be guided by theoretical developments that emerge in the analysis
of previously collected data. This cycle of alternation between data collection and
analysis will not stop at two repetitions. It continues until theoretical saturation is
achieved -that is, until new data are not showing new theoretical elements, but are
rather confirming what has already been found. This pattern is shown in Figure 7.2.

Itis becoming more common to find this sort of data-collection/data-analysis
relationship in qualitative research today. It is different from traditional research,
but it resemhles what we normally do in everyday life, when we encounter a puz-
zling situation. Like much else in grounded theory, it models the way humans have
always learned. In this respect, grounded theory is faithful to its philosophical roots

in pragmatism (Glaser and Strauss, 1967).
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Grounded theory also has a different perspective on this matter from other
research approaches. The difference lies in how the literature is dealt with, and
when it is introduced, and follows from the stress that grounded theory places on
theory generation.

If a satisfactory theory already exists on a particular topic, there is no point in
rnounting a study to generate a new theory about the topic. The rationale for doing
a grounded theory study is that we have no satisfactory theory on the topic, and that
we do not understand enough about it to begin theorising. Inthis case, we will want
to approach the data as open-mindedly as possible, guided by research questions.
While a general comment on the literature may be necessary to orient a study, and
to show the lack of satisfactory theory, the problem with a detailed substantive
review of the literature in advance of a study is that it can strongly influence us
when we begin working with the data.

As is detailed in Chapter 9 we want to begin the analysis by finding catego-
ries and concepts within the data, not by bringing them to the data, from the
literature or from anywhere else. In such a case, it makes sense to delay the lit-
erature-reviewing stage of the work, at least until conceptual directions within
the data have become clear. We will introduce the literature later than would
normally be clone, seeing the relevant literature as further data for the study.
This is the key concept in using the literature in grounded theory - the literature
is seen as further data to he fed into the analysis, hut at a stage in the data
analysis when theoretical directions have hecome clear. This use of the literature
is consistent with the overall logic of grounded theory research. The whole
approach is organised around the principle that theory that is developed will he
grounded in data.

It is not surprising that grounded theory has become a widely used approach in
qualitative research . I think there are five main reasons for this:

While much is said inthe research methodology literature about the need to generate theory
inresearch, very little issaid about how to do this.Grounded theory explicitly addresses this
question.
ltrepresents acoordinated, systematicbutflexible overallresearch strategy, incontrasttothe
ad hoc and uncoordinated approaches that have sometimes characterised qualitative research.

Itbrings adisciplined and organised approach tothe analysis of qualitative data. Inthe qualita-
tive research context, with its history of abck of wel -formulated methods for the analysis of
data, this point has great appeal.

There are impressive demonstrations of what the grounded theory approach can produce
ina research area. These began with the dying studies of Glaser and Strauss, and have
continued, initially in the area of medical sociology, and now much more broadf (Bryant
and Charmaz, 2007b).




A fifth reason has to do with the identification of research problems from professional prac-
tice, and from organisational and institutional contexts. In these situations, a traditonalL
hypothesis-testing approach is nat appropriate. Many of these problems confronting social
science researchers, especially inapplied areas, are substantively new, because they come
from new developments in professionalpractice and/or from newly developing organisa-
tionalcontexts. Empirical research, much of it qualitative, is needed in these areas, anct the
theory verification approach would be inappropriate. The theory generation approach of
grounded theory has much to recommend it in these substantivdy new areas, where there
isa Lack of grounded concepts for describing and explainingwhat goes on. Grounded theory
appeals because it concentrates on discovering concepts, hypotheses and theories.

Early in The Handbook of Action Research, editors Reason and Bradbury

(2007: 1) tell us that there is no short answer to the question 'What is
action research?' Rather, the term is used for a family of related strategies that share
certain important common ideas, while differing in details of their approach to the
research . The differences have led to a variety of names by which such researchers
describe their approach -technical action research, practical action research, eman-
cipatory action research, participatory action research and collaborative action
research are examples, along with feminist action research - but the generic term
action research probably encompasses most of the approaches (Kemmis and McTag-
gart, 2000: 567). This section concentrates on the main common ideas behind the
different strands of action research.?

The central idea is conveyed by the term 'action research' itself. Action and
research are brought together: action researchers 'engage in careful, diligent
inquiry, not for purposes of discovering new facts or revising accepted laws or
theories, but to acquire information having practical application to the solution
of specific problems related to their work' (Stringer, 2004: 3). Action research
brings together the acting (or the doing) and the researching (or the inquiring).
In contrast to the ideas of inquiry for its own sake and building knowledge for
its own sake, action research aims to design inquiry and build knowledge for use
in the service of action to solve practical problems. Therefore, in action research,
the inquiry deliberately starts from a specific practical or applied problem or
question. Its whole purpose is to lead to action to solve this practical problem
or answer this practica! question. As Reason and Bradbury (2008: 1) say, action
research 'seeks to bring together action and reflection, theory and practice, in
participation with others, in the pursuit of practicalsolutions to issues of press-
ing concern to people'. And again (2008: 2): 'A primary purpose of action
research is to produce practical knowledge that is useful to people in the every-
day conduct of their lives.' In a similar vein, Stringer's five-part action research
sequence shows 'basic research' in four parts (research design, data gathering,
data analysis, communication), with action research adding a fifth part — action
itself —to these.




Stringer's five-part action research sequence shows clearly that research itself
. central in the sequence. That is, systematic, disciplined inquiry —research —is
roughttobear onapractica! problem thatrequires asolution —action. All ofthis
is done in a carefully organised framework. This systematic, disciplined inquiry -
this research - is, of course, empirical. Therefore it draws on the approaches to
research covered in this book. Thus action research may involve quantitative data
rnethods and designs, qualitative data methods and designs, or mixed methods
data and designs. While action research is usually thought of as a qualitative
approach, and is included here under qualitative research designs, it does not rely
only on qualitative data. On the contrary, it uses quantitative data whenever they

are appropriate and available. It is like case study research in this respect.

An important characteristic of action research, which sets it apart from other
designs, is that it is usually cyclical in nature, reflecting the fact that people usually
work towards solutions to their problems in cyclical, iterative ways. The words
'cycle', 'spiral' and (less often) 'helix' are used by writers on action research to
describe this. They convey the idea that the one piece of research leading to the one
set of actions is not the end of the process, but rather the start of a cycle or spiral.
The research produces outcomes that lead to the taking of action, but this in turn
generates further questions for research, which in turn generates further action, and
so on. Kemmis and McTaggart (2000: 595-6) diagram the action research spiral, and
write that, while difficult to describe the process as a series of steps, participatory
action research is generally thought to involve a spiral of self-reflective cycles of:

planning a change;

actingand observingthe consequences of the change;
reflectingan these processes and consequences, and then;
replanning;

acting and observing;

reflecting,and soan.

Stringer begins with the action research cycle, then broadens this to the action
research helix and then spiral. Whichever version we consider, the main idea here is
that action research is repetitive, continuing and cyclical.

For many people, the spiral of cycles of self-reflection, involving planning, acting
and observing, reflecting, replanning and so on, has become the dominant feature of
action research as an approach. For Kemmis and McTaggart, however, there are
seven additional important features of participatory action research - it is a social
process, participatory, practical and collaborative, emancipatory, criticai, recursive,
and it aims to transform both theory and practice.

Just as action research does not separate inquiring from doing, neither does it
separate the researcher from the researched. An older version of action research,
especially in education research in the 1970s, located the two roles in the one
person - the teacher became the action researcher. This led to credibility problems
for action research, since most teachers did not have the research skills to communi-
cate effectively to an often-sceptical research community. Now the action and the




research are seen as different roles, and are typically clone by different people, but
collaboration and participation between the different people are stressed. Stringer
(2004) distinguishes practitioner research in education from action research in edu-
cation on this very point. When the teacher steps back, reflects, collects information
observes classroom interaction and so on, this is practitioner research. When th
teacher engages others in the process of inquiry, with the intent of solving an educa-
tional work problem together, this is action research. Collaborative participation
becomes central.

Similarly, Kemmis and McTaggart (2000: 595) believe that, while some action
research depends on solitary processes of systematic self-reflection by the action
researcher, the steps in the self-reflection spiral are best undertaken collaboratively
by co-participants in the research process. This is why they prefer the term partici-
patory action research. Their formulation highlights the role of participation and
collaboration in some types of action research. When participation and collabora-
tion are involved, action research develops new research relationships, and often
works towards building a community of learners. Whether this happens or not, the
researcher and the researched become co-researchers, collaborating participants in
the action research.

Action research has diverse origins. Many writers trace it back to the social exper-
iments of Kurt Lewin in the 1940s but Reason and Bradbury (2007: 2--4) identify
other important influences as well. These include the contemporary critique of posi-
tivist science and scientism, Marxism ('the important thing is not to understand the
world but to change it'), the liberating perspectives on gender and race, the practices
of experiential learning and psychotherapy, and seme types of spiritual practices.
Kemmis and McTaggart (2000: 568) also note the connection of participatory
research to liberation theology and Third World movements aimed at social transfor-
mation. In education, action research became popular in the 1970s, but then declined
in popularity and credibility in the 1980s, only to re-surface strongly in the 1990s. An
indication of its present popularity in education research is the vast literature on
action research in education (Stringer, 2004). An indication of its present prominence
in social science research in general comes from the recent and already mentioned
Handbook of Action Research (Reason and Bradbury, 2007).

Research design connects research questions to data. It is based an a strategy, often
involves a conceptual framework ,and shows from whom, and how, data will be collected
and analysed.

Multiple paradigms, perspectives and strategies and designs characterise present-day quali-
tative research. At the same time,there are important common features across this diversiy.
Incase study research,one case (orasmallnumber of cases) isstudied indepth, incontext,
in its natural setting and holistically. There should be a bgic behind case selection, and
research questions and multiple sources of data are normally nvolved.




Ethnography focuses on the way of life of seme group of people,which can only be understood
from the insider's perspective.Culture - as a shared set of meanings - is the centralconcept,
and multiple sources of data, mostly qualitative, are used by the ethnographer to uncover

cultural meanings.
Grounded theory is a research strategy whose objective is to generate explanatory theory
grounded indata.lt has evolvedtoday into a fami y of methods, with distinctive concepts and

approaches .
Action research is a fami y of related approaches which stress the bringing together of action
and research,in a cyclical pattern directed at solving practical problems,often in a participa-

tive situation.

Research design: connects research questions to data;design is based on a strategy,
and shows from whom,and how, data willbe collected and analysed

case study: the detai ed, holistic and in-context study of one case or a small number
of cases

Ethnography:a research strategy which focuses on uncovering the shared meanings
which develop among any stable group of people

Culture:the set of meanings shared by a group of people,without which their behav-
iour and actions cannot be understood

Symbolic interactionism: a general theory which stresses that people behave in terms
of the way they define (ornterpret, or give meaning to) situations

Insider's perspective: the definition, interpretation or meaning given to a situation by
the participants inthat situation

Grounded theory: a research strategy for generating theory grounded in data

Theoretical sampling:bter stages of data collection are guided by theoretical devel-
opments emerging from earlier data

Action research:a research strategy which combines action and research in cyclical
spirals to focus on the solution to a problem

List four questions that can help us understand research design. What is the function of
research design?

What is meant by research strategy, and what is its relationship to research design?

What is a case study, and what are s strengths and weaknesses as a research strategy?
Outline the strategy and design for the study of a case (an individual, a group,an organ-
isation, a decision, etc.) with which you are familiar. Follow the points given in Section
7.3.4.




What does ethnography mean? What is its connection to anthropdogy, and to the concept
of culture?

How can ethnography be applied in social science research?

What is meant in research by the insider's perspective?

Why did Gaserand Strauss use theterm'grounded'todescribe the groundedtheory method
they developed?

Whatdoes imeantosaythatgroundedtheoryisbestseenasafamiyof methods?
What istheoretical sampling?

What key characteristics of action research make i a distinct research strategy?
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We should be careful, however, about labelling all quantitative research positivistic, for
two reasons. One is that the term 'positivism' has many different interpretations (Blaikie,
1993); the other is that some researchers (for example, Marsh, 1982) point out that some
quantitative work is not positivist.

Stake also reports a personal communication from Julian Stanley: "When I want to find
out something important for myself, I often use the case study approach' (1988: 262).This
statement is worth bringing to the attention of critics of case study research, coming as it
does from a respected quantitative researcher, and a major contributor to its literature.
Kemmis and McTaggart (2000: 568-72) identify seven approaches within the general area
of participatory action research. They are: participatory research, critica! action research,
classroom action research, action learning, action science, soft systems approaches and
industrial action research.
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Introduction
Audie Klotz

Debates across the social sciences rely on philosophical markers, notably
the contemporary polarization between the so-called ‘positivists’ and
‘post-modernists.” These labels are contested. Few ‘positivists” rely on
a narrow definition of falsification, and many ‘post-modernists’ reject
extreme relativism. But the division is also grounded in some legitimate
ontological and epistemological differences. For instance, positivists
resist including language as a form of observable behavior, and those
who reject by assumption the salience of culture or language need not
debate how best to study meanings. Post-modernists, in turn, generally
see concerns over rigorous analysis as a hallmark of a putatively flawed
scientific approach to human action. One unfortunate result of this
pervasive divide is a limited appreciation of the insights offered by
scholars working within alternative frameworks. It leaves little common
ground for analyzing the role of rhetoric in foreign policy choice, for
instance.

Despite their abstract nature, the main terrain of these disputes is
the realm of empirical research, including the delineation of legitimate
research questions, allocation of funding for projects, and employment
in the profession. For example, the conflation of ideas with ideology in
the traditional ‘Realist’ characterization of ‘Idealism,” still dominant in
the field of International Relations (IR), privileges materialist explan-
ations. The epistemological question of interpretation gets sidelined,
because ideas are assumed not to matter as much as military capabilities.
As a result, IR privileges a certain form of diplomatic history that
lacks serious consideration of discourse analysis. And that can make it
harder for scholars employing post-modern inspired approaches to get
published in mainstream journals or get jobs at research universities
(particularly in the United States).
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Much has been written about this situation (see Hall 1999 on the
philosophical issues and Steinmetz 2005 on the disciplinary ones). It
has even spawned a ‘perestroika’” movement in Political Science aimed
at opening up that discipline (Monroe 2005). But we still lack true intel-
lectual engagement. Discussion remains an abstract positioning at the
level of ontology or epistemology. Yet researchers need practical answers
at the level of methodology: How should scholars interpret meanings?
In IR, recent literature provides plenty of useful illustrations (such as
the diverse contributions in Katzenstein 1996 and Weldes et al. 1999)
but little about the practical trade-offs between techniques for analyzing
language. What is at stake in selecting from discourse, speech acts, and
semiotics - or even content analysis? When might it be justifiable to
combine tools drawn from different analytical traditions - can discourse
analysis or semiotics inform the construction of a dictionary for context-
sensitive computerized coding, for instance?

We think that refocusing on methodological questions can break
down the insularity of scholarly communities, because the justification
for practical choices in empirical research exposes underlying onto-
logical and epistemological assumptions (Klotz and Lynch 2007). We
concentrate on IR (broadly defined) to provide a degree of empirical
overlap. This helps to reveal how researchers wrestle with similar sorts
of decisions that require the translation of abstract assumptions into
concrete practices. Why do researchers define key concepts differently?
How much ‘data” is enough? What makes one interpretation better
than another? We may still disagree on procedures and standards, but
dialogue over methodology forces us to state the goals of our research,
clearly define our core concepts, and set out our theoretical assump-
tions. Then, if warranted, researchers can expand their tools, or at least
be able to understand a broader range of relevant literatures.

Many advocates of pluralism already seek to bridge the qualitative-
quantitative split through the use of mixed methods. Statistical analysis
can certainly be combined with case studies to capture causality in
terms of conditions and mechanisms. Yet the presumption remains that
positivism and post-modernism are incompatible. For instance, Sprinz
and Wolinsky-Nahmias actively promote pluralism, including formal
models, but (mis-) characterize post-modernism as lacking methodo-
logy (2004: 5). Consequently, we have no guidelines for determining
when post-modern analytical techniques are similar, complementary, or
incompatible with prevailing positivist approaches. For instance, both
rational choice and literary criticism offer theoretical templates for
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historical narrative, but these remain very distinct literatures. Pluralism,
as currently practiced, falls short.

Our starting point is ‘qualitative” methods, because of the absence of
sufficient guidelines for applying these tools. In contrast, courses in a
wide array of statistical techniques are readily available. This gap creates
a misperception that historiography and ethnography, for example, do
not need to be taught to students and that experienced scholars intu-
itively know how to use interviews or textual analysis. Researchers of
all generations continue to share tales of frustration about learning the
trade through trial and error.

An increase in qualitative methods books and courses across the social
sciences recognizes this need for practical lessons (for a sampling, see the
syllabi posted on the website of the Consortium for Qualitative Research
Methods hosted at Arizona State University, that many publishers are
expanding their offerings in this area is readily evident in their current
catalogues). Those written by political scientists remain oriented toward
testing theories and making causal arguments (King et al. 1994; Brady
and Collier 2004; George and Bennett 2005; Goertz 2006; Trachtenberg
2006; Gerring 2007). Most ignore post-modernism or reject it explicitly;
a few offer asides about limited compatibility. Two notable exceptions
lean the other way, in defense of critical theory and interpretation: the
compendium by Ackerly ef al. (2006) of feminist approaches in IR and
the commentaries compiled by Yanow and Schwartz-Shea (2006).

We adopt a broader view, taking seriously the goals of both post-
modernist and positivist researchers. This book starts from the assump-
tion that ‘qualitative’” methods are somehow linked to meaning. But
we leave open the boundaries of what should be labeled qualitative, as
well as the possibilities for combining qualitative with quantitative and
formal approaches. The chapters in this book present a cross-sample
of perspectives, ranging from interpretation inspired by Foucault to
mechanism-seeking process tracing all the way to agent-based modeling.
While the authors work within the field of IR (or international studies,
as some might prefer), they bring the insights of other fields, opening
up an interdisciplinary conversation.

The contributors offer detailed guidance on how to apply specific
tools of analysis and how to circumvent some inherent limitations. All
are accomplished scholars who share, with extraordinary candor, their
successes and failures. Since fostering use of a broader range of analytical
tools requires breaking down the barriers constructed by epistemolo-
gical polarization, we also asked them to consider whether it would be
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appropriate (and if so, when) to combine their primary tools with other
qualitative, quantitative, and/or formal techniques.

Part I segues from ontology and epistemology to methodology via
research design. Any project is grounded in particular literatures, and
the theories contained in those literatures provide a specific vocabulary
to characterize the empirical world. Theories, by their nature, simplify
and privilege certain aspects of that world. Yet few works on meth-
odology help aspiring researchers get from those ontological assump-
tions, manifest in theories and concepts, to methodological choices.
Illustrating with applications of Pierre Bourdieu’s field analysis, Anna
Leander, in Chapter 2, offers four steps for translating key concepts into
empirical work: asking questions, exploring the relationship between
key concepts, figuring out how to apply those concepts, and reflecting
on the ways in which those concepts, in turn, can create social realities.

Extending Leander’s comments on reflexivity, Brooke Ackerly, in
Chapter 3, points out that some concepts, notably gender, embed
scholars in their own social environments, presenting researchers with
a series of potential dilemmas in the design of their studies. Tensions
start with the formulation of key questions and range from very prac-
tical issues of sampling to the ethical implications of publishing. For
those striving to sensitize themselves to inequalities, in both theoret-
ical formulations and research practices, she offers ‘curb cutting’ as a
pedagogical tool that trains people to view the world through different
interpretive lenses.

Leander’s and Ackerly’s shared emphasis on context and interpreta-
tion are, for many, the hallmarks of ‘qualitative’ case-based research. But
in Chapter 4, Audie Klotz uses their insights to challenge the common
treatment of case studies as a ‘method.’ Case selection, she argues, is part
of research design, and a variety of methods can be used to analyze them.
Researchers should, therefore, clarify their questions, their concepts, and
their logic of comparison before tackling the two tasks specific to case
selection: defining a ‘case’ of something and mapping out the universe
of possible cases (including non-cases). She then assesses three strategies:
single cases, paired comparisons, and the elusive category of ‘More-than-
Two but Not-a-Lot.’

Especially for the Classic Qualitative Tools covered in Part II, we
selected authors who would draw on examples from IR because
researchers in our field lack teaching materials that address the partic-
ularities we face. Discourse analysis by a literary theorist, for instance,
may operate at an aesthetic level that does not capture politics or policy
concerns. In contrast, Iver Neumann, in Chapter 5, suggests ways to
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turn censorship into an analytical advantage, among other insights. He
translates the meta-theory of discourse into four methodological steps.
The first is a precondition: a degree of cultural competence. From there,
he guides readers through the delimitation of texts and subsequent
mapping of the representations that comprise discourse. The final step
is to untangle the layering of dominant and subordinate discourses.

Diplomatic history’s narrative approach has long dominated qualit-
ative analysis in IR (even after the “history” versus ‘science’ debates of the
1960s) and is amply represented in the burgeoning methods literature
(Elman and Elman 2001; Trachtenberg 2006). Alternatively, offering a
post-modern perspective in Chapter 6, Kevin Dunn shifts down from
Neumann’s macro-historical level to explore agency in the creation of
representations and contestation over them. After clearly situating his
work ontologically and epistemologically, including its differences from
causal analysis, he offers concrete advice on tracking down archival
materials destroyed by arsonists and coping with the overwhelming
amount of textual, visual, official, popular, and other materials appro-
priate for his genealogical approach to history.

Unlike historiography, ethnography appears infrequently as a tool of
analysis in IR, perhaps because advice from an anthropologist working
in a rural village is of limited use to someone seeking to do participant
observation in a government department. But anthropology as a field
is shifting away from the local in isolation, and as Hugh Gusterson
demonstrates in Chapter 7, participant observation and interviewing can
indeed help to answer questions about international security. Security
clearance may be a distinctive barrier, but access to any field site
presents challenges. Starting, like Neumann and Dunn, from a theoret-
ical perspective informed by Foucault, Gusterson presents ethnography
as a tool for mapping meanings, but he carries this out at the micro-level
of individuals within their communities.

Given the penchant for qualitative analysis in IR to focus on indi-
viduals as key actors in historical narratives, Jeffrey Checkel’s use of
process tracing, in Chapter 8, presents an extension of a traditional
approach, rather than an alternative one. By linking process tracing
to the study of causal mechanisms generally, and by illustrating with
independent and dependent variables beyond the foreign policy arena
narrowly defined, he opens up possibilities for its application at diverse
levels of analysis and across fields of study. Checkel also discusses some
practical considerations of using elite interviews, official documents, and
secondary sources to distinguish various dynamics of decision-making
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and collective identity formation as micro-level mechanisms of
socialization.

Part III continues this focus on individuals and micro-level analysis,
albeit in radically different ways. Each in its own way challenges what
typically would be considered a qualitative method yet still captures
some element of its hallmarks: meaning, interpretation, and context.
Therefore, we call these Boundary Crossing Techniques, because they
force researchers to reconsider what, if any, characteristics should define
qualitative research.

In Chapter 9, Jerrold Post brings psychology and psychiatry to the
task of figuring out what makes leaders “tick.” His technique of Political
Personality Profiling is a variant of the single case study, one which
draws on personal history and comparison via personality type. No
special training is required, he points out, only a sensitivity to psycho-
logically minded types of observations that enable the researcher to
identify the characteristics and patterns that clinicians use for diagnosis.
More generally, his approach offers one answer to questions about how
deeply analysts can delve into the minds of their research subjects.

Margaret Hermann, in Chapter 10, asks many of the same research
questions about political leadership as does Post (and as many analysts
of foreign policy do), but she uses Content Analysis as her tool for
analyzing individuals at a distance. She delineates eight generic steps
that any researcher should think through in order to analyze large quant-
ities of textual (and visual) materials. Along the way, she challenges some
of the myths that many interpretive scholars have about this approach;
current software programs, for example, do allow for context-sensitive
coding.

Gavan Duffy remains skeptical about getting into the minds of these
leaders, even at a distance, and offers an alternative approach in Chapter
11 that concentrates on communications between individuals (such
as foreign policy makers). Influenced by Anglo-American speech act
theory, he applies formal logic to texts in order to create replicable inter-
pretations. Pragmatic Analysis contrasts with the post-modern inspired
approaches of Neumann, Dunn, and Gusterson, as Duffy holds out the
future possibility of using computers to provide systematic analyses of
discourse.

Taking formalization one step further, Matthew Hoffmann makes a
case, in Chapter 12, for adding agent-based models to the interpreter’s
toolkit. He argues that this particular form of computer simulation can
capture key dynamics of mutual constitution. Yet he insists that all
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models are heuristics, and, therefore, remain the basis for interpretation
rather than objective analysis.

Part IV steps back from particular tools to Implications for pluralism in
research and teaching. In Chapter 13, Samuel Barkin returns to the broad
debates alluded to in this introduction. He remains skeptical of the term
‘qualitative” and cautions against any naive embrace of pluralism. More
optimistically, Deepa Prakash in Chapter 14 highlights teaching tools
that work especially well. She draws on her own experiences and those
of her peers as they experimented with the guidelines offered in the
manuscript versions of this book, as well as her perusal of assignments
described in other syllabi. Together, these two chapters give scholars
plenty of ideas for teaching and learning without falling into the trap
of reifying the category of qualitative methods.

This book provides both an introduction to unfamiliar techniques
and a guide for better application of familiar tools. Those designing
a course might want to assign the chapters in order, while someone
looking primarily to use a particular approach can safely skip to that
section. Others may wish to concentrate on particular themes, clus-
tering the chapters that focus on textual analysis, for instance, or
perhaps those concerned with individuals as agents. Cross-references
within each chapter provide suggestions for identifying such threads.
Readers trying to figure out how to combine various techniques would
benefit from reading the Research Design and Implications sections
before delving into the toolbox. While controversies in contemporary
IR and Political Science instigated the creation of this book, we hope
that these chapters - in whatever order they are read - will prove useful
to researchers seeking to practice pluralism across the social sciences.
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Thinking Tools

Anna Leander

In 1984, I moved to Paris to begin my undergraduate education at the
Institut d’Etudes Politiques de Paris (Sciences Po). Sciences Po offered a
series of seminars ostensibly to help foreigners (including me at that
time) pass the entrance exam. What I remember from these is a chain
smoking ‘M. Thomas’ doing his utmost to convey the message that
Sciences Po was an elite institution, that entering it was like entering
a ‘gulag’ and that only the best would ‘survive’ (his expressions). I also
recall finding M. Thomas and his universe rather bizarre. A few years
later, this was no longer true. I looked at French education in a new way
just as Iver Neumann (in this book) looked at women differently after
working with fur-coats. But more significantly, I had become intensely
aware of the (often inarticulate) hierarchies and power relations of
practices.

A year and a half after my first encounter with M. Thomas and the
practiced hierarchy of French higher education, I came across the work
of sociologist Pierre Bourdieu and more precisely his book Distinction
(1984). (All references here refer to his work in translation but I recom-
mend the originals in French, which tend to be considerably longer and
more elaborate.) By that time, I was thoroughly puzzled by the idio-
syncrasies of the hierarchies surrounding me as well as by the fact that
those on the receiving end of these (students, including myself) kept
accepting them. Distinction provided some clues, since it is an analysis
of social hierarchy in France. But more significantly for a discussion
of method, it contained a vocabulary for asking questions about power.
These were embedded in a Social Theory of the grand kind: an updating
of such classics as Marx, Durkheim, Weber, or Levi Strauss informed
by philosophers such as Pascal, Kant, and Heidegger (such as Bourdieu
19964, 2000a). No wonder I was impressed.

11



12 Thinking Tools

This chapter conveys some basic ideas regarding the ‘thinking tools’
this vocabulary provided that will be useful for applying any theoretical
framework to empirical research. Bourdieu has attracted attention from
all branches of the social sciences and the humanities, including inter-
national relations, resulting also in a momentous secondary literature.
Clearly this is not an obscure method that seduced me because of my
experience at Sciences Po. The chapter you are about to read cannot
possibly ‘cover’ it or introduce an uncontested version of it. My present-
ation is selective, geared primarily towards the social science side and
towards providing some practical advice based on my own experience
in using it. Those who find Bourdieu’s particular tools potentially useful
will also have a basis to find out more from his own work.

I will do this by discussing how the thinking tools relate to the
key issues all researchers face when selecting and applying appropriate
‘methods.” I begin with the kinds of questions that Bourdieu’s thinking
tools are useful for raising and answering, namely questions about
symbolic power and violence. I then discuss the conceptualization of the
thinking tools in general terms, and proceed to highlight three crucial
decisions to be made when ‘operationalizing” these to answer a specific
research question. The chapter concludes with a discussion of how to
distinguish good research from bad (validity), with an emphasis on the
centrality of reflexivity.

Research questions: ask about symbolic power/violence in
practices

The method a study uses cannot be dissociated from its research ques-
tions. Methods serve a purpose. One does not drill holes with a hammer
or fix nails with a drill. Similarly, when working in the social sciences
it is important to acknowledge that methods can do different things.
The method one chooses is related to what questions one is answering.
Inversely, as anyone embarking on a research project (and any super-
visor) knows, formulating a good research question is key to a successful
research project. Methods textbooks explain that ‘good” research ques-
tions are anchored in existing literatures and theoretical approaches.
There is a two-way relationship between research questions, theoretical
approaches and the methods tied to them.

Consequently, the first thing to consider about a method is whether
or not it is useful for formulating and answering the kind of research
question one wants to ask. The ‘thinking tools” introduced here inter-
ested me precisely because they gave me a vocabulary for considering the
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questions I found important about my Science Po experience, namely
questions about symbolic power and violence in social practices. I have
continued to find these significant in my work in international polit-
ical economy and international relations, ranging from the politics of
foreign direct investments in Turkey to security in Africa and in the
West (see, for example, Leander 2001, 2002).

Asking questions about symbolic power amounts to looking at how
‘symbols’ (broadly defined) are an integral part of power relations (Bour-
dieu 1992). This seemed of essence in the ‘gulag’ that M. Thomas was
introducing, but it kept striking me as an essential aspect of all power
relations, including in the very hard material things. To stick with
Sciences Po, there was clearly a strict hierarchy; there were dominated
and dominating people. This hierarchy had some material manifesta-
tions (material rewards for success, written rules, sanctions, institution-
alized humiliations) but the common understanding of education and
of one’s own role in the system seemed so much more important. It
seemed to shape the material manifestations of power relations as much
as (if not more than) the other way around. Asking questions about
the working of symbolic power hence seemed an obvious priority. The
thinking tools were helpful in that they directed my questioning towards
three central aspects of these power relations.

The first of these was the extent to which ‘symbolic violence” was
an integral part of symbolic power. The power relations at Sciences
Po could not have worked if the ‘losers” of these relations had not
themselves gone along and followed rules, which so obviously placed
them at a disadvantage. As in so many other situations, the victims
were their own perpetrators. Women perpetuate gender inequality,
military establishments accept benchmarking practices favoring private
security companies, development planners contribute to a displacement
of the focus of development thinking towards security issues. Symbolic
power relations rest on ‘symbolic violence” where victims perpetrate
their own powerlessness. Power therefore works all the more effectively
as there is a degree of what Bourdieu would call “misrecognition” or
illusio, an idea with parallels in Gramscian and Foucauldian thought.
For similar reasons, power is all the more effective when it rests on
understandings which appear disinterested or unrelated to hierarchy,
for example, based in science, culture, or art (Bourdieu 1993, 1996b). In
my own work, technocratic competence, efficiency, humanitarian work,
and local empowerment have been central for obfuscating power rela-
tions and symbolic violence. To “discover” this, asking questions about
symbolic violence has been crucial.
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The second aspect of symbolic power relations that the thinking tools
help focus attention on is the centrality of practices (what people do)
rather than overarching discourses and representations (captured by
what they say and write). At Sciences Po, rules were upheld more by
what was not said and written anywhere than by what was. Power rested
on the innumerable practices people engaged in without thinking much
about it, just because it was the right thing to do, and they all somehow
knew it. When you arrive as a foreigner, you notice simply because you
do not know and (consequently) keep doing the wrong things. You
would really like people to articulate the unwritten rules for you but if
you ask, it turns out they cannot. For them, the rules are so obvious
and natural that they do not seem to be rules but part of the natural
world. Texts and discourses (and Sciences Po’s written regulations) will
of course reflect some of this, and you can capture this part by reading
and acquiring a ‘cultural competence’ of the kind Neumann mentions
(in this book). But the step from discourses to practice is a long one (see
Dunn’s discussion of the ‘long conversation” in this book).

This brings attention to a third aspect of symbolic power high-
lighted by the thinking tools, namely its link to the material world
(things like money, jobs, institutional positions, weapons, passports, or
diplomas). Meaning and its practical implications change depending
on the context. What you say matters less than where you speak from.
The mystery of the minister is that her words can produce the material
realities they purport to represent. But they do so only because of her
position in social hierarchies. Similarly, the power of contemporary
private security companies reflects not only the favorable bias towards
them in risk and new public management discourses but also their links
to policy makers, their evolving institutional role and their capacity to
promote these economically. In addition, to some extent, what you say
depends on where you speak from. As a student in Sciences Po, I did not
count on having the same effect on our reality as our professors or as the
minister of education. In fact, it did not even occur to me to try to have
much influence at all. What I say (or not) is linked to my social position.
This focus on material power and social hierarchies as an integral part
of meaning production contrasts starkly with the ‘internalist’ focus of
those discourse analysts who concentrate mainly or only on language. It
has consequently been a key bone of contention between Bourdieusians
and (some) post-structuralists (see contributions in Shusterman 1999).

To recapitulate, methodologies are linked to conceptualizations of the
social world and so are the questions they are useful for answering. The
approach introduced here is particularly helpful for asking questions
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about symbolic power and violence in social practices. This may not
sound terribly original. Discourse analysis, process tracing, and gender
studies methods - just to mention some methods discussed in this book -
claim to raise and answer similar research questions. However, as just
underlined, I find Bourdieu’s approach particularly helpful because of
the specific focus it gives to these questions. It keeps questions about
power in the center of the analysis. It directs attention to the centrality
of the dominated in power relations. It is helpful for capturing the extent
to which practices reflect and reproduce a mixture of economic, cultural,
and symbolic power. With this specific focus comes a set of methodo-
logical tools. Consequently, the next steps are to get a hold of these in
the general toolbox (conceptualization) and then decide how you would
like to use the tools for your own purposes (operationalization).

Conceptualization: grab your thinking tools

A general conceptualization of the social world is an integral part of
any methodology. It defines what to think about and what to look at
(hence thinking tool). Methods rest on these assumptions about how the
social world works. With vision come basic tools. Some authors in the
social sciences become “classics’ because they challenge existing assump-
tions and make readers see the world differently. Luhmann, Braudel,
and Foucault have made people think about how the social world
works in novel ways. One cannot use Foucauldian discourse analysis or
a Braudelean historical materialist analysis to answer questions about
Luhmanian autopoietic systems. When Neumann (in this book) advises
you to begin by carving out a ‘“discourse,” he has already equipped you
with the basic thinking tool for analyzing the social world: not the
carver but the discourse. Bourdieu-inspired methods rely on three such
basic thinking tools: Fields, Habitus, and Practices (some would add doxa
and capital). Indeed, earlier versions of this paper talked about the FIHP
(Field, Habitus, Practices) method.

The first of these thinking tools is the field, the centrality of which
leads some scholars to label the method ‘field analysis.” In order to
make sense of the social world, it is useful to think of it as divided
into relatively autonomous sub-systems following their own logic. These
subsystems are called fields but the general idea is rather widespread
and reminiscent of Luhmann’s relatively autonomous social systems.
Sciences Po might be thought of as a field, relatively autonomous from
the field of social sciences internationally, from the French economy,
and so on. A field is defined by the fact that those who are in it share
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an understanding (often unarticulated) of the rules of the game or
the ‘stakes at stake” in that given area of social activity. In that sense,
the field is essential for understanding power relations. It defines what
counts as advantages, or (social, economic, or cultural) ‘capital” in that
field. People’s (or institutions”) relative position in the social hierarchy
in turn is defined by how much capital they accumulate. In diplomacy,
humanitarian aid, banking, or Islamism, different forms of capital confer
advantages. While central bankers may hold dominant positions in the
field of banking, they may be subordinate in the humanitarian field.

Fields are only relatively autonomous. They exist in the context of
other fields. This means that capital can be imported from one field
to another. For example, Halliburton could import the economic and
political capital it had accumulated in the field of US construction when
it began competing for security contracts in Iraq. Of course, there is no
guarantee that capital in one field has the same value in another field.
Halliburton’s political contacts to the Pentagon and the State Depart-
ment were certainly more directly valuable than were its contacts to
local administrators in Houston, Texas, when it moved into security
contracting. There is an ‘exchange rate” for capital. One might think of
the struggle over its value in terms of the general struggle for power in
society, and it is in this sense that Bourdieu uses “the field of power.’

That fields are only relatively autonomous also means that the logic
of a field is continuously shaped by the logic of other fields. Some fields
are particularly important because they influence a great number of
subfields; one might think of these as ‘meta-fields.” Education, with its
role in defining legitimate knowledge, is one example. The State, with
its claim to a ‘monopoly on legitimate symbolic violence,” is another.
The shift in a meta-field sends ripples across a number of other fields.
For example, the revalorization of neo-classical economics, including
econometric modeling and degrees from the United States or Britain,
triggered changes in most other fields, such as public administration,
where these assets become valued and new public management thinking
central. In turn, this shifts the positions and capital of actors in a range
of subfields. In security, for example, private firms found themselves
considerably advantaged. The meta-field of education has been crucial
in reshaping the subfields of public administration and of security. These
linkages between fields, and in particular the existence of meta-fields,
are useful for understanding the broader (re-) production of power and
domination in society.

Fields are not only static entities where actors occupy immutable posi-
tions according to their ‘objectively’” measurable capital endowments.
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Fields are also dynamic terrains of struggle. People may seek to improve
their own position by increasing their capital, they may strive to alter
the field increasing the value of the capital they have or they may try to
shift the boundaries of the field to alter both the value and the amount
of capital they have. It is surprising that this struggle is not more intense
and explicit. To explain this and to give substance to struggles that do
take place, the second central thinking tool of the approach, the habitus,
becomes pivotal.

The idea of the habitus is that while people have resources (capital)
granting them a position from which to act, they also have taken-for-
granted understandings, or ‘dispositions,” that guide how they act. These
are largely habitual and unreflected in nature, hence the term habitus.
But they are essential for power relations. The habitus shapes strategies
for accumulating capital and for reshaping fields or the failure to have
such a strategy. But more than this, dispositions - such as eating habits,
cultural interests, manners of speech, dress codes, and lifestyles - give
shape to the body and body language. These become incorporated and
embodied capital. Ataturk’s dress codes (prohibition of the Fez and the
veil, detailed dress codes directed at state officials) and the contemporary
struggle over them are good illustrations of efforts to shift the value
of incorporated capital and more profoundly of the dispositions going
with them. Ataturk wanted a modern and Westernized Turkey. Present
day Turkish Islamists wish a Muslim and independent one.

The habitus, like capital, is produced in specific fields. It reflects the
values and discourses of a field, which in turn are shaped and reproduced
by the people in that field. It provides the link between general structures
and discourses - to which the Bourdieuian doxa is a rough equivalence -
and the variety of practices they result in. Hence, the doxa is useful for
the analysis of broad overarching understandings (such as Bourdieu’s
analyses of the state) or for the analysis of relatively undifferentiated
societies (such as Bourdieu’s analysis of Kabyl society in The Logic of
Practice [1990]). However, to understand why a person or groups of
people reflect general discourses in varied ways and why people follow
the kind of ‘strategies’ they do, the habitus is a better tool.

The habitus is indeed an agent or group level thinking tool. As such it is
subject to variation and change. A person is part of multiple fields in the
course of their life. A person entering a new field (me entering Sciences
Po, International Alert activists entering diplomatic circles) is bound
to miss many unwritten rules and consequently appear clumsy and ill-
adjusted. Over time, these rules become incorporated into the habitus
of the person, whose behavior becomes less awkward. Alternatively, the
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logic of the field might evolve so that the behavior is no longer at
odds with its logic. Often both processes occur. Activists of major non-
governmental organizations, such as International Alert, have learned
the rules of international diplomacy and to some extent these rules are
reflected in their habitus. At the same time, they have been major drivers
of change in international politics. For example, their mere presence,
which is at odds with traditional diplomatic state-based politics, has
resulted in far-reaching changes in what actors can claim to be part of
the field (extended to a range of non-state actors), what resources are
valued (adding democratic resources, media power, and human rights
credentials to military and economic might), and what understanding
about international politics is taken for granted (such as in resolutions
passed by the UN).

This takes us to the third thinking tool, practice. The basic idea with
practices is that what people do rather than what they say is of essence.
In part, this is so because a large share of their behavior is not consciously
reflected but habitual and shaped by the position they act from. Practices
capture the ‘structuring’ effects that shape action. (For a Foucauldian
perspective on this issue, see Dunn and Gusterson in this book.) It is a
way of capturing the reasons and situated rationality of action by repla-
cing it in context. It is a guard against the very common tendency to
impute a rationality to people (usually the rationality of the researcher)
and then be forced to explain behavior that does not follow this ration-
ality as stupid, irrational, or deviant, a tendency Bourdieu referred to as
the “genetic fallacy.’

More centrally, practices capture what people do in context, and this
relational aspect of practices is of essence. We may be able to under-
stand the action of International Alert in calling attention to small arms
trade in the UN context by looking at its capital and the habitus of
key members. However, we can only grasp the habitus and the capital
if we think in relational terms. Moreover, if we want to understand
the consequences of their actions for power relations in international
politics, we need to place this action in relational context. We need to
look at the practices of International Alert, how these are shaped, and,
in turn, how they affect the practices of other actors in the field. Since
practices are thought of as relational, they capture the overall pattern of
interactions in a field and are differentiated from individual strategies
of action.

This leads to a last essential point about practices: they are ‘gener-
ative.” Practices create meanings, entities, and power relations. When
International Alert enters international politics, practices are shifted.
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It is not simply that power relations change because (given) people
gain and lose in terms of some (predetermined) resources. Rather the
resources and the people that count in international politics themselves
are reshaped. A generative process is in motion. Similarly, contemporary
political practices resting on opinion polls and media-mediated polit-
ical action ‘generate’ politics as the aggregation of atomized individual
interests on topics over which individuals have little to say and often
few thoughts (see contributions in Wacquant 2005).

In practices, one can observe the relations of (symbolic) power and
violence. It is hence not surprising that many consider ‘practices’ pivotal
to the approach. They would argue that any Bourdieu-inspired study
should depart from practices and build up an understanding of field
and habitus from these. More generally, they would side with those
who consider Bourdieu’s work as key to the “practice turn’ in the social
sciences. However, as pointed out above, the habitus and field have
similar status for other scholars. My own position is that the three
thinking tools are related to each other and work together. Perhaps this
is because I first read Distinction, where the analysis is framed as [(habitus)
(capital) » field= practice]. But more likely it is because I have worked
with all three thinking tools and find them all important.

To sum up, the toolbox of this approach contains three basic concepts
for thinking about the social world: field, habitus, and practices. Using
these thinking tools together is the basis for explaining and under-
standing symbolic power and violence. Many scholars consider one tool
to occupy a more central and logically primary position. My own under-
standing is that they work together, that one can begin by using any
tool. Moreover, most studies make more use of one tool than the others.
Certainly Bourdieu’s own work did; note the difference between Distinc-
tion, Outline of a Theory of Practice (1995) and The Weight of the World
(1999). The decision of which tool to use and how much to take the two
other tools out of the toolbox are decisions about how to employ the
general thinking tools in one’s own context. As this indicates, the third
step, after asking questions and conceptualizing, is to operationalize.

Operationalization: decide on boundaries, level and scope

The thinking tools have been used to look at symbolic power and
violence in practices ranging from those related to artistic production,
the state, international law, elites in Brazil, the family, the suburbs of
Paris, the media, European politics, and public administration (and else-
where). As this diversity signals, there can be no firm guidelines for
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what exactly to look at, what evidence to gather or in what kind of
quantities (nor can I possibly list here all the fascinating secondary liter-
ature applying Bourdieu). Annual income, bonuses, thinking in terms
of financial economics, interest in extreme sports and participation
in professional meetings may be essential for understanding the field,
habitus, and practices of investment banking but have little relevance
for understanding those in the field of artistic production.

It is impossible to ‘operationalize’ field, habitus, and practices before
the research. Fleshing them out in order to analyze symbolic power
and violence is what the research is about; ‘operationalization’ is a key
aspect of research. This said, if it is to work well, there are three central
decisions to be made about the study: (i) where to draw the boundaries
of the field; (ii) at which level to work with the habitus; and (iii) how
to limit the scope of the study (possibly through a selective use of the
thinking tools).

Drawing boundaries around the study to delimit the field and the
practices at the center of the research is necessary: we obviously need to
know what symbolic power/violence we are interested in. Yet, the stakes
are high. The delimitation of the field both includes and excludes. The
drawing of lines therefore shapes the analysis and its results profoundly.
Consider two studies analyzing changes in international security after
the Cold War. In one, the boundaries of the field are narrowly drawn
around diplomatic practices (Pouliot 2003). In the other, the boundary
is drawn to include the gamut of security professionals, including police,
military, and commercial networks (Bigo 2005). The subsequent analyses
differ in content, coverage, and style. And they reach opposite conclu-
sions about the nature of change in international security. Pouliot argues
that security greatly increased after the Cold War, as the bloc confront-
ation has been replaced by a security community. Bigo concludes that
insecurity has greatly increased, as a consequence of the evolving prac-
tices of security professionals.

It is therefore important to be conscientious about the decision to
draw boundaries. Mistakenly drawing lines may distract attention from
essential practices and power relations, and hence obscure precisely the
things the analysis purports to clarify. It is particularly important to
watch out for two common pitfalls. The first is to draw the bound-
aries of the field so that the symbolic power/violence relations one aims
at analyzing fall outside it. Although there is an international diplo-
matic practice and field, it may be a serious mistake to assume that
symbolic power/violence in the definition of international security can
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be analyzed in terms of it. The pivotal role of security professionals and
their routine practices, for example, is entirely left out.

The second pitfall is to assume that links between a field and other
fields deprive the field studied of its own logic. All fields exist in context.
This does not make it impossible or meaningless to study them. The crux
is to draw the line between the field and practices that are central and
those shaping them from elsewhere. The practices of private security
companies can be studied in terms of a field in its own right, even if
this field is obviously tied to a number of other fields, notably fields of
national security which shape the field of private security professionals
and which these in turn influence. However, for the sake of a study
it is of essence to set the boundaries of which relations of symbolic
power/violence one wants to focus on.

This leads to a second crucial decision that has to be made: what level
to work on, or more specifically, how to operationalize the habitus. At
one extreme, one might work from the individual. Hence to capture
symbolic power and violence in the Caucasus, Derlugian (2005) has
constructed his research around the biography of Musa Shanib to clarify
and explain the (sharply diverging) political trajectories of Checheno-
Ingushetia, Kabardino-Balkaria, and Abkahzia. At the other extreme,
one might imagine working at the level of the entire practice and field
studied, as Ashley (1989) did in IR, where he argued that the shared
(Realist) assumption, or doxa, that community in international anarchy
is impossible resulted in a diplomatic practice blocking the possibility
of ‘global governance.” Both extremes have serious drawbacks.

Using the habitus at an overly general level makes the social world
seem uncomfortably ‘automatic and closed, as Lahire (1999) rightly
points out. It overemphasizes the structuring effects that weigh on
actions. The variation in the habitus of different groups and people due
to their social positions and past experiences is simply eliminated by
fiat, as is the role of emotions in social relations, such as love, family,
friendship, or enmity. If the habitusis merged with the doxa, it can
no longer provide the link between general discourses, structures, and
agency. Its role as a separate thinking tool disappears. Working with the
habitus on the individual level is no more persuasive. Here the habitus
becomes a collation of individual experiences and pasts, in which it is
difficult to distinguish what is of more general utility for understanding
the symbolic power and violence of social practices. The habitus runs
the risk of being watered down to an individual history with limited
analytical clout.
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Consequently, I find the best strategy to be one of trying to work
with the habitus at a level between these two extremes. More concretely,
the habitus works best when differentiated according to key groups in a
study, as in Bourdieu’s analyses of the educational field in France (for
example, Homo Academicus [2000b] or The State Nobility [1998]). This
is also how it enters my analysis of the field of private security, where
groups of individuals share a common general understanding of the
stakes at stake but differ fundamentally in how this is articulated in
their readings of the social world. This “‘middle of the road strategy’ can
usefully be complemented by analysis at the individual level to retain
the sense of depth in the study. Like the Economist uses boxes to detail
an example, one can use examples to flesh out a point. I have often
relied on extensive quotes from interviews with security contractors, job
announcements, and advertisements by firms to make arguments about
the habitus of contractor groups more tangible.

The third and final decision to be made is when to stop or how
to limit the scope of the study. This is a central question for analysts
using any method, and certainly in studies drawing on Bourdieu, it
is an essential one. The empirically grounded theoretical set up easily
produces overly ambitious studies. Evidence - including statistical data,
biographical information, photographs, art, literature, classical texts,
diplomatic archives, public speeches, newspaper clippings, and inter-
views (depending on the question) - tends to pile up but could always be
completed with even more. This requires subjecting ‘evidence’ to a thor-
ough analysis. Finally, writing and structuring the analysis is inspiring,
but word limits, stylistic requirements, and the like quickly become a
nuisance. This is one reason for Bourdieu’s foundation of the journal
Actes de la recherches en sciences sociales, where there were NO word limits
and one could publish non-conventional material including pictures,
art, and news clippings. It is probably also the reason Distinction is 660
pages and The Weight of the World is 1460 pages.

Most of us do not have the privilege of publishing books or writing
dissertations of that length. Nor do many journals accept articles on the
conditions of Actes de la Recherche. But even if we did, it is really hard
work as Bourdieu often sneered at those who shun empirical studies.
Hence my strong and articulate preference for good “thick descriptions’
(Geertz 1973) based on the analysis of a range of evidence is tempered
by my self-preserving instincts and pragmatic approach to the needs of
those completing their dissertations. I am persuaded that deciding on
scope, as early as possible, is of essence.
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I have tried both of the two most common ways of limiting the
scope of my studies, and they both work fine. The first is to reduce
the empirical focus of the analysis: focus on small groups of agents and
practices. Restricting the scope of an empirical analysis does not have
to be done at the expense of its theoretical ambitions. For example, in
The Social Structures of the Economy (2005), Bourdieu uses an empirical
analysis of the housing market in France to make a general theoretical
point about the significance of social structures for the operation of an
economy. The second way to limit scope is to work selectively with
the “thinking tools’: instead of trying to provide an analysis based on
field, habitus, and practices, rely on one of these, leaving the others in
the background. This strategy is also used by Bourdieu in short lectures
and essays, such as those in Practical Reason (2002), to concentrate on
an argument. But perhaps the most important is to put strict deadlines
and time limits. (Or as Gusterson notes, in this book, the grant money
runs out.) That is a very unscientific but effective way of limiting scope,
making sure that a project does not swell and become more ambitious
than there is room for it to be.

The thinking tools introduced in this chapter are malleable. They can
be used to raise questions and analyze power in almost any context. Yet,
when using them in any specific context they have to be fixed. The field,
habitus, and practices (doxa and capital) need to be given concrete and
tangible meaning. This operationalization within a particular focus is a
central part of the research process - no general blueprint can guide it.

Validity: work reflexively

As with all other methods, a Bourdieu-inspired approach needs to answer
the basic question of how it distinguishes good research from bad. Since
researchers using the thinking tools are left relatively free to apply these
contextually, they will necessarily make different choices. How can one
judge which account is better if two accounts, such as the studies of
(in)security discussed above, reach different conclusions on the same
question? But more centrally for most people, how can one assert the
quality and validity of one’s own work? The answer seen from the
perspective of the thinking tools is simple: ‘work reflexively.” Reflexivity
hence becomes an integral part of the ‘method,” which is consequently
sometimes referred to as ‘reflexive’ sociology (Bourdieu 1985). I outline
here three distinct understandings of what working ‘reflexively’” means
for research practice and end with a note of how it is reflected in research
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writing. (See Ackerly, in this book, for a complementary elaboration on
these issues.)

At the most simple, working reflexively may mean reflecting on the
quality and validity of the study in a methods textbook’s sense. Evidence
for a thinking tools study is similar to evidence used in any empir-
ical work. It relies, variously, on statistical information, life span data,
interviews, texts, photographic evidence, or pictures. Consequently, the
usual standards apply. Issues such as the accuracy, adequacy, represent-
ativeness, and relevance of the information are essential for evaluating
whether the ‘evidence’ of a study supports its conclusions. For example,
if people are assigned positions in a field on the basis of information
that can be shown to be false or irrelevant, that assignment is mistaken.
If a scholar argues that an actor’s position in the field of international
security is greatly enhanced by the cultural capital linked to the mastery
of Copenhagen School concepts and the educational capital that comes
with a diploma from the Political Science Department of the Univer-
sity of Copenhagen, he or she is simply wrong. Similarly, a generaliza-
tion about the habitus of private contractors based on the movie Blood
Diamonds can be taken to task for generalizing on too thin a basis.
Finally, the approach is set up to produce accounts about real-world
symbolic violence and power and social practices. If these can be shown
to follow very different patterns from those suggested in an account, it
is wrong. These conventional checks on the validity of a study deserve
being taken seriously (see the other chapters in this book for answers to
these issues reflecting the authors’ diverse thinking tools).

However, reflexivity at this level is insufficient. As all studies that take
the role of meaning in social contexts seriously, studies made with the
thinking tools approach have to answer some tricky questions regarding
the status of the observer in relation to the observed. Specifically for
this approach, it would be inconsistent to claim that the field of the
social scientists was a field — the only one — where people did not have
a habitus, did not struggle over positions, and were not engaged in
practices producing symbolic power/violence. Since the approach makes
no such claim, it needs a way of dealing with the tainting that the
dynamics of the scientific field must give to its ‘scientific’ accounts of
the social world (Bourdieu 2004).

This is where the second understanding of reflexivity comes in:
working reflexively also means using ‘epistemological prudence.” The
basic idea is that researchers should ‘objectify the objectifying subject,’
that is, use the thinking tools to analyze themselves. This caution about
the way knowledge is produced has direct implications for research. It is
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the only road to limit the bias entailed in looking at the world from one’s
own perspective, such as me looking at the world of private contractors
as a female French/Swedish Copenhagen Business School employee. It
is also important in interacting with the people researched. The impact
of my physical appearance, reactions, gestures, social status, and use of
language tends to have an immediate impact on what interviewees say
and leave out from their accounts. I cannot abolish this, just as I cannot,
through reflexivity, eliminate my own bias in order to look at the world
from nowhere. I can, however, do my best to limit its impact and also be
aware of it when I analyze the results. This is ‘epistemological prudence’
in research practice.

Third, the researcher exists in a broader context, in a social world
where privileged knowledge, such as that produced in universities, is of
essence. Scientific practices ‘loop,” to use Hacking’s (1999) term, back
into society and reshape its ‘reality.” Categories and representations
create their own social reality. Educational institutions are meta-fields
that shape knowledge in other fields not only by producing categories
but also by sanctioning careers. When scientific practices have looping
effects, we need to be reflexive about what kind of ‘reality’ these research
loops constitute. Epistemological prudence is a beginning. It can be used
as a guard against the collective hypocrisy and self-delusion of assuming
or pretending (rather than showing) that research agendas sanctioned
by a scientific field are those most socially important. This is an obvious
concern in the current context of the commercialization and interna-
tionalization of universities.

However, limiting the role of reflexivity to one of prudence is arguably
both naive and irresponsible. Instead of “prudence,” one needs reflex-
ivity in a third sense: as a ‘realpolitik of reason.” Purportedly neutral
and objective scientific knowledge all too often presents unrealistic and
unreasonable accounts of a world devoid of symbolic power and viol-
ence. However, precisely because knowledge is so central to the social
world, these accounts play an essential role in perpetuating power by
obscuring it. This delegitimizes work that effectively deals with issues
of symbolic power. In this context, reflexivity (at least in Bourdieu’s
view) should be used to promote a realpolitik bolstering serious scientific
work (with emancipatory potential) while denaturalizing, historizing,
and unmasking (to use some clichéd expressions) the fantasy world of
much of what counts as “science.’

The first two kinds of reflexivity are relatively straightforward and
palpable. They sit well with classical understandings of reflexivity, even
if the notion of epistemological prudence gives it a twist. The realpolitik
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take on reflexivity is more complicated. It runs against the idea of value
neutral science with which most contemporary university education
is imbued. It smacks of politicization. It has become (mistakenly I
would argue) associated with Bourdieu’s left-wing politics and hence
understandably irritates people who do not share these. Ultimately,
the question is one of alternatives. The alternative seems to ignore the
looping effects of the sciences, unreflexively accepting their role. Any
responsible thinking person (not only left-wingers) would presumably
find this unsatisfactory.

By now, you are hopefully wondering how these three versions of
reflexivity can possibly be stuffed into a research project. The short
answer is that they cannot. If I write an article about intervention in
Darfur, I cannot also include a full reflexive analysis of my own position
in the academic field and the link of my study to the political context
I am analyzing. There will most probably not even be much explicit
reflexivity about the evidence used. There simply is not enough space;
the reflexive grounding of the argument will most probably have to
remain unarticulated. But then, that is the fate of most methodological
and theoretical considerations that underpin a study of any kind. This
does not diminish their importance any more than it does the utility of
working reflexively, but it makes following the reflexivity of others more
difficult. It also limits the time one sets aside to think reflexively. One
may wish for a magical self-reflecting quill a la Neumann (in this book)
to do the job, especially since most of us cannot spare the time to write
the equivalent of Bourdieu’s Homo Academicus to come to grips with
their position in their own academic field or of his Distinction to come to
grips with their position in society. However, I still contend that, even
if the result remains unarticulated, working reflexively is sound advice.

Conclusion: thinking tools, dispositions, and irreverence

When I first read Distinction, I did not for a second imagine that I would
one day be trying to distil some essential points about its “‘method” into
maximum 25 manuscript pages. The idea would have seemed absurd to
me. For one, I did not picture myself as an academic. But more centrally,
I did not think of it as a “methods” book. I found the book interesting
and helpful for strictly personal reasons but drew no link between it and
my studies. As many students, I thought it essential to have neat and
clear-cut concepts and methodological tools that simplify the world.
The dense vocabulary, the shifting definitions, and the constant back
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and forth between theory and empirical observation in Bourdieu’s book
definitely did not fit this understanding of a useful method.

It was not until quite a few years later (well into my PhD) that my
frustration with the Procrustean beds of neat and clear concepts and
methods that effectively stymied interesting research pushed me to draw
on Bourdieu. By that time, I had come to appreciate the relatively open
and malleable thinking tools. These did not work as the strict universal
categories that I had once thought indispensable. They were integral to
something more useful, namely a disposition for thinking about power
and symbolic violence in context.

This chapter has communicated my bid for the substance of that
‘sociological disposition’ and more specifically my understanding of
its methodological translation. I have insisted that I think it disposes
analysts to raise questions about symbolic power/violence and, more
generally, social hierarchies. I have suggested that thinking of the social
world in terms of fields, habitus, and practices is integral to it. I have
drawn on the work done by myself and others to point to some key
decisions to be taken in the course of operationalizing these general
thinking tools. And I have argued that it logically suggests the import-
ance of working reflexively.

This distilling exercise is absolutely irreverent. I have imposed a
strictly personal order, priority, and logic on a complex and multifaceted
conceptual framework, which can of course be understood and used
differently. Moreover, to satisfy editors and readers, I have eliminated
much of the conceptual apparatus and (‘all that French’) vocabulary that
expresses it in the process of simplifying. But then, Bourdieu was a great
advocate of the irreverent use of theories — of ‘writing with a theorist
against that theorist’ — so I may just be following the tradition I claim
to write about. The bottom line is that if this makes what I have called
the thinking tools more accessible, it will have been worth it.
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Feminist Methodological
Reflection

Brooke Ackerly

Feminist inquiry is not reserved for women or even for those who
identify themselves as feminists. It invites every scholar to revisit his or
her epistemology and core conceptualizations throughout the research
process. Feminist theory and methods provoke self-reflection, empower
the researcher to explore new questions revealed by such reflection,
and guide the research process in ways that are attentive to the power
of knowledge. To assume that only feminists or women could do
feminist inquiry would be to ignore the scholarship that feminist inquiry
requires. If we assume that some people understand power through their
struggles with power and not through their scholarly study of power,
we belittle the scholarship of those who struggle.

Feminists share critical sympathies with post-structural, post-colonial,
and critical scholars and with social movements, particularly women’s
movements, local and global. Among these, feminists do feminist inquiry
particularly well because (and when) they are attentive to: (1) power in
all of its visible and invisible forms, (2) boundaries and their potentials
for exclusion, marginalization, and incomplete or superficial inclusion,
(3) relationships of power and obligation (between people in different
parts of the global economy, between men and women, parents and
children, researchers and research subject, reader and audience), and
(4) the role for self-reflexive humility in maintaining attentiveness to
these concerns.

Distinguishing feminist methodologies from other methodologies
is less important than asking how critical reflection can improve the
conceptualization, epistemological assumptions, and research design
choices required for any research project. Feminist methodology

28
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encourages all scholars to acknowledge that there are hierarchies in our
own scholarship and to acknowledge that our own inquiry is partial and
ongoing. Without such consciousness, we are not only bad feminists,
we are also bad scholars. In this sense, feminist methodology is not just
applicable to questions about women (as Leander’s contribution to this
book illustrates). In addition to providing a huge range of particular
tools for inquiry, the feminist contribution to methodology can be
summarized as a tool for reflection that is guided by humility.

Whether a particular project calls for qualitative or quantitative
methods, feminist inquiry entails reflection directed at all stages of the
scholarly process. In coming up with a research question, we may ask
whose interests are served by it. In conceptualizing our study, we may
ask how language has historically conditioned the conceptualization of
a problem. In operationalizing our variables and in collecting our data,
we might use gender analysis. For example, an interview is a feminist
interview when we reflect on the power dynamics between researcher
and research subject in global context. (Gusterson’s experiences with
spouses, retold in this book, illustrates that men can do feminist inter-
views.) Publication is feminist when we attend to how our findings will
be used and their effects on our research subjects.

Feminist theory has made feminist empirical work particularly chal-
lenging. Its commitments to exploring absence, silence, difference, and
oppression have generated aspirations to do research that, if fully prac-
ticed, would leave many scholars forever in the field, always listening
for new voices, always (respectfully) hearing cacophony, always suspi-
cious of certain harmonies or recurring themes (Lazreq 2002; Dever
2004). Empiricists have to wrestle with this irony without allowing it
to prevent them from doing their research. To allow such reflection to
inhibit rather than inspire our research would be to perpetuate the invis-
ibility of gendered absences, silences, differences, and oppressions, and
the injustices that they conceal (Gluck and Patai 1991; Pettman 1992;
Wolf 1992; Enloe 1993, 2000; Sylvester 1994; Wolf 1996; Stacey 1999;
Staeheli and Nagar 2002).

In this chapter, I illustrate these concerns through my own work
on human rights. I briefly introduce the critical ambitions inspired by
feminist theory and then highlight the kinds of methodological chal-
lenges I faced when trying to be attentive to silence, marginalization,
and absence. I reflect upon the relative merits of the options I considered
and choices I made at important moments in the research process. In the
third part, I offer a pedagogical and methodological tool, ‘curb-cutting,”
for inspiring one’s own reflection.
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Feminist inquiry in brief

Feminist inquiry is about revealing unquestioned differences and
inequalities that conceal the exercise of power, including the power
to conceal those differences and inequalities, and being attentive to
the power exercised when researching these. All aspects of the research
process are contestable. Attentiveness to the exercise of power extends
not only to a field of study but also to its manifestation through
academic inquiry.

Academic feminism has ethical responsibilities that reflect an ontolo-
gical understanding of scholarship as for social change. Feminist theory
educates feminist empiricists about the ethical importance of epistem-
ological reflection at every stage of the research process. And feminist
theory informs the methodological choices of any feminist researcher.
Finally, most feminist research is self-consciously deliberate in its
pedagogical purpose. The choices that feminists make about where and
how to share and teach our scholarship are themselves methodological.

In empirical research, feminism encourages attentiveness to the
challenges of seeing marginalization when the social, political, and
economic authorities of a society render hierarchies either invisible or
socially characterized as natural (Enloe 2004). It has been influenced by
and has influenced many critical theoretical perspectives including post-
structuralist, post-colonial, and critical theories (Fraser 1997; Narayan
1997; Ling 2002; Risman 2004) as well as movements for social justice
(Collins [1990] 1991; Young 1990, 2001). At its best, feminist inquiry
is attentive to the power of epistemological authority to mask political,
economic, and social oppression as natural and accepted (Pateman 1988;
Brown 1995; Ackerly 2000, 2008; Hirschmann 2003).

Such attentiveness to silence and inequality might well inhibit an
empiricist from gathering or analyzing data by trapping her in a self-
reflective mode. It might render a qualitative empiricist particularly
incapacitated, afraid of exercising power over her research subject at
every turn (D’Costa 2006; Jacoby 2006; compare Stern 2006). Juxtapose
this potential incapacity with the emancipatory potential of feminisms
(Agathangelou 2004). There is nothing emancipatory about fear - even
the fear that one’s own ideas may be corrupted by systems of power
that one has internalized (Suu Kyi 1991; Ackerly forthcoming 2008). As
Martha Nussbaum argues, ‘In fear, one sees oneself or what one loves as
seriously threatened” (Nussbaum 2001: 28). Threats may lead to eman-
cipatory action, but threat itself is not emancipatory.
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Moreover, while the feminist researcher may well have good theoret-
ical and ethical reasons for leaving activism to activists (Bell and Butler
1999), there are no good ethical reasons for the feminist researcher
knowingly to perpetuate the silence of the marginalized when she has
the education and resources to reveal these (Smith 1999; Ackerly 2007b).
And there are good ethical reasons for disrupting silence and margin-
alization. Yet, we know from critical reflection that feminists have also
perpetuated some forms of marginalization, despite our best efforts.
(Dunn, in this book, explores similar themes in the context of race and
inequality.)

How then might the feminist empiricist proceed? Each choice she
makes as a researcher should be evaluated as an exercise of power,
just as it is understood to be an exercise of discernment. When the
feminist empiricist attends to dilemmas that emerge during her research
process, she may resolve them in the moment in order for the research
to proceed. But they remain unresolved in the sense that at other stages
in the research process, she may reflect back on earlier choices to note
the epistemology that is privileged by those choices or the ways in which
prior conceptualization has limited her ability to engage fully with the
import of a particular dilemma. In the next section, I illustrate how I
dealt with such dilemmas.

Methodological dilemmas in practice

From 1998 to 2001, I was a participant observer in online working groups
of women’s human rights activists (Ackerly 2001) and hosted with the
Center for International Studies (CIS) at the University of Southern Cali-
fornia a conference for scholars, activists, and donors. From these two
projects emerged a puzzle: how could activists and other feminists who
disagreed about so much understand their work for women’s human
rights as part of a shared project? Was this understanding an artifact of
the resources (the online working groups funded by UNIFEM and the
conference funded by CIS) that facilitated their dialogue? Was this the
‘articulation” of a theoretical insight about human rights more gener-
ally? Or both?

Building on that work, I began a project exploring the notion of
‘universal’ human rights from a feminist perspective - a perspective
attentive to absence, silence, difference, oppression, and marginaliza-
tion that makes claims to universality both politically and theoretically
suspect (Peterson 1990; Fraser 1999). Some of my methodological
dilemmas affected the entire project, others only certain aspects of it.



32 Feminist Methodological Reflection

Some could be attended to but never resolved; others could be provi-
sionally resolved. I offer these not as representative of the dilemmas
feminist qualitative methodologists face, but rather as opportunities for
sharing how one feminist uses feminist methodology to think through
them. As feminist researcher, I attended to:

* power in all of its visible and invisible forms,

* Dboundaries and the potentials for exclusion, marginalization, and
inclusion to be incomplete or superficial,

* relationships of power and obligation (between people in different
parts of the global economy, between men and women, parents and
children, researchers and research subject, reader and audience), and

e the role for self-reflexive humility in maintaining attentiveness to
these three concerns.

Jacqui True and I refer to these four as the ‘feminist research ethic,” a
shared tool of feminist empiricists. (We review the feminist work from
which we derive this schema in Ackerly and True, forthcoming.)

For expository purposes, I discuss these dilemmas in an order that
roughly reflects the chronology of a research plan. However, because
of the way that the feminist research ethic guides our thinking about
a given research dilemma, the feminist research process often requires
deviating from the research plan and even retracing steps of the process.
For example, dilemmas in sampling could make us rethink our ques-
tion (see D’Costa 2006 for a particularly informative model of this).
Each dilemma should provoke many questions and further reflection on
related dilemmas. In order to share my work, I reconstruct key moments
of methodological reflection, not to mask the non-linearity of the actual
research process, but to enable others to comprehend the import of what
are in retrospect decisive dilemmas in research.

My principle question dilemma was, should I ask the question, ‘Are
there universal human rights?” Is it a worthy theoretical enterprise
for a feminist (who is attentive to the power of difference and the
invisibilities of various exercises of power) to try to reason about
universal human rights when most accounts of universals mask the
particulars of privileged experience (MacKinnon 2006; compare D’Costa
2006)? In my preliminary work on the topic (in both the working
group and the workshop), I came to know women human rights
defenders. Many were working a third shift (after work and family care)
to promote women’s human rights in their communities, many others
were working at risk to themselves, and they seemed to understand
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themselves as collaborating even while disagreeing. From the relative
comfort of academe, I reasoned that I could start from the assumption
that they were onto something. Therefore, the question was a means
to interrogate power not to reify or conceal its exercise.

Having decided to ask the question of universal human rights, the
research design dilemma was how to go about answering it. Feminist
reflection about research design is similar to that of other fields at many
levels. Feminists review the literature and consider the merits of various
options relative to our research question. Like other researchers, we
face decisions about locations, domain, sampling, data collection, data
analysis, and publication.

However, some of the feminist considerations may seem unusual.
For example, I considered broadening the use of the Internet as a
source of insight, but I worried that continuing to focus on the online
working groups would not yield an adequately diverse sample. Parti-
cipants represented only a slice (and to a certain extent, disproportion-
ately elite slice) of the women’s human rights movement. In addition,
the groups were becoming increasingly self-referential. Fewer new parti-
cipants were contributing than when the groups were first launched.
Generally, they were more privileged within this context: the relatively
better resourced, those networked with the global North, those with
local political networks, those with funding networks, those who were
relatively more powerful within their organization (compare Ackerly
2007a). My question was not well addressed from the perspective of
the privileged within their organizations and the privileged within the
women’s movement globally.

The ethical dimensions of research design may not always be anti-
cipated by the researcher, but some can be. For example, I could have
continued with the method of participant observation at meetings
that I hosted. However, this approach raised ethical questions for the
researcher-research subject relationship, some of which were related to
the limited resources of women’s movements globally (Clark et al. 2006;
Ackerly 2007b). The meeting at CIS cost approximately $20,000. Replic-
ating that meeting would likely cost the same (or more, as there were
many expenses associated with that meeting that were not incorporated
into the budget of the workshop). Should some of the few resources for
women’s human rights activism in the world be diverted to my project?
It was not clear to me that the under-funded work of women’s human
rights activists was best supported by their participating in meetings
organized by me. However valuable they were to my work and to those
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who were able to come, it was not obvious to me that this was the best
use of funds.

I decided that I would do best to learn from activists in the women’s
movement transnationally and locally. Therefore, I looked specific-
ally for activists marginalized in mainstream movements (for example,
movements for street vendors) and for women marginalized within the
transnational feminism movement (for example, women who were not
part of the 30,000 women at the 1995 UN Conference on Women in
Beijing).

Research design considerations include practical and ethical dilemmas
around selecting research subjects, the domain of subjects from which we
sample. Identifying my research subjects was an act of epistemological
power that would have a definitive impact on my findings. What would
be the best way to identify (to see and to locate) women in order to
learn from them? What would be the domain of women activists? How
would I sample among them in order to select activists to interview?

I had neither hope nor aspiration for a representative sample of the
world’s women or even of women’s human rights activists. The move-
ment is so huge, geographically diverse, and disbursed, and always
shifting membership - all of the activists of the movement (the domain)
would always remain unknown to me. To try to get a representative
sample of an unknowable domain was a spurious endeavor. Moreover,
my question could not be explored by a representative sample. Instead,
I needed my inquiry to reveal different and competing ideas. Therefore,
I needed to sample marginalized thinkers and those willing to voice
disagreement.

Most systems that I thought of involved identifying visible organiz-
ations through Internet searches and my growing personal networks.
These approaches would yield those who had made themselves visible
to myself or others. For example, I might have studied recipients of
small grants thereby relying on a third party to identify the organiza-
tions. Each of these approaches to identifying research subjects would
have privileged the relatively powerful, even though some of those
subjects might have identified themselves as relatively marginalized
within global women'’s activism.

The international discussions leading up to the World Social Forum
(WSF) and the Mumbai Resistance (which was a more anti-capitalist
meeting that met across the street from the WSF conference) in 2004
indicated that these meetings might present an opportunity for me to
witness people who felt marginalized in a range of contexts. By coming
to the WSF, they would be exhibiting the willingness and ability to make
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the effort to overcome that marginalization by planning to network.
At WSF, I would be able to hear their thoughts about the possibility
of networking when they were most aware of their similarities and
differences with other groups because they were confronting them daily
during WSF. I would also be able to be a participant observer of move-
ment organizations’ efforts to be more or less inclusive of other move-
ments and organizations. Because of all of these opportunities to hear
difference and thoughtful reflection on difference, I decided to interview
participants in WSF and Mumbai Resistance.

Again, there was cause for reflection on privilege. Would not these
be the elites of the transnational movement as well? Possibly. However,
women were using WSF as a space to influence global progressive move-
ments. Mumbai WSF was an opportunity for women to see if alliances
with other progressive movements were possible (World Social Forum
Panel 2004a,b,c). Further, though some participants in WSF 2004 stayed
in comfortable hotels, the cost of participation (including travel and
lodging) was feasible for many (a total of 960 rupees or less than 18
Euros). This meant that the meeting drew a large number of grassroots
activists from India. WSF was a place where I could observe activists
expressing their ideas and their agency. (I went to Porto Alegre the next
year and sent graduate students to Kenya for WSF 2007.)

To be confident that my sample did not create a bias toward a shared
universal view of human rights, I needed a sampling mechanism that
would result in the study being informed by people who disagreed with
one another or who were willing to voice disagreement with certain
parts of the movement. A research assistant and I planned out which
panels we would observe, seeking to identify a range of feminists. At
those panels, we sought to identify women (and men) who could offer
perspectives we had not heard before or who had asked a question
that went unanswered in the panel discussion. Only four interviewees
were selected because the person was known or referred to me. But this
snowball sampling did not get any bigger than that because I wanted
the anti-snowball sample: a sample of the people who were at some
degree of critical distance from the snowball of transnational feminist
activism. I needed to seek those whose opinions might differ from the
main arguments heard by well-networked feminists. I was listening for
cacophony.

What kind of data should I collect in order to be able to record
these people’s insights and bring them home for further reflection? I
considered asking for life histories and other forms of open-ended inter-
views that would give the interview subject the greatest opportunity
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to control the content she provided (compare Stern 2006; also see
Gusterson’s use of life histories in this book). However, these were activ-
ists who came to WSF to network, not to be research subjects. They were
willing to take a break and reflect over a cup of tea or water, but they
were not up for a long intermission in their own activist agenda in order
to inform my academic agenda. With the ethical consideration of their
time most central to my methodological choice, I decided on participant
observation and an interview format, which treated the subject as the
expert she was on the demands and possibilities for universal human
rights from her perspective. I invited her to comment on some of the
dominant threads of transnational feminism, to identify opportunities
for networking and collaboration, and to offer accounts of obstacles.

Even while collecting the data, but most critically once home, I
reflected on the ways in which analyzing data is an ethical practice: an
exercise of power, of delimiting boundaries, of appreciating relation-
ships, and an opportunity for self-reflection on all of these. If the inter-
view subject was the author of her ideas, could I ethically do anything
other than report them (Gluck and Patai 1991; Wolf 1992)? How was I
to use her insights?

I decided not to take each interview as its own individualistic isolated
‘text’ but rather treat it as part of an ongoing dialogue with others, my
other interview subjects, the others that the subject had had conversa-
tions with at WSF, the panels that she had participated in, even the inter-
locutors that she imagined. This was appropriate because participants
were at WSF to dialogue with others. When they sat down with me,
they were continuing a pattern that they were engaged in throughout
their time at WSF - exchanging ideas with others. This dialogue was
enriched when I went to WSF 2005 in Porto Alegre and to a meeting
of feminists that preceded it. My understanding of WSF as a space for
women’s human rights activists changed as a result of these additional
meetings, but the importance of reflecting on the differences among
women’s human rights activists was affirmed.

The dialogue was further enriched by sharing my insights. Though
my interview subjects did not dialogue with each other, in my book
I put their ideas in dialogue with one another. In a brief letter circu-
lated to the interviewees, I shared a short account of the theory and
the draft manuscript of the larger project. I solicited and received few
comments from the participants. This stage of the inquiry was made
particularly difficult by my choice of marginalized activist. Many of my
interview subjects were difficult to find again. Their experiential reasons
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for not communicating with me could not be known to me, unless they
communicated them to me. One wrote from Afghanistan,

Thanks for your nice concern and yes!! You can publish my interview
anywhere you want as you asked me in your last email.

As you know we are living in a society where religious extremis are
capturing all the social and political Sector, and my activities are very
democratic so while launching some of my projects and programs
for women empowerment I am receiving different threats, and I have
to be careful about my live because they are very good in shooting
people like us....

(unedited personal communication, 25 February 2004)

In essence, she asked me to use her insights, whether or not I could
find her. (Note that I have illustrated a common and yet unanticipated
impact of analysis. It revealed the importance of dialogue and collabor-
ation for the analysis of the data and therefore the need to have a second
stage of data collection at WSF 2005 and another kind of data collected
in the form of correspondence with interviewees.)

For most academics, publishing a piece of research is not a methodolo-
gical decision; it is a professional decision about audience. In contrast,
for the feminist it often is a methodological decision. In my case, what
would be the value to the activists informing my inquiry of the theor-
etical treatise I was expecting to produce for an audience in my field,
political theory? Taking their theoretical insights in order to produce
what was for them a useless piece of scholarship, inaccessible in their
familiar language, was an act of privilege inconsistent with the theor-
etical intent of the project. The epistemology and methodology of my
project was supposed to break down the theory/practice dichotomy, yet
the book produced for that project (and appropriate for my professional
ambitions) could be inaccessible to the informants.

I dealt with this paradox of privilege in two ways. First, the book
itself contains an argument unusual in political theory, a suggestion
to activists about how they might change their work in light of the
theoretical insights generated during my reflection on their insights.
Second, Universal Human Rights in a World of Difference is not the final
end of this scholarship. As I finish the book, I am beginning a research—
scholar network whose central question is, what does it mean to do
research for social justice (as opposed to about social justice)? We are
developing a research practice in the area of global feminism to do
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academic research that serves organizations or communities engaged in
women’s human rights activism broadly (and problematically) defined.
This scholarship has led me into ethical relationships with scholars and
activists such that in addition to my academic interests, my ethical
commitments require that I continue related scholarship and facilitate
the opportunities for others to do research that strengthens women’s
activism around the world (Ackerly 2007b).

The academic-activist relationship developed during this scholarship
has also created a pedagogical obligation (again, an obligation on my part,
not just an interest, though that too) to bring into the curriculum of my
elite university in the US theoretical reflection and empirical data that
shine light on the marginal spaces of global politics where so many of
the world’s women work so hard against oppression, unacknowledged,
unrecognized, and “invisibly.” This scholarship is intended to reveal that
‘their’ marginalization, oppression, invisibility, and absences are evid-
ence of ‘our’ privilege and ‘our’ exercise of epistemological power. How
do we teach ourselves and our students to do this work?

Curb cutting as a pedagogical tool

Because gender hierarchy so often gets institutionalized in ways that
render it invisible, researchers need to comprehend marginalization
through experience, not solely through sociological study. Of course,
we cannot directly experience others’” marginalization. So we need to
teach ourselves to be attuned to the possibility that there may be exper-
iences that are invisible to us. I describe this to my students as ‘curb
cut feminism.” This same pedagogical tool can be a stimulating tool for
scholars’ (not just women’s) methodological reflection. In this section,
I show how researchers can stimulate reflections on their own research
process similar to those I described in the preceding section.

In my own classrooms at an elite North American university, where
all facilities are technically accessible, I use the metaphor of curb cuts
to reveal the challenge of making privilege visible. Curb cuts are the
cuts in a sidewalk that turn a step into a slope and enable a wheel-
chair to cross a street or driveway. They are accommodations that make
spaces designed to privilege access for certain people accessible to all.
‘Curb cut feminists’ cut ramps into the curbs of injustice - such as
structural inequalities and the politics of misrecognition - and then we
all, including immigrant minority women with dependent parents and
grandchildren and trafficked camel jockeys, can live in a world that is
more just, and promote justice for some in ways that enhance justice
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for others. ‘Curb cut feminism” also describes a theoretical perspective
with a methodological commitment to be attentive to privilege and
hierarchy not only as a subject of study but also as a way of studying. The
metaphor may be best suited to North American university campuses
where curb cuts, automatic doors, and blue disability symbols are part
of daily life, but the aspiration to a form of emancipatory scholarship
that works against all forms of oppression is important to many strands
of feminist inquiry.

To illuminate the ways in which privilege gets treated as ‘normal,” I
ask my students to do basic daily activities - get coffee, pick up their
mail, park for class - in a wheelchair. The purpose is not to simulate the
perspective from a wheelchair (that cannot be done), but rather to make
visible their own privilege that they did not see before. Through this
activity, they gain a range of insights about (limits to) mobility created
by the design of their institution and its accommodation systems. They
notice steep hills, bumpy sidewalks, accessible side entrances and steps
at the main entrances. One lesson that students quickly learn is that
accommodations by no means mitigate the privilege of certain forms of
mobility.

The exercise stimulates our desire and ability to notice additional
forms of our own privilege, which we do not often notice. Further, by
it I hope to cultivate the ability to reason in ways that make some of
the experiences and challenges of those unprivileged by the basic spatial,
political, economic, and social designs of our societies visible. Because I
use the metaphor of curb cuts, one might misunderstand me to be priv-
ileging some forms of disability over others or privileging disability over
other forms of marginalization. The point is not to identify a perspective
to privilege, but to deploy a device that destabilizes the perspective from
which we ‘know.” Aware of the presence or absence of curb cuts, only
one door being accessible, and of library books on inaccessible shelves,
we are more attentive to the privilege of the norm. Attentive to certain
mobility privilege, we start imagining improvements that would help
everyone.

The ramifications of improved mobility are felt far beyond the initial
focus on freedom of movement for those whose mobility is most chal-
lenged. We are able to see how redesign (and accommodation) can
enhance the mobility of those pushing strollers and delivery dollies,
those carrying lots of books, and those recovering from an injury. All are
able to move more freely and safely. For example, parents with children
in strollers can go to museums, which furthers their children’s and their
own education. However, curb cuts do not discriminate about the kinds
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of mobility they enable. Access ramps may attract skateboarders or facil-
itate cyclists” going on the sidewalk to avoid automobile traffic. In this
way, curb cuts might inhibit the mobility of everyone. Attentiveness to
all forms of mobility can yield design solutions that enable safe mobility
and better living for all, but it does not necessarily.

It is not enough that we pay attention to invisible privilege and
marginalization; it matters how we pay attention to them. In designing
our architectural landscape, we could rely on ourselves to do our best to
think about the needs of people with disabilities, or to develop specific
guidelines (like the International Building Code). We could design for
those with mobility privileges and accommodate others or we could
design so as not to privilege certain groups. No matter our approach,
we cannot be confident that our designs (or accommodations) insure
that our curb cuts worked for those in wheelchairs or that they made
conditions better for all. Architects and city planners seek out ‘rules’
to help guide their choices, yet the insights of users are still the most
valuable for noticing privilege.

Rather than relying on our best efforts - which can be fruitless or even
harmful despite our intentions - we should develop a method of thinking
that is always informed by the experience of people with mobility disab-
ilities. Rather than relying on ourselves to do our best in thinking
about the challenges and opportunities of marginalized people which
could end up reflecting our own epistemological myopia (that is, our
own unexamined view of what constitutes knowledge and of what data
constitute evidence), we need a method for thinking about lived experi-
ence and for thinking about what lived experience tells us for theory and
conceptualization, epistemological and empirical assumptions, research
design and methods choices, and data analysis and publishing decisions
(Ackerly 2000; Sandoval 2000).

Insights from feminist curb cutting inform my research and reveal
the hierarchies between me and my research subjects and among my
potential research subjects. Such reflections can help me carry out a
research project that is self-reflectively attentive to power, boundaries,
and relationships throughout the process. Applying these insights helps
us see the political, social, and economic processes of normalization
that sustain hierarchies. All sorts of values, practices, norms, and insti-
tutions impede, exclude, ignore, or marginalize some women, but not
all women, nor only women. Curb cutting assumes that identifying
and analyzing the conditions of oppression provides greater insights
than those possible from positions of relative privilege. For example, I
discussed above that I did not want to rely solely on Internet-accessible
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research subjects or on women who were well integrated into transna-
tional feminist networks.

Those who are ‘most” or ‘differently’ oppressed may not be visible
to the theorist or to the relatively powerful. Hence, for the follow-up
interviews in 2005, I sought out women whom I perceived as silenced
in the feminist meetings that preceded WSF 2005. Furthermore, the
perspective not yet imagined is even more marginalized than the most
marginalized perspective that one can imagine. I explored the silences
in my own data: Who was not at WSF? What were my research subjects
not telling me?

I put ‘most’ in quotes to indicate the need to reflect critically on
the term. The point is not to privilege marginalization but to be self-
conscious about the power exercised through marginalization and to
be aware that the political claim to being ‘most’ marginalized can be
used to challenge the patterns of hierarchy (Vélez-Ibafiez 1983). As I
describe in the preceding section, at every turn - from question through
publication - the research needs to reflect on these power dynamics.
Feminist curb cutting is a tool that any researcher can use to teach herself
to be attentive to the politics of knowledge and to the power of privilege
in her research practices. Attentiveness to these politics does not remove
them, but it allows the researcher to unmask some and mitigate others,
even as she enacts still others.

Conclusion

The methodological dilemmas I have discussed (and so many others)
emerge as important in part because feminist theory says that
the feminist researcher should worry about the ethical implications of
the hierarchies of knowledge within which she works and to which
she contributes. Attention to these requires not turning away from the
discomfort associated with hierarchies of knowledge, but rather commit-
ting ourselves to looking for and to attending to them, always, already.

As I thought through these methodological dilemmas, I was working
within and contributing to changing feminist theory. Feminists are
appropriately worried about universalizing across differences. My work
shows that we should be likewise worried about failing to work across
differences because we are worried about universalizing. Feminism is
hard work. Feminism cannot be a theoretical perspective that legitim-
ates not attending to hard questions because the politics of epistemology
are difficult to unmask. Feminist theory guides feminist empiricists to
continue to seek out such dilemmas and to expose them.
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Each research question is unique and each scholar will be faced with
specific methodological dilemmas. I have offered my dilemmas and
theoretically guided process of attending to and working within them
as an outline in order to indicate the scope of feminist methodolo-
gical reflection - from research question to publication. At no stage in
the research process can the feminist, attentive to power, be confident
that her research methodology has adequately interrogated the possib-
ilities for absence, silence, difference, and oppression that the power of
knowledge and research can conceal as well as reveal. However, that
humility should not obfuscate her responsibility for the choices that
she has made. Being ‘in the field’ brings ethical responsibilities. Taking
that responsibility requires recognizing that ‘getting it just right’ is a
privilege itself, one best shared. For many feminists, theory and empir-
ical work is in the largest sense collaborative (Ackerly and True 2006).
Such collaboration requires sharing our dilemmas, our imperfect efforts
to work through them, and our partial insights.
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Case Selection
Audie Klotz

For most researchers, case selection defines method: a few cases of a
particular phenomenon make a study ‘qualitative” but a lot of cases turns
it into a ‘quantitative” analysis. Usually a case is equated with a country,
and there is often an implicit presumption that some sort of history will
be traced. In International Relations (IR), qualitative method typically
means a study of one or a few foreign policies, with a decision-making
process to be traced at the micro-historical level (George and Bennett
2005). Yet for many questions, say, about globalization, countries are
not necessarily the appropriate unit of analysis; economic systems might
be. And historical evolution can happen at a higher level of aggregation,
such as macro-historical changes in property rights.

Too often, the justification for a research design begins and ends with
the rationale for the number of cases, obscuring key issues, such as the
unit and level of analysis. In part, this is the result of the problematic
conventional dichotomy between qualitative and quantitative methods.
Would a project where the researcher uses statistical analysis within a
single case study be qualitative or quantitative? From a comparative
perspective, much of the work on American Politics looks just like that!
Intensive analysis of a single case can employ all types of methodological
tools without agreement on the degree of general, extensive, knowledge
being sought.

Researchers need to remember that cases are cases of something. Well-
crafted case selection takes into account the universe of possible cases
and the logic of comparison implied by the research question. In this
chapter, I will show how clarifying the overall purpose of the project
and its theoretical framework broadens the rationales for single case
studies, paired comparisons, and slightly larger studies. Often I will draw
on guidelines by other researchers and suggest their publications for
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further reading. Most of my illustrations will come from my dissertation-
based book, Norms in International Relations: The Struggle against Apartheid
(1995), because I can delineate explicitly the sorts of trade-offs and
choices that rarely appear in published work.

Cases of what?

Appropriate case selection depends first and foremost on ontology,
because any research question relies on core concepts. That brings us to
the starting point for case selection: a case of what? As Leander (in this
book) underscores, questions and concepts remain embedded in theor-
etical presuppositions. Quite often, these assumptions and subsequent
propositions would benefit from clarification. Vagueness is not always
the result of sensitivity to context and complexity! What are the key
concepts that define a ‘case’” and what are the key dimensions that
should be compared? These are not simply questions of finding indic-
ators, although definitional decisions do hold implications for that stage
of research design (Adcock and Collier 2001; Goertz 2006).

When I was formulating my dissertation, for example, I confronted
the question of how to conceptualize ‘race” in global politics. Was it
an ideology? While otherwise quite useful, I found that this standard
conceptualization underplayed contestation, and I was intrigued by the
international controversy over South African apartheid, particularly the
policies of neighboring states. Out went ideology. Alternatively, should
I analyze the word race as a linguistic signifier? I found semiotics too
focused on specific words, leaving out the material and social dimen-
sions that ideology did capture. Was racism cultural? Yes, in a general
sense, but the term ‘culture” implied a dense immutability inappropriate
for studying IR. I was looking for something less monolithic. Each
of these formulations had advantages and disadvantages, but none
seemed to capture how the global politics of race appeared to me in the
late 1980s.

In the end, I opted to define race in terms of contending ‘norms’ of
racial equality and racial superiority, situating my study in the context
of regime theory. Responses to South African apartheid became a puzz-
ling case of international consensus that challenged prevailing theories of
cooperation based on rational calculations of material interests: Why
would racial equality trump domestic jurisdiction? Adcock and Collier
refer to this as the shift from a “background” concept to a ‘systematized’
one (2001: 530-1; Goertz 2006: 27-57), moving the researcher from
abstractions toward measures.
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Yet conceptualization is not simply a one-way process, from general
to specific. The way the researcher narrows a general concept in order
to do empirical research also affects the formulation of the main
question - not solely the choice of ‘indicators.” Had I defined race
through a different theoretical framework, my key question (and
subsequent case selection) might also have shifted substantially. More
influenced by Michel Foucault and Edward Said, for example, Roxanne
Doty (1996) pursued similar questions about race through an analysis of
hegemonic discourses, rather than regimes. She queried the constitutive
role of race (in the imperial relationships of the United States with the
Philippines and of Britain with Kenya), whereas I concentrated on a
moment of contestation over it. We started with similar frustrations
with the omission of race in IR theories, but our alternative theoretical
frameworks led to different key questions, core conceptualizations, and
subsequent cases.

Because IR theory lacked any standard conceptualization of ‘race” at
the time, Doty and I each independently devised a definition to put into
practice. That potentially leads to the commonplace critique that case
study researchers define concepts idiosyncratically. But the tendency
to contextualize concepts need not be an insurmountable problem
for comparing across cases. For instance, even an elusive concept
like ‘regime” has fuelled reams of insightful research on international
cooperation and global governance, despite abiding definitional
disputes. And applications of constructivism and critical theory have
advanced in the two past decades to the point that researchers should
be able to find enough common ground in definitions of race (though
Doty might not agree with me on this). Most qualitative researchers
remain comfortable with a moderately flexible set of characteristics,
and many acknowledge the danger of ‘stretching’ a concept to the
point that it loses its essence (Sartori 1970; Collier and Mahon 1993).

Still, case study researchers should avoid undue vagueness and would
benefit from the series of questions that Goertz poses (2006: 30-5). He
starts with a very basic question: What is the opposite of the concept?
For example, democracy might be contrasted to authoritarianism
or monarchy, depending on the research question. The opposite of
racial superiority (of which apartheid was one manifestation) might be
non-racialism (not accepting the existence of race as a way to categorize
people) or multiracialism (not privileging one race over another).
Another useful suggestion is to pay attention to the use of adjectives
that modify key nouns, such as ‘parliamentary’ or ‘presidential’
democracies, or racial equality versus racial superiority. Since I did not
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have Goertz to prod me before I got “to the field,” I had to figure out
some of these distinctions - and their political significance - as I parsed
the sanctions debates.

How many possible cases?

After defining a case and the dimensions of comparison, the researcher
needs to decide whether to analyze the full universe of cases or some
subset. That requires identifying the “universe” of cases. It may be small,
such as ‘world wars’ or ‘nuclear weapons laboratories” (Gusterson in this
book) or large, such as wars or laboratories in general. Clarifying what
would be a non-case helps for delineating possible cases. A non-case of a
nuclear weapons laboratory could be a weapons laboratory or a civilian
laboratory. A non-case of war might be violent conflict that remains
within the territorial boundaries of one state, a militarized interstate
dispute averted, or stable peace. It all depends on the formulation of
the research question, although clarifying the universe of cases might,
in turn, mean going back to reformulate the core research question.

In my efforts to understand how race affected policies toward South
Africa, for instance, I had to decide whether to include all sanctions
policies or select a few ‘senders’ (in the language of that literature).
Initially, this task seemed straightforward: list the relevant international
organizations and states, then decide the feasibility of including all of
them in the analysis. I remain indebted to my dissertation committee for
pointing out that only looking at those who adopted sanctions would
have prematurely truncated the list of possible cases. My universe of
cases quickly expanded, because I needed to include all the debates over
sanctions to capture times when sanctions might have happened but
were rejected. (Similarly, see Ackerly’s discussion, in this book, of her
difficulties trying to analyze marginalized and silenced discourses.)

The distinction between cases and non-cases may not be stark. And the
gray zone may actually be more interesting (politically as well as theor-
etically) than the poles - Britain had mixed policies which critics did not
consider sanctions at all - but we still need the full spectrum in order to
identify its significance. In more formalized terminology, Mahoney and
Goertz (2004) offer their “possibility principle.” They rightly note that
most non-cases are actually implausible and the subset of possible cases
is much narrower. The trick is to figure out the difference. If you were
lucky, like I was, you have a dissertation committee - or a colleague suffi-
ciently informed but not vested in the outcome of the research - to keep
you honest about plausibility. Those comfortable with the language of
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variables will also benefit from reviewing Mahoney and Goertz’s rules
of inclusion and exclusion (2004: 657-8).

Some studies go even further to analyze the non-cases, such as policies
that are not adopted (Price 1997; Tannenwald 2007). Indeed, depending
on how the research question is framed, one study’s case may be another
study’s non-case. The use of counter-factual scenarios further expands
the range of potential non-cases, although their use raises a whole host
of additional issues (Fearon 1991; Tetlock and Belkin 1996). Indeed, I do
wonder why post-modernists are derided for challenging the objectivity
of historical narratives yet made up counter-factual scenarios can be
taken so seriously by social scientists. I prefer to treat these as theor-
etical formulations or predictions, rather than cases per se, because all
researchers employ hypothetical “‘what if” and “why not’ scenarios, either
implicitly or explicitly. And that leads us to the next step in case selec-
tion, sorting out the logic of comparison employed in the project.

Which logic of comparison?

Delineating a universe of cases (including non-cases) does not tell a
researcher how to analyze them, beyond some notion of comparison.
Even a single case is not unique, otherwise there is no basis for calling it
exceptional. However, the comparison might be against an ideal type.
There are diverse ways that researchers parse evidence within a compar-
ative logic. The type of question the study seeks to answer, in turn,
depends on its underlying logic.

For example, King, Keohane, and Verba’s (1994) controversial advice
to increase the number of observations applies a statistical logic of theory
testing: the larger the universe (or representative sample), the more
persuasive the hypothesized claims about patterns between variables.
Yet, for better or worse, redefining a key concept in order to create more
observations may fundamentally alter the research question. World wars
are not the same thing as militarized interstate disputes. If the research
question really is about worldwide war, or nuclear weapons laboratories,
the change may be unwarranted, and a study of only a few events
or locations would be appropriate regardless of what the statisticians
might think. For questions looking at wars or laboratories in general,
though, expanding the study could be beneficial, since it reduces over-
generalization from the experiences of great powers or scientists working
on secret projects.

Making a choice between, say, five cases that lack the ideal controls
versus a near-perfect quasi-experimental paired comparison that shifts
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the main question depends on the researcher knowing the embedded
logic of comparison. This sounds simple. Typically, social science projects
seek to make somewhat general causal claims, while those drawing on
post-modernism do not. Yet once we start delving into what exactly it
means to make a causal claim, neither epistemological position proves
to be so obvious.

There is no single ‘scientific’ logic. Some, inspired by physics,
advocate deduction to generate hypotheses, usually followed by
statistical testing. Others prefer focused comparison, because it mimics
a test tube experiment in a chemistry laboratory. Biology and geology
offer other templates. Policy-focused or intensive ethnographic research
can also lead to general claims that might be reformulated as hypo-
theses to test and may convincingly disprove a prevailing theory in
particular circumstances (see ‘Single Case Studies” below; also Leander
and Gusterson in this book). All researchers, therefore, would benefit
from clarifying their analytical assumptions by asking themselves the
following three general questions.

Does the study seek to test theories?

Avowed social scientists are not the only ones who put forth general
claims; a study does not need to use the terms “hypothesis” or ‘variable’
to offer theories that can be tested. Furthermore, theory-testing studies
are only as good as their hypotheses. And as Ackerly underscores (in this
book), there is no guarantee that factors, notably gender (and I would
add race), have not been systematically omitted. Framing theoretical
insights through the dominant scholarly discourse of testing proposi-
tions can lead to productive engagements, even if the initial studies do
not use the vocabulary of variables.

For example, critical theorists have raised the visibility of ‘omitted
variables” such as gender and deserve credit for getting them into the
‘equation.” See, for instance, Goertz’s overview of how the addition of
gender transformed the literature on the welfare state (2006: 88-93). In
IR, Foucauldian notions of epistemic power have made in-roads in the
past 20 years, as the limits of a materialist conception of power have
become increasingly apparent. Not coincidentally, feminist approaches
have gained legitimacy along with constructivism (Peterson et al. 2005).
I adamantly refused to have variables in my dissertation, but these sorts
of examples have mellowed me over the years, and therefore I encourage
others not to react to scholarship based solely on differences in termin-
ology (Klotz and Lynch 2006).
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Are causal claims made in terms of conditions or mechanisms?

One of the most basic lessons about analytical inference is the differ-
entiation between correlation and causation. Its application seems
straightforward: use statistical analysis to identify patterns, and then
select cases to illustrate which direction the causal effect runs (or
figure out if another variable explains both). Case studies trace a causal
process that links the proposed independent variable to the dependent
one, in order to offer an explanation for why the pattern emerges.
This research design has been the bread-and-butter model for mixing
methods. More recently, the marriage of rational choice theory (which
derives its hypotheses deductively, rather than observing statistical
patterns) with historical narrative relies on the same process tracing
approach to theory testing.

Elaborating on this as a social scientific basis for case studies, advocates
of mechanisms have been contributing a lot to the burgeoning literature
on qualitative methods (George and Bennett 2005; Gerring 2007). As
with all approaches, a focus on mechanisms has its strengths and weak-
nesses (Checkel in this book). For example, such studies in IR usually
demonstrate a chain of decisions by policy makers that presumably links
the independent and dependent variables. But because any mechanism
can be scaled up or down (Tilly 2001), no one can possibly test all the
plausible alternatives. Once again, we are reminded that ontological
assumptions about units and levels of analysis are critical.

Yet the problem runs deeper than researchers failing to test propos-
itions about alternative processes. Causal chain narratives downplay
contingency and contestation. Indeed, in his (otherwise quite useful)
practical guidelines for historical research in IR, Trachtenberg (2006)
advises writing historical narratives to emphasize the almost-inevitable
nature of the outcomes, even if the preceding analysis does take into
account alternative scenarios. But these chains of mechanisms, which
focus on the presence or absence of factors, are not the only type of
causal argument.

Probabilistic claims, articulated in terms of likelihoods, are based on
conditions and the conjuncture of various factors at a particular point in
time. This latter view shares a contingent quality that post-modernists
favor. To see these distinctions in practice, note how Checkel and Dunn
(in this book) employ documents and interviews in similar ways to
different analytical ends. Checkel aims to create an historical narrative
that positions social facts into a coherent story, whereas Dunn offers
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a genealogy that highlights contestation over meanings. (Little 1991
offers a succinct overview of different types of causal arguments.)

Are constitutive claims adequately distinguished from causal ones?

My suggestion that probabilistic causal claims may have something in
common with genealogy, through their similar emphasis on complex
conjunctures, makes it especially important to understand the distinc-
tion between a ‘constitutive” and a ‘causal’ argument. In post-modern
critiques of social science, these two components often get conflated.
Yet even Goertz, a quintessential social scientist, acknowledges the
constitutive side of causal theories: ‘concepts are theories about onto-
logy” because they are about ‘the fundamental constitutive elements of
a phenomenon’” which play a critical role in explanation (2006: 5).

One might think of this as treating the independent variable in a
causal study as the dependent variable in a constitutive one. Foreign
policies may ‘constitute’ identities, by inscribing definitions of Self
and Other. Those identities, in turn, narrow the range of conceivable
options. Identities thus play a ‘causal’ role in the sense of making
certain choices more likely (and inconceivable ones, extremely unlikely).
Formulating constitutive claims as conditional or probabilistic makes
them causal in a particular sense. This challenges both post-modernists’
claims not to be offering explanations and mechanism-oriented social
scientists” claims to offer the only true proof of causal connections.
Certainly constitutive claims do not need to be formulated as causal argu-
ments. But I do think it helps to avoid tautology, which is particularly
prevalent in arguments about the ‘mutual constitution” of structures
and agents (also see Hoffmann in this book).

There is at least one other advantage of trying to think of constitutive
claims in causal terms: it encourages the researcher to think about what
it means for a proposition to be ‘wrong.” I do not mean ‘falsification” in
the narrow sense of largely discredited positivist standards for refuting
theories. By ‘wrong,” I mean that researchers benefit from thinking about
what sorts of evidence might make a particular claim untenable. For
example, the role of identity in foreign policy is a common theme in
critical security studies. Quite likely, identity is defined in a way that
precludes the possibility that there is no identity. (‘What is the opposite
of the concept?’) But the question could be reformulated to ask whether
specific interests conflict with specific identities, rather than presuming
that the former derives from the latter.

Similarly, if the researcher assumes multiple identities, then the ques-
tion might revolve around what a dominant identity might look like
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(‘What adjectives modify the concept?’). Evidence might lead to the
conclusion that a particular identity is not dominant; it might be subor-
dinate (Neumann in this book), marginalized (Dunn in this book), or
silenced (Ackerly in this book). Similarly, if the boundaries of identities
are posited to be fluid rather than fixed, another common assumption,
what would a relatively stable identity look like (Hermann in this book)?

My point is that researchers from many positivist and post-modern
perspectives do parse evidence along similar lines, despite dissimilar
philosophical moorings. This suggests potential for complementary
insights, if researchers are willing to focus on their logics rather than
labels. Recognizing this, we can put pluralism into practice in the selec-
tion of cases.

Single case studies

Often single case studies emerge out of an empirical puzzle. We see some-
thing that does not fit our expectations based on prevailing theories
or conventional wisdom. A researcher, already knowledgeable about a
part of the world or particular issue, may have some hunches about
what is happening and perhaps some critiques of dominant frame-
works. For example, my dissertation built on the observation that mater-
ialist theories were of little use for understanding why Zimbabwe risked
so much to condemn racial segregation in South Africa. Simply put,
apartheid should not have been an international issue if the Realist
building blocks of IR, such as sovereignty and balance of power, were
accurate. That observation, however, did not tell me what an alternative
theory might be, nor did it tell me whether this one anomaly justified
the wholesale rejection of Realism.

As my research question emerged, I readily found theoretical argu-
ments that offered a plausible alternative - ideational - framework in
Kratochwil and Ruggie’s (1986) critique of regime theory. However,
this nascent constructivism did not offer a specific theory to test.
Indeed, it resisted the whole endeavor of testing theories in the
conventional sense! My research into why states and international
organizations censured South Africa became a ‘plausibility probe’ to see
if meta-theoretical arguments about the constitution of interests could
be translated into empirical research. I presented Realism and Marxism
as materialist foils to highlight key aspects of my alternative ideational
framework, but the study itself was not designed as a test of any theory
(evident to anyone who ventures back to read the dissertation’s theory
chapter).
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Plausibility probes are certainly not the only option. Single case studies
can be used effectively to test theories if they fall into one of two
categories. Some cases should be “easy’ for a theory to explain, yet it
falls short. Others are ‘unlikely’ for a theory to explain, yet it does
surprisingly well. There are various labels out there but these are the two
general logics. Not all single case studies will fall into one of these two
categories. Just the opposite: rarely will such a crucial case be available,
but its analytical usefulness can outweigh many large-n studies.

An easy case can readily be confused with a plausibility probe, but the
distinction is significant because each relies on the opposite logic. The
exact same empirical evidence can contain more than one theoretical
implication, but not all are of equal significance. For example, imagine
that the evidence I gathered did show that norms could reasonably be
interpreted as justifications for the pursuit of deeper material interests.
An ideational approach would not be a better explanation of the censure
of South Africa for racial discrimination - there would be little reason
to reject Realism in favor of a new (and barely formulated) alternative
theory. Yet a conclusion that Realism indeed could explain the putative
weakness of norms would also not, in any strong sense, confirm the
theory because South Africa was not a‘great power’ (among other issues).
Simply put, apartheid was a trivial case for testing Realism.

The second type of theory testing based on a single case is a ‘least
likely” scenario. Again, this should be distinguished from a plausibility
probe, because the two may look similar. Unlike the easy case, a plaus-
ibility probe may follow the same logic as a hard case; the difference
is the relationship between the theory and the empirical evidence. For
example, if constructivist theory had been articulated in a less meta-
theoretical way when I plunged into my dissertation, I might have
framed it as a ‘least likely” study because of the substantial amount
of evidence in favor of materialist arguments (strategic resources in
southern Africa, markets, and such). Other studies around the same
time did directly target those theories by focusing on actors and arenas
that prevailing theories considered most important: the World Bank
(Finnemore 1996) rather than the Commonwealth, for instance (also
the contributions in Katzenstein 1996). Not coincidentally, it was the
part of my study on the United States that got published in International
Organization (10).

The value of single cases - perhaps more so than other selection
rationales - depends in particular on the status of the theory that
underpins it. In the late 1980s, constructivism had not been articulated
to the point where, epistemological disputes aside, it could have been
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tested - those ‘importing” frameworks from other disciplines may face
a similar situation. When I revised my dissertation for publication, I
sought in the conclusion to translate my framework into more detailed
claims that others could subsequently probe. In retrospect, I might have
formulated these suggestions in terms of interests or identities as the
‘dependent variable,” had I felt more comfortable with that vocabulary.

Now, if someone were to do a similar study, I would expect to see
a research design that is built on the logic of easy or least likely cases,
because the basic insight that norms or identities “‘matter” is no longer
novel. With the plausibility of the theoretical claim established, the
value of doing additional single case studies (aside from the inherent
value of knowing more about a particular place or issue) diminishes. As
the circumstances that warrant the use of a ‘crucial” case are limited, the
research design questions shift to consider carefully paired comparisons
or a larger set of cases instead.

Paired comparisons

Experimental logic makes carefully paired comparisons most acceptable
for ‘positivists” who aspire to test hypotheses. Yet given the infinite
number of hypothetically possible variables across diverse levels of
analysis, even carefully paired comparisons are inevitably easy to chal-
lenge. Outside the laboratory, as social scientists readily admit, ideal
conditions will rarely exist. I refrain from saying ‘never,” in recognition
of a growing interest in field experiments, but these would be tough
to apply widely in the IR context. Simulations, either with people or
with computers, also offer potential insights, but they remain heuristics
(Hoffmann in this book).

The closest approximation is the exploration of a single case over
time, sometimes called ‘within case’ comparison, because it enables a
researcher to hold many potential variables relatively constant. What
might initially appear as one case turns into a comparative study.
The best way to make this longitudinal approach work is when an
‘exogenous shock” - the dramatic shift in an independent variable -
enables the researcher to track closely what else does and does not
change. Otherwise, there is nothing truly paired about breaking one case
into component parts over an extended period of time. Simply “tracing’
the “history” of a single case over time does not really take the logic of
comparison seriously.

Yet even when there is evidence of such a sharp break, establishing
historical stages remains difficult. Questions include how far back to
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go and on what criteria to demarcate eras (see Neumann in this book).
Quickly a comparison between two periods devolves into a longer study.
And then researchers need to look beyond ‘pairing’ to tackle the diffi-
culties of slightly larger small-n studies - the sorts of problems that
George’s notion of ‘structured focused comparison’ sought to alleviate
(George 1979; George and Bennett 2005). I am not suggesting that we
should abandon cross-temporal studies - we simply should not treat
them as a special form of rigorous comparison.

The limitation which I find less frequently acknowledged in otherwise
sensible discussions is whether paired cases are truly independent units
or events. Tilly’s (1984) notion of ‘encompassing’ comparisons comes
close; some people use the phrase “‘world time” to denote the importance
of shared global historical context. Given increasing emphasis on ‘glob-
alization” across the social sciences, the question of inter-connections
between cases (and not just variables) needs to be confronted explicitly.
If countries, the most common unit of analysis, are not independent,
then researchers need to figure out ways to control for external factors
that may not appear as variables in the relevant literature. For instance,
globalization has produced a new interest among comparative politics
specialists in norms that diffuse to the local level, and they increasingly
acknowledge significant cross-case interactions, such as emulation.

In this context, my South Africa study might be viewed as a study of
the evolution of a particular norm (anti-racism). If there were a critical
juncture, at which point one could claim that the norm emerged or
consolidated, then a ‘before” and ‘after’ study could be treated as a
paired comparison, with most key variables either held constant or at
least readily identified. In the United Nations debates over apartheid,
1963 marks such a turning point: the Security Council rejected a
domestic jurisdiction defense in favor of a ‘threat to peace and security’
argument. However, in the Commonwealth, 1961 marks the key
break: South Africa declared republican status and withdrew from the
organization. We cannot do a structured, focused, paired comparison
across these two organizations, because we cannot apply the same
timeframe. Furthermore, the UN decisions took place in the context of
prior Commonwealth debates, while those took place following earlier
challenges to domestic jurisdiction by India going even farther back
than the UN founding. We can learn a lot about, say, majority voting
versus consensus by pairing these organizations, but they do not offer
independent cases.

With few single cases passing muster as ‘crucial” and so many inherent
problems in paired comparisons, most qualitative studies fall into the
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murky range of small-n studies. This gray-zone of ‘more than two’ but
‘less than whatever is statistically significant’ presents difficult terrain
for case selection. The demands for detailed evidence garnered by a solo
researcher are still possible but the results are inevitably more superfi-
cial. Some of these constraints can be alleviated through collaborative
projects, but dissertation writers are less likely to gain funding for that,
unless they work as part of a supervisor’s larger project. Therefore, 1
assume that the trade-offs are faced by individuals.

More-than-Two but Not-a-Lot

Clearly, there is no single formula for dealing with multiple cases.
Particularly for studies that start with an empirical puzzle, rather than
a theory to test, some of the parameters of case selection are dictated
by social realities and historical circumstances (see Dunn in this book).
Yet I fear that research designs too often reflect the typical structure
of a book: a magic trinity of three case study chapters, along with
an introduction and conclusion, comprise a readable and reasonably
priced volume. My goal in this section, therefore, is to get away from
that trinity without tossing out the possibility that three case studies
may indeed be appropriate.

For instance, in my study of international reactions to apartheid, I
could have analyzed a wide range of international organizations and
foreign policies. Yet it made sense to focus on the three communities
in which South Africa had historically played a role: the international
community (represented by the United Nations), the Commonwealth
(initially as a Dominion within the British Empire but then during
decolonization), and Africa (as a result primarily of geography rather
than choice). Within each of these three communities, I analyzed the
collective decisions of an international organization (UN, Common-
wealth, and Organization of African Unity) and a key state within each
group (the United States, Britain, and Zimbabwe). The result was, indeed,
a reasonably priced book that I have been told is readable, as well as
fairly convincing to specialists of each of these communities. I cannot
complain too much about the magic trinity. But the choice of three
communities was primarily inductive, the result of the historical legacies
of South Africa’s origins as a state in the international system.

Yet, on closer examination, counting the cases in my study is tough.
These communities, taken together, comprise a single case of inter-
national cooperation (to condemn institutionalized racism in South
Africa). In that sense, these are not six independent cases of sanctions
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policies (in three instances across two types of actors). But if the theor-
etical focus were theories of decision-making, rather than regimes, they
could be. In another sense, each pair of organizations and states could
count as a case for tracing norm diffusion (but note the problem of inter-
connections discussed above). Going that route, the effects of sanctions
on South Africa should also be considered a case, but it would not be
a ‘structured focused comparison,” because South Africa was the target
while the other countries were senders of sanctions.

What is a confused researcher to do? My general advice, and my
constant refrain in this chapter, is to remain mindful of the theoretical
framework and core question, which do lead to reasonable conclusions
about relevant cases at appropriate levels of analysis. And do not flee
back to the world of single cases studies because they seem simpler;
most of them lack analytical leverage. Yet that leaves my students
profoundly unsatisfied, and I confess that I too remain uneasy. Other
researchers (who also, notably, teach methods) have offered two direc-
tions for honing the selection of multiple cases: typologies and fuzzy
sets. I am not yet convinced by either but both deserve serious atten-
tion from anyone trying to sort out this gray zone of Not-a-Lot of
cases.

Typologies provide a fruitful path between the extremes of unattain-
able universal generalization and idiosyncratic contextualization. One
of the advantages of a typology is that it offers an escape from the
search for a crucial case or an elusive paired comparison by offering
the possibility of comparing one or more cases against an ideal. Think
about the adjectives often attached to concepts like democracy or
war. These can easily be turned into descriptive or analytical typolo-
gies that differentiate forms of a phenomenon. And these typologies
can be linked to constitutive or causal claims. One might explore a
number of cases to illustrate the full range or concentrate on one cell,
depending on the research question. (For elaboration and advocacy of
‘typological theories,” see George and Bennett 2005: 233-53.) So far, so
good.

Still, I advise caution, because it is seductively easy to draw up a
two-by-two table for just about anything. That leads to a tendency to
construct a dubious typology that justifies research that you already
know you want to do or, especially for seasoned scholars, that relies
heavily on research you have already done. I did just that for my disser-
tation: drawing on the sparse literature on pariah states, I identified two
descriptive factors, which were only evident together in the South Africa
case. | intended eventually to examine other historical examples (since
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I claimed that none of the other contemporary cases were comparable).
Although I dropped this convoluted foray into typologies for the book, I
hesitate to dismiss the exercise completely. It prodded me to think more
historically, which I generally was not inclined to do. And my favorite
comparison, the Confederacy during the American civil war, inspired
me to write a spin-off article comparing the abolitionists with the anti-
apartheid activists (Klotz 2002). In the end, I still think that insightful
typologies can help us avoid some of the difficulties of comparisons.

Another option gaining followers especially among those seeking to
bridge quantitative and qualitative studies is Ragin’s notion of ‘fuzzy
sets, also known as ‘qualitative comparative analysis’ (Ragin 2000).
Since his approach is full of technical terminology, I will simply mention
here a few of the overarching goals that might encourage skeptics to
take an initial look at some of his guidelines.

Rather than force complex concepts into rigid conceptual boxes,
the notion of fuzzy sets accepts some inherent ambiguity. Concepts
comprise a cluster of key characteristics, but no single feature is essen-
tial. Thus a ‘case’ of something includes some, but not necessarily all,
of these core dimensions. Here is where the logic of Boolean algebra
comes into play, and along with it, specialized terminology and formal
notation. Anyone familiar with on-line library searches knows that
typing ‘and’ gets a smaller number of hits than ‘or’ - it is the same
logic. One might link this to typologies, for instance, by defining ideal
types in terms of the most exclusive features (‘and”) while recognizing
that cases will evince a subset (‘or’) of those characteristics (Goertz
2006: 84).

I find this logic appealing, because it helps me wrestle with a basic
empirical question: should South Africa be considered a democracy?
By the standards of the late 1700s, it certainly should - show me any
political system based on universal suffrage at that time! By the stand-
ards of the late 1900s, its parliamentary elections without adequate
representation clearly did not satisfy most definitions. Since electoral
dynamics among white votes did play a significant role in the transition
to inclusive democracy, the existence of certain features of democracy
should not be overlooked. Also, there would not be much to the demo-
cratic peace literature if we used universal suffrage as a necessary feature
for defining democracies in earlier times. Fuzzy sets move researchers
away from essentialist terminology - which is also a major goal of
constructivism and critical theory. Whether it can deliver on this poten-
tial for building conceptual bridges without getting mired in the jargon
of its formal notation remains to be seen.
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Conclusion

Perhaps because I grew up in a family of chemists, I never doubted
the value of case studies. Paired comparisons come closest to controlled
test tube experiments where one chemical agent (potentially) alters a
reaction. No correlation will offer anything as compelling in terms of
causal inference. Yet, I also never had illusions about the practice of
science. For me, the laboratory was not the idealized space that philo-
sophers contemplate; it emitted a distinctive aroma and was popu-
lated by human beings. And sometimes scientists - just like any other
humans - have been extraordinarily successful in propagating ideas that
subsequently appear quite ridiculous (Klotz 1986). I have never expected
social reality to mimic molecules, because people are not objects. I also
appreciate that scientists, like ethnographers, find some of their greatest
insights while looking for something else.

Qualitative researchers of my generation had little to offer in terms
of a methodological rationale. Scholars oriented toward theory testing
easily dismissed our single case studies as “thick description,” caricaturing
Geertz’s famous 1973 essay of that name. I distinctly recall an awkward
job interview situation that followed along these lines. Fortunately, we
have come a long way in the past 20 years. The significance of single case
studies for theory testing is still debated, but it is better understood. And
its significance for theory building is widely accepted. Greater attention
can now be paid to the messy middle of more than two but less than
whatever is statistically relevant. Let me reiterate that these are research
design questions that barely begin to address subsequent methodolo-
gical questions of how to do the actual empirical study within the cases.
The remaining chapters in this book do that exceptionally well.
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Discourse Analysis

Iver B. Neumann

As a 22-year-old, I held a stray job fetching bundles of fur from minks,
seals, polar foxes, blue foxes, and red foxes to show the buyers at Oslo
Fur Auctions. The work altered the way I saw the world in other realms.
Most striking was how one of my main interests at the time, looking at
women, acquired a new dimension. Where I had previously focused on
shape and movement, attire now became an important factor. My new
interest in fur coats changed the way I sifted what I saw. Psychological
experiments confirm my personal experience. For instance, children
shown a cup with the handle turned away none the less drew a cup with
ahandle, because cups, by definition, are supposed to have handles. That
is, the children drew the model, not simply what they ‘saw’ as a result of
light waves hitting their optical nerves. People sort and combine sensory
impressions of the world through categories (or models or principles).
Language, as a social system with its own relational logic, produces
reality for humans by mediating these sense data.

These examples highlight that perception is mediated by aesthetics,
sexuality, morals, or other modes (Bauman 1992). In order not to forget
that these meanings are socially reproduced, discourse analysts call them
representations — literally re-presented. (I will concentrate on the precon-
ditions for and jobs undertaken by representations; see Dunn’s chapter
in this book for more detailed discussion of analyzing the compon-
ents of representations.) Representations that are put forward time and
again become a set of statements and practices through which certain
language becomes institutionalized and ‘normalized” over time. They
may be differently marked in terms of how influential they are. In the
United States during the Cold War, ‘dove” and ‘hawk’ representations
of the Soviet Union were both institutionalized, but so was the (even
less changing) representation put forward by the American Communist
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Party. When people who mouth the same representations organize, they
make up a position in the discourse. Like representations, positions may
be dominant or marginalized in various degrees.

Demonstrating institutionalized discourse can often simply be done
by proving that metaphors regularly appear in the same texts. In my
study of European discourse on Russia, for example, I found a represent-
ation, which stressed that Russian females had been raped by Mongol
and Tatar males for centuries, and that this had fostered a particularly
wild and barbarous people (‘scratch the Russian, and the Tatar will
emerge’). This representation began to form fairly early, reached a peak
in the inter-war period, and then lived a very submerged existence in
European discourse. In the Baltic states, however, it was very strong
indeed throughout the Soviet period and into the 1990s. The more such
things may be specified empirically, the better the analysis. The ideal is
to include as many representations and their variations as possible, and
to specify where they are to be found in as high a degree as possible.

The first research task is to show the affinities and differences between
representations in order to demonstrate whether they belong to the
same discourse. But repetition does not preclude variation or gradual
re-presentation, so discourse analysis also seeks to capture the inevit-
able cultural changes in representations of reality. For example, in the
late 1980s, Russia was obviously heading for challenging times, and
I reckoned that this would entail wide-ranging changes in relations
with Europe. My basic idea was that, regardless of period, Russia’s rela-
tionship with Europe had not been straightforward, yet it seemed set
to remain central to Russian foreign policy as well as to Russian self-
understanding. I wanted to be able to say something general about
prerequisites for Soviet/Russian foreign policy in a situation where so
many things seemed to be in flux.

Discourse analysis is eminently useful for such analysis, because it says
something about why state Y was considered an enemy in state X, how
war emerged as a political option, and how other options were shunted
aside. Because a discourse maintains a degree of regularity in social
relations, it produces preconditions for action. It constrains how the
stuff that the world consists of is ordered, and so how people categorize
and think about the world. It constrains what is thought of at all, what is
thought of as possible, and what is thought of as the ‘natural thing” to do
in a given situation. But discourse cannot determine action completely.
There will always be more than one possible outcome. Discourse analysis
aims at specifying the bandwidth of possible outcomes. This works the
other way, too; discourse analysis may also start with a specific outcome
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and demonstrate the preconditions for it happening, demonstrating
concurrently that the outcome might have been different.

To map these patterns in representations, discourse analysts examine
utterances. They may be texts (written statements that do some kind
of work in a context). However, any sign - a semaphore, a painting or
a grimace - may be analyzed as text, because it conveys meaning in a
particular context. Since we ‘read” societal processes as the functional
equivalent of texts, one may, for example, cull data from ethnography
(see Gusterson in this book). Due to limits on length, I will focus in
this chapter on written sources. (For an example of discourse analysis of
ethnographic data, see Neumann 2007.)

Acquiring a certain cultural competence is a prerequisite for discourse
analysis, as for most qualitative methods. After discussing the need
for basic language skills and historical knowledge, I divide my lessons
for method into three concrete steps. First, one needs to delimit the
discourse to a wide but manageable range of sources and timeframes.
From these texts, the analyst then identifies the representations that
comprise the discourse, taking into account censorship and other prac-
tices that shape the availability of text. Finally, to explore change,
one uncovers layering within the discourse. The more actions that the
analysis may account for by demonstrating its preconditions, and the
more specifically this may be done, the better the discourse analysis.

Prerequisite: cultural competence

I always encourage students to draw on extant knowledge when they
choose their topics; it saves time, and they start out with a compet-
itive advantage. It also provides a degree of ‘cultural competence.” For
example, I had done my conscription at the Norwegian Army Language
School, where I studied Russian. Then I lived in Russia for half a year and
did university courses in its history and foreign policy. All this gave me
a certain cultural competence when I set out to research Soviet discourse
as a doctoral student at Oxford (later published as Neumann 1996).
I knew the Russian language, genres of relevant texts, and something
about the general social and political setting (such as when Russia was
at war with other states that it considered to be European and the extent
to which European history and language were taught in schools).

This cultural competence enabled me to use tools of discourse analysis
to demonstrate variations in meanings and representations. The more
in-depth the general knowledge, the easier the specific research. For
example, I knew that many Russian newspaper articles were divided into
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two parts: a first part that repeated the so-called main line, then a part
that dealt with new material that still had not been sorted in relation
to and assimilated by that dominant representation. What is crucial
for the discourse analyst is the separation of these two parts by one
codeword, odnako, which is best translated as ‘however.” If one knows
such conventions, the reading of texts becomes easier: I could rush
through part one, which is a simple re-presentation of an already known
reality, and concentrate on part two. Similarly, the expression en principe
in French signals that one is putting forth a representation which one
generally shares, but from which one nonetheless is going to deviate.

Of course, some things may be learnt on the job. As a British-trained
Norwegian Russian specialist,  needed to work at mastering phrases like
‘to go” and ‘drag it through the garden’ to buy a hamburger in the United
States. But there are other things that you have to know before you can
start. When I turned to the analysis of discourse in the United States,
it was inconceivable for me not to know references such as ‘I have a
dream’ (a speech by Martin Luther King, Jr), “beam me up, Scotty” (a line
from the television show Star Trek) or ‘I pledge allegiance’ (to the flag).
The point is that a researcher needs a basic level of cultural competence
to recognize the shared understandings that create a common frame of
reference, which makes it possible for people to act in relation to one
another.

Let us not forget that the analyses we write up are written for some-
body. What is adequate cultural competence for a specific discourse
analysis hangs, among other things, on whether the resulting analysis
may tell the intended readers something new. Ideally, a scientific text
should tell every conceivable reader something new. That is a situation
that is very rarely reached, however. The world is full of researchers who
produce texts that do adequate jobs in adequate settings because they
are new in those settings, and not necessarily anywhere else.

There is a trade-off with cultural competence. Culture appears to be
shared. Close up, it turns out not to be. Phrases may mean a number
of different things, or they may be used without the user knowing all
their cultural references or implications. The challenge is not to get
naturalized - not to ‘become’ part of the universe studied - but to
denaturalize. If you are a native speaker and know a culture as only
a native can, then you do not have that marginal gaze where things
look strange enough to present themselves as puzzles. You will also
lose touch with your own biases. You become what anthropologists call
‘home blind.” For example, I once submitted an analysis of US foreign
policy discourse which used a quote from the then chairman of the
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Senate’s Foreign Relations Committee, a key Republican senator of long
standing, as representative of American discourse. The two reviewers,
who wrote flawless American English, objected to my treatment of him
as an elder on the grounds that they considered him out of touch and
a crackpot, respectively! These readers were definitely ‘home blind.” It is
fully possible to do discourse analysis in the culture you know best, but
you still need some kind of distance. You cannot be too much at home.

An historian or anthropologist would at this point ask, whose repres-
entations, whose culture? (See also Leander and Ackerly in this book.)
We are talking about cultural competence regarding the culture that
spawns the representations to be analyzed, not necessarily for other
related cultures. When I was done with my discourse analysis of Russian
representations of Europe, I noted that I had documented what I held
to be so much arcane and downright silly Russian representations of
Europe that I felt I owed it to the Russians to analyze European repres-
entations of Russia as well, presuming that just as much arcane and silly
stuff would crop up. (It did; see Neumann 1999.) For that analysis, I
needed neither Russian nor much knowledge of Russia. Instead, it was
important to know German, French, and English. It was a problem that
I could only cover Spanish and Portuguese representations in transla-
tions. But I still felt warranted in talking about European representations
of Russia, for there were strong regularities between German, British,
French, and Scandinavian representations of Russia at any one given
time during the last 500 years that presumably could be generalized to
‘Iberian representations.”

As in any other research, this lacuna has to be stated, and it will serve
as a challenge to new researchers. (I have tried, so far unsuccessfully, to
get a doctoral student to write about Iberian representations of Russia.)
Methodologically, this points to the importance of being explicit about
your sweep: the broader it is, the more general knowledge you need, and
the less risky it is to leave lacunae. But great care should be taken here.
No good Russianist would assume cultural competence about Serbia,
and old cultural competence from the Soviet era may not necessarily
be applied to Ukraine after its formal political separation from Russia.
Knowing the ever-changing limits of your cultural competence may be
as important as knowing its contents.

Step one: delimiting texts

Discourse analysts read texts. But what texts? In certain cases this is a
simple question to answer. If one is to study party systems, then party
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programs, election laws, and articles as well as speeches by party leaders
are typical primary materials. Still, the quantity of material is usually
enormous, especially if one includes the secondary literature. It is crucial
to draw some lines, but problems of delimitation are inevitable. The
choices applied to each individual discourse analysis always have to
be defended. For example, if one repeatedly finds statements such as
‘scrape a Russian and the Tatar will appear,” it would be mistaken to
omit representations of Tatars from an analysis of Russian identity.

A given discourse cannot be entirely detached from all other
discourses. They are ordered and scaled in relation to one another.
Russian identity, therefore, must be studied as something Russian and
something non-Russian. However, which relation or relations to study -
between Russia and Asia, Russia and Europe, Russia and Germany, Russia
and Tatarstan, Russia and the Jews, Russia and the feminine - is not
given. Ideally, all should be covered. In practice, that is rarely possible.
The choice of which relation(s) to single out may be theory driven (let
us see what happens if we bring a feminist standpoint perspective to the
study of Russian identity and look at the constitutive role of gender),
utilitarian (I need to illuminate the identity aspects involved before I
can get a handle on Russian-German energy relations; how do Russians
think of Germany in general?) or ludic (my own favorite: why is it that
Russians treat me the way they do? This must have something to do
with general Russian ideas about Europeans.).

Insofar as politics is a struggle between named groups and people,
politics is conflict. Conflict should therefore attract the analyst of polit-
ical discourse. One will often find direct references to texts that are being
attacked. It is usually apparent who is attacking whom. When there is
such a racket, it is because something new is happening, something that
is meeting various attempts at limitation from those who dominate the
discourse (see Lukes 1974).

However, the pursuit of commotion can be a methodological problem,
since realities are maintained by the frequent repetition and confirm-
ation of representations. The absence of commotion does not mean
that the discourse in question is non-conflictual. One has to use more
time and mental energy to work out how and why things remain
unaltered. Concentrating on the texts that produce the greatest racket
might mean that one automatically privileges the dominant repres-
entation, which usually will be the loudest (Waever 1999). Some texts
remain unpublished when censorship is successful. Challengers may
remain undetected for other reasons, including socially distributed lack
of writing skills. One may also turn this around: publications that only
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repeat or incrementally expand the main representation tend to pass
relatively quietly. If one fails to detect these processes of power, then the
analysis easily becomes a shallow one of the boundaries of the discourse
and its domination.

Also, social and political life is full of cases where somebody writes
something new and intriguing, with no immediate reception whatso-
ever. It may simply be that the text is so new or different in relation
to what already exists that it goes unnoticed for this very reason. There
are existing texts as well as future texts that will suffer this fate. If a
text from a relatively obscure source becomes central - as did Francis
Fukuyama’s “The End of History?” in The National Interest - then it is a
research task to demonstrate how the text overcame the odds.

Some texts will show up as crossroads or anchor points, such as
short government treatises outlining policy (called white papers in most
English-speaking countries). These are called canonical texts or monu-
ments (compare Laclau and Mouffe 1985 on nodal points). In my
dissertation research, I was actually able to identify the textual canon
by starting with the secondary literature, because it proved to be well
informed. I took the ‘monuments’ to be the works that were generally
cited in the secondary literature. I read these works, and indeed I found
that they tended to refer to one another. This, as well as the negative
finding that there were few additional central texts, confirmed them as
monuments.

It is useful to select texts around these monuments, since monuments
also contain references to other texts, which again pointed me to others
that were related. One discovers that some texts are ‘canonical,” in the
sense that they have a broad reception and are often cited. If one iden-
tifies these texts, reads them, and then reads the central texts that these
texts in turn refer to, soon one is able to identify the main positions
and versions. In most contemporary Western nationality discourses, for
example, the representation of history for political purposes is wide-
spread.

However, it is not always possible to go back to antediluvian events, so
one must delimit the timeframe. For example, once I had my dissertation
topic, I read up on the secondary literature in order to identify cut-off
points. An obvious one would have been the coming to power of the
great Europeanizer Peter the Great in 1694. In order to trace discourse in
more depth, I chose the Napoleonic wars that really brought Russia into
the heart of European great power politics, and treated the period from
1694 to 1815 cursorily as a prehistory. The other cut-off point presented
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itself during the work, as the Soviet Union split up in the autumn of
1991.

In specifying the sweep of the analysis, it is also important to keep in
mind your reader. I later did a discourse analysis in my native Norwe-
gian on Norwegian representations of Europe (Neumann 2001). I tried
to tackle the question of home blindness by going way back in time -
who is really ‘at home’ in the Middle Ages? In this case, the main
intended reader was an informed Norwegian. I therefore needed to be
fairly detailed in drawing up representations from the last 50 years. Yet
I did not present context that was already fairly well known, which
would not be particularly interesting to the prospective reader. When I
did a shorter version in English (Neumann 2002), the intended readers
were different, so I dropped detail and filled in context. A doctoral
student in Europe, who has little idea who his readers will be, will tend
to write differently from an American student, who has a committee
from the outset. And how do you weigh writing for your examiners
against writing for a more general audience that may also be inter-
ested in the texts? There are authorial decisions to be made - different
strokes for different folks; broader ones for non-specialist foreigners,
dense professors and academics working in outer disciplines.

Participants themselves also delimit their discourses. For example,
medical diagnosis relies upon the definition of diseases and syndromes,
upon which doctors draw. Analyzing the struggles over these defini-
tions, and the process of getting them registered as such, form part of
the research. If the chosen discourse is international intervention (to
distinguish from medical interventions), then the struggle over the char-
acterization of certain policies as ‘humanitarian’ is decisive. The main
task is to dig out the production of specialized knowledge. In analyzing
Norwegian human rights law, for example, there will be a number of
relevant texts in legal journals and government policy papers. One can
compare related professional discourses in other countries. However, the
connection to general political discourse may not be explicit.

Some texts can acquire importance from the medium through which
they are published. For example, a private letter from the 1830s
threatened the dominant Russian representation of Europe after it got
a wide reception through the circulation of copies in the saloons of St
Petersburg, even though the author was declared mentally ill and incar-
cerated. It is important to bear in mind the values which different media
give texts. If one is to carry out a discourse analysis of peace opera-
tions in the 1990s, it is important to distinguish between those journals
that aim at operative milieus (Foreign Affairs or Survival), those that are
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written for a more general audience (International Affairs in Europe), and
those that are mainly read by academics (International Peacekeeping).

But what if there is a Russian letter or unpublished manuscript from
the 1930s, unseen by more than a handful of people, which projects a
representation of Europe that makes my analysis incomplete? In terms
of the history of ideas this would be very interesting, precisely because
of its originality and its lack of reception. Its discovery would provide
a more accurate definition of the borderline between possible thought
and the communication of that possibility. In terms of politics in the
1930s, however, it would be a non-event, because the analysis concerns
texts that are socially communicated.

What if it turns out that there are a number of texts that are systemat-
ically overlooked, which jointly document that there was a main repres-
entation that previously had not been included in the analysis? In the
area of women and war, one can at least imagine the possibility that
a systematic reading of all available sources on the national service in
Norway written by women would result in a revision of previous views
of the national service institution (see Ackerly’s chapter on subaltern
discourses in this book). Mikhail Bakhtin’s concept of genre is useful.

Genre carries its own memory, in the sense that every text relies on its
predecessors and carries with it their echoes. If previous analysts have for
some reason overlooked an entire genre, then it is an important research
task to cast light upon how this has happened. This will change the way
we remember a given historical sequence and is politically relevant to
today’s situation. Excavate one text on women and war, and you have
an idiosyncratic voice and an indication that a group has not met the
preconditions for action to make itself heard. Excavate many, and you
have documentation that an entire group has been silenced. It is also
possible that there are too few texts published, making it difficult to get
started. One can carry out a discourse analysis of material that has not
been in general circulation (for example, of classified material). If the
reason for the lack of text is the novelty of the specific discourse, with,
for example, only newspaper articles existing, it is possible to include a
small text-based analysis of this material in an analysis that also draws
upon other methods of data collection, for example interviews, surveys
or participant observation.

When does one have enough material? The ideal situation is that
one covers a maximum of eventualities, by reading as much as possible
from as many genres as possible. Foucault insisted that one should ‘read
everything, study everything.” This is not feasible in practice, and there
will therefore always be a risk that some relevant texts are not included.
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However, almost regardless of the extent of the discourse, relatively few
texts will constitute the main points of reference. Therefore at some
point one has to be able to decide that one has read enough, even if one
has not read everything. Only if a text emerges that cannot be subsumed
under one of the main positions must the analysis be adjusted - or
perhaps even rewritten entirely (see Hansen 1997).

Step two: mapping representations

A discourse usually contains a dominating representation of reality and
one or more alternative representations. Discourse analysis therefore is
particularly well suited for studying situations where power is main-
tained by aid of culture and challenged only to a limited degree, that is,
what Gramscians call ‘hegemony.” Structuralists and post-structuralists
disagree over whether one can take a small part of the discourse and
read it as symptomatic of all representations. Post-structuralists find the
notion of a latent structure simply too deterministic. One must think
flow, not control.

The task is to search out and identify these various representations and
possible asymmetries between them. The analyst accepts and works with
the inherent conflict between representations. Monuments frequently
position themselves in the discourse by referring (adversarially or
sympathetically) to texts that were previously considered monuments.
Reading monuments in Russian foreign policy discourse, for example,
helped me identify adversarial representations (for instance, ‘Europe is
vital, we should learn from it’ versus ‘Europe is rotten, we should isolate
ourselves from it’), since these texts, often written at the same time,
referred directly to one another. The advantage of a marginal position
emerges clearly here for setting up an inventory of representations.

Researchers question how uncertain or challengeable a given repres-
entation is. The limits of discourse are inscribed with varying means and
degrees of violence. If there is only one representation, the discourse is
closed. This of course does not mean that it is not political, because it
takes a lot of discursive work to maintain a situation where this repres-
entation cannot be challenged openly. If moves to do something new
by the text-writer are not successful, it is not necessarily because the
discourse is successfully policed. On the other end of the spectrum, the
field can be said to be open if there are two or more representations and
none of them are dominating. (See Leander’s chapter in this book on
the boundaries of Bourdieuan fields here; historically Bourdieu formu-
lated his theory among other things as an extension and correction of
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Foucauldian discourse analysis.) Yet it is difficult to imagine a discourse
that is entirely open or closed over time. Social relations will always be
in some degree of flux.

There is a second problem in addition to specifying the discourse’s
degree of openness. On the one hand, the number of permutations of
relevant signs is endless, so the range of meanings is in principle infinite.
On the other hand, politics involves contestation between relatively
clearly defined positions, which compete to find resonance among a
number of carriers. Thus it is desirable to identify these positions. Typic-
ally, one position will be dominant, and one or two other positions
will challenge it on certain points. The dominant position will either
present itself as being the way things have ‘always’ been (for instance, a
democrat: humans are born free) or hark back to an idealized beginning
(a democrat: Athenian democracy broke out of benighted despotism).
Terms mean different things in different epochs, but carriers of a posi-
tion will tend to tap the advantages of having a long (and presumably
dignified) history by acting as if this were not the case (Koselleck 1988).

It is important that the discourse analyst start with the representations
themselves - the stories of how things have ‘always’ been like this or
that. For example, Athenian democracy was hardly a democracy by the
lights of the 21st century. Neither was the ante-bellum United States.
Arguing that every man is born free and has rights while having a
number of living beings around who visibly are not born free and have
rights (as slaves, or women, or children) reveals that the discourse is not
open to the possibility that ‘man” may be someone other than an adult,
white male. Within the boundaries of his own political discourse, thus,
it was not a problem that George Washington remained a slave owner
throughout his adult life.

However, a good discourse analyst should also be able to demonstrate
that where the carriers of a position see continuity, there is almost always
change. Because of the nature of politics as a structured activity between
groups, a discourse is politicized precisely through the evolution of two
or a few patterns of meaning, which is the discourse analyst’s task to
uncover. It is possible to distinguish between the basic traits of such
a meaning pattern (what unites the position) and varieties of it (what
differentiate it).

In principle, the discourse will carry with it the ‘memory” of its own
genesis. Showing how each text is made possible by the preceding texts,
often it is possible to find a prehistory to the main representation.
It is, for example, hard to think of Stalin’s funeral oratory for Lenin
without having the model of the Russian Orthodox oratory in mind.
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Methodologically, this is significant because, as a given representation
establishes itself in the discourse, one should go back to find “pioneer
texts” that foreshadow it. This allows us to make a prediction: if a new
main representation of Europe surfaces in Russian discourse during the
next years, more likely than not it will be churned out of material that
is already present in the discourse.

There are a number of formal and informal practices that determine
which representations are allowed into the discourse, and that make it
possible for the analyst to map meanings. Among the most obvious are
legal systems and censorship, whereby sanctions against violating the
boundaries of the discourse are threatened explicitly. An example: in
Norwegian nationalist discourse of the 1990s just using the word ‘race’
activated a set of sanctions, foremost among which are laws that prohibit
what Americans call ‘hate speech.” The fact that there is no comparable
Norwegian concept for the phenomenon, and that the American term is
used regularly, are data for a discourse analysis of ‘race.” (See also Klotz’s
discussion in this book of the concept of race in case selection.)

One can also examine what kind of self-censorship different types of
mass media apply and what deviation it takes to provoke more formal
sanctions. Legal verdicts on the borderline between incitement to viol-
ence and freedom of speech, and the debates surrounding it, would be
one of several clues. To study nationalist discourse in the Soviet Union
in the 1930s, where every newspaper, radio, and television station sifted
what was printed and broadcast, one must start by examining the formal
censorship instructions. Thereafter one might look at what unpublished
and imported texts circulated, and what incidents resulted in Gulag
sentences.

One should not overlook cultural artifacts with a widespread, so-called
popular culture (see Dunn’s chapter in this book). Discourse analysis is,
for example, a useful way to examine film, understood as text. Rather
than looking at museums, one can look at the reality production that
happens in soap operas. If one is to examine the reality of ‘Germany’
in British discourse, then in addition to cases such as bilateral political
discourse, EU discourse, and so on, it will also be of interest to look at
representations of Germany in magazines, pulp fiction, and imported B
movies (where it is still not unusual to find narratives where German
Nazis are the crooks).

I would argue that the discipline of International Relations is not at
present paying enough heed to artifacts of popular culture, but such
an analysis must be situated, in the sense that one must be able to
point out the inter-relation between representations of, say, Germany
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in popular culture and political discourse about Germany. How does
popular culture appear in and relate to political discourse? To what
degree do representations from the former result in truth claims in the
latter? ‘Situating” (showing where something can be found, where it is
in situ, ‘in place’) can be specified as proving inter-textuality between
expressions, texts, and discourses (see Neumann and Nexon 2006).

Ethnography and discourse analysis are similar in that they pay, or
should pay, a lot of attention to how the analyst is situated in relation
to the data. In the 1980s, a key development in ethnography was an
intensified attention to the writing up of the ethnography, and this
turn was directly inspired by discourse analysis (Clifford and Marcus
1986). Typically, however, discourse analysis would splice data collec-
tion methods such as fieldwork or memory work with the analysis of
written texts. It would also typically turn to written texts first, and think
of other data collection methods such as interviewing as complementary
or substitutionary.

Certain analysts are more formal in their mapping than others. I see
heuristic value in being stylized. When discourse analyses are highly
formalized, however, I always ask myself whether the reason is a need
to appear social science like in order to get published, or whether it is
actually an urge growing out of the text itself, whether it is necessary,
and whether it is a market-driven or a scholarly necessity.

Step three: layering discourses

Not all representations are equally lasting. They differ in historical
depth, in variation, and in degree of dominance/marginalization in the
discourse. The third task for the discourse analyst is to demonstrate this.
The production of gender is an example. There are a number of biological
and social traits (diacritics) that line the boundary between the sexes,
from the presence of ovaries to ways of brushing hair away from one’s
eyes. Few can be counted as unchangeable. However, some are more
difficult to alter than others. It is easier to neutralize the gender-specific
aspect of the sign ‘unremunerated domestic labor” than “childbirth.’

At this stage, some discourse analysts would cry foul, because they
would like to insist that everything is fluid, and that nothing should
be reified in the analysis. I agree that everything is fluid in principle,
but the point here is that not everything is equally fluid. Furthermore,
it is impossible to analyze something without reifying something else.
Indeed, as my initial example of the child perceiving the cup is meant
to bring out, it is impossible to see and to live without reifying things.
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We have to subsume new phenomena into already existing categories
in order to get on with our lives. Arguing that everything is equally fluid
makes it impossible to analyze something in its social context. It also
goes against what seems to be the very physiological preconditions of
our existence as Homo sapiens.

Certain representations in a discourse will thus be slower to change
than others. Signs that are ‘good to think with’ (Lévi-Strauss 1963) and
representations of material objects will often be among these. However,
now physical reality turns up. Put in everyday speech: material objects
are difficult (though not impossible) to ‘explain away.” But for the
study of human behavior, this is not a problem. As Laclau and Mouffe
illustrate,

An earthquake or the falling of a brick is an event that certainly
exists, in the sense that it occurs here and now, independently of my
will. But whether their specificity as objects is constructed in terms
of ‘natural phenomena’ or ‘expressions of the wrath of God’ depends
upon the structuring of a discursive field

(Laclau and Mouffe 1985: 108).

Meaning and materiality must be studied together. It is possible to take
as one’s starting point for a reading of a social event, such as the reasons
why Sweden went to war in 1630, that there are a number of material
‘facts,” including archaeological objects. Any valid representation of
the social event must relate to and at the same time study the various
representations of the social event without having to hunt some kind of
‘truth’ about it beyond accounting for these objects (see Ringmar 1996;
Neumann 1997). The question is what the scope or degree of social
construction is in the relationship between ‘fact’ and ‘representation.’
We should expect greater ‘inertia’ in the representation of material
objects than that of other things, but this still does not ensure the place
of the objects in the discourse.

This issue also lays bare the metaphors on which the discourse
approach rests. Foucault wrote about archaeology and genealogy, the
basic idea being that of things emerging, with some things remaining the
same, and others changing. An archaeological site will contain certain
artifacts that tell of continuity - there will be shards of pottery and traces
of funeral rites - and these will vary with the period. But, in a particular
site, certain things will remain stable whereas others change. The key,
in archaeology as in social analysis, is to specify what changes and what
does not, and how. The same is true of genealogy, the basic meaning of
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which is that you start with one human and trace his or her ancestry.
You will tend to find people who become less and less interrelated to
one another the further back you go. At some stage, all they have in
common is that they are all the ancestor of that particular human.

If some traits unify and some differentiate, it is reasonable to think
that the traits that unite are more difficult to change. For example, if one
chooses to study German identity, one will find endless variations on
which things are thought to be German. If one looks at the question of
how the state is related to the nation, the range of meaning will be lesser,
perhaps only covering two possibilities: one, that the nation defines the
state by being its cultural carrier, Kulturnation, or second, that nation
and state are both anchored in citizenship, Verfassungspatriotismus (see
Waever 1999).

In my doctoral thesis, I approached this question of layering by
postulating explicit and implicit family resemblances across time. The
element of Europe as a place to learn from was in evidence at all points
in time since the latter half of the 17th century, except for the High
Stalinist period (two decades from the early 1930s onwards). In later
work (Neumann 2004: 21), I formalized this step by drawing up a model
of Russian discourse on Europe across time, using three layers: basic
concepts (state, people, and so on), general policy orientation (isolation,
confrontation, learning, and such), and concrete historical examples
(pan-slavism, Bolshevism, early Yeltsin years, among others). At the
level of the broad historical sweep, such a mapping of preconditions
for action is the endpoint of discourse analysis. As should be clear by
now from the discussions above, however, there remains endless work
of specification on different constitutive relations, close-ups of specific
time periods, tailor-making of the analysis to illuminate specific (types
of) action, and so forth.

Conclusion: a discourse analysis toolkit

If one should fashion such a thing as a discourse analysis toolkit, it
would perhaps look like this. Tool one would be a carver that would
carve texts out of the social world. Tool two would be an equalizer that
makes other phenomena (for example, a semaphore, an ad, a body)
into material to be analyzed on a par with texts. Tool three would
be something like a herding dog that would group these phenomena
together based on them being about the same thing. Tool four would
be a slicer, cutting the phenomena into different representations of the
same thing. Tool five would be some kind of optic device that would
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make visible the meaning dimension of the material phenomenon to its
users. It would come with a grading spectre that could demonstrate how
easy it would be to change the different layers of a given phenomenon.
And finally, the only one that I would really like to see on my desk, tool
six would be a self-reflecting quill that accounted for my own weighting
of the phenomena of which I wrote as I wrote.

The point of such a tool kit would be to help us understand how the
seemingly unchanging and ‘natural” stuff of which our social worlds
actually emerged as a creation of human history. Discourse analysis
makes the social world more transparent by demonstrating how its
elements interact. By demonstrating that things were not always the
way they appear now, discourse analysis makes us aware that they are
most probably changing as we speak. In order to account for global
politics, therefore, it is not enough to study what one clerk wrote to
another, how statesmen pontificate about the policies they pursue, or
the technological changes that make for different kinds of warfare. The
study of the meaning which these different phenomena have to those
concerned also has to be included, and this means that discourses should
be accessed at many different points.

Representations are constitutive in determining what is sensed and
communicated, but they do not necessarily come with 100 percent built-
in guides for action. If one has, for example, mapped Russian discourse
on Europe, one has demonstrated several preconditions for foreign polit-
ical action, but one has not necessarily cast any light directly upon the
specific processes in the determination of such action (see Neumann
1996). A representation can make room for several different actions, and
its carriers can be more or less conscious in their relationship with this
representation. An analysis of representations of Europe will thereby
not constitute an exhaustive analysis of Russian foreign policy. To do
that, one must not only systematize the analysis of those sanctions that
follow deviance, as I have already mentioned, but must also look at a
number of other aspects of the materiality of discourse.

To the extent that a fuller understanding of where we are and how we
landed here is helpful in getting us somewhere else, discourse analysis
may be “useful” for solving problems. But it is not your first choice in
a tightly scripted situation, such as answering why state X went to war
against state Y at point Z in time. Rational choice may be fine for that,
even though the assumptions of the two approaches are very different
indeed. An analyst may use discourse analysis in order to study how
structures produce agents, and then decide to ‘freeze” agents at a specific
point in time, for example at the outbreak of war. The analyst may then
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change tack and analyze the outbreak of war drawing on social choice
theory. Such splicing of methods is highly unusual, among other things
because few analysts are fluent in such diverse methods, but also since
the analyst’s own identity may be so tied up to one particular method
as to make the very thought of mixing methods appear as sleeping with
the enemy. To make a self-reflective point, why this is so may be studied
by drawing on discourse analysis.
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Historical Representations

Kevin C. Dunn

I am most interested in how certain social identities are constructed, and
how they make certain practices possible but others unthinkable. Like
Roxanne Doty, I examine ‘how meanings are produced and attached
to various social subjects and objects, thus constituting particular inter-
pretive dispositions that create certain possibilities and preclude others’
(1996: 4). I am less interested in “what’ questions, since these often
prompt historical narratives that mistakenly assume a simple linearity of
events. I am also less interested in “why” questions, which tend to assume
that a certain set of choices and answers pre-exist. Rather, we should
investigate how those options and the larger possibilities of action get
established. Doing so allows for greater understanding of the processes
and interactions within international relations.

Choosing to explore these questions raises another fundamental “how’
question: How does one actually investigate structures of knowledge,
such as social identities? How does one collect and analyze appropriate
data? Because humans make sense of the world by navigating the social
understandings that make reality knowable, researchers must employ
interpretative methods. In doing my research on historical representa-
tions, I focus in various ways on language, ideas, and culture, particularly
as they contribute to the creation of structures of knowledge during
specific historical moments.

In this chapter, I discuss the various theoretical and methodological
issues I encountered while researching my dissertation on representa-
tions of Congolese identity, which was later published as Imagining the
Congo (2003). In the first section, I explain what I mean by historical
representations, why it is important to study them, how they are linked
to broader discourses, and why a deep historical analysis is needed.
Employing a contextualized “thick” description is useful for gathering
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and analyzing data, I argue, but not without limitations. The rest of the
essay is dedicated to a frank discussion of how one does this type of
research while avoiding possible pitfalls. To guide potential researchers,
I focus on four issues in this final section: parameters, sources, data
collection, and analysis.

Representation and interpretation

My interest in historical representations flows from my epistemolo-
gical assumptions, which are grounded in post-modernist and post-
structuralist thought. ‘Reality” is unknowable outside human perception,
and there is never only one authority on a given subject. As Friedrich
Nietzsche noted, ‘There are no facts in themselves. It is always neces-
sary to begin by introducing a meaning in order that there can be a
fact’ (quoted in Barthes 1981: 15; see also Leander and Neumann in this
book). This position does not deny the existence of reality but suggests
that the ‘true” essence of the object is always unknowable to us. There-
fore we must interpret representations of it.

By historical representation, I refer to how the object of an inquiry
(X) has been represented over time and space. X can be anything at all:
a country (the Congo), a nation or community (the Kurds), a person
(Saddam Hussein), or a concept (sovereignty). Societies discursively
produce, circulate, and consume representations of X, constructing what
are often called ‘regimes of truth” or ’knowledge.” These discourses are
comprised of signifying sequences that constitute more or less coherent
frameworks for what can be said and done. Perhaps the best-known
example of this approach is Edward Said’s Orientalism (1978), in which
he exposed how British and French societies constructed ‘truth claims’
about the supposed innate and inferior qualities of non-white, non-
Christian, ‘Oriental” people.

Informed by Said and other like-minded scholars, numerous inter-
national relations (IR) scholars have studied historical representations.
Roxanne Doty’s Imperial Encounters (1996) compares asymmetrical
encounters between Great Britain and colonial Kenya with represent-
ations of the Philippines by the United States within its own imperial
project. Cynthia Weber’s Simulating Sovereignty (1995) traces how the
meaning of sovereignty has shifted over time within discourses of
intervention. Her later book Faking It (1999) playfully explores the
representation of the Caribbean region in US foreign policy discourses.
I will discuss my own work on contested meanings of the Congo in
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more detail below. One of my current research projects uses African
national parks as its object of inquiry.

All of these studies, and many more, reveal how certain struc-
tures of knowledge have been produced and some of their political
consequences. Unlike other structural approaches to IR (either Neo-
Realist or Marxian), this discursive approach rejects the idea that
resources can be explained outside of their discursive context. Rather,
social interaction is influenced by cognitive scripts, categories, and
rationalities (see Torfing 1999: 81-2). Power is the practice of knowledge
as a socially constructed system, within which various actors articulate
and circulate their representations of “truth.’

Since representations of reality and their sequences within discourses
are what we work with to understand power, I am primarily concerned
with how names, meanings, and characteristics are attached to the world
around us. I focus on the mechanics of knowledge and identity, and how
they differ across time and space. For instance, understanding that this is
a “tree, that is a ‘book,” and I am a ‘man’ presumes access to commonly
shared structures of knowledge about objects such as trees, books, and
men. But these naming practices might mean something different (or
perhaps nothing at all) to people living in different cultures or historical
eras. A tree might be a natural resource to be preserved, a commodity to
be harvested, a living soul force to be honored, or an embodiment of the
spirits of the dead to be worshipped. So it becomes important to under-
stand that representations are historically and contextually contingent.
Specifically, I am looking for the ways that actors represent the object
of inquiry. What adjectives, illustrations, or comparisons do they use?

Representations are inventions based on language, but they are not
neutral or innocuous signifiers. Because they enable actors to ‘know” the
object and to act upon what they ‘know,” representations have very real
political implications. Certain paths of action become possible within
distinct discourses, while other paths become unthinkable. For example,
two photos circulated in the media in the aftermath of the August 2005
flooding in New Orleans. The first showed a couple chest-high in the
water with bags full of groceries. The caption stated that this couple had
‘found’ food in the wake of Hurricane Katrina. The second photo was
of a similar scene, a woman chest-high in the water with a bag full of
groceries, but she was identified as a ‘looter.” This disparity generated
much attention because the ‘finders” were Caucasian while the ‘looter’
was African-American. But even beyond the racial elements at work here,
these representations enabled and justified certain actions. Police, for
instance, would be expected to assist the couple and to arrest or even
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shoot the single woman. Thus discursive practices created a truth-effect -
‘a doing, an activity and a normalized thing in society, one enjoining
activity and conformity” (Brown 2005: 63) - that shaped the possibilities
for action. Or, as Iver Neumann states, ‘Because a discourse maintains
a degree of regularity in social relations, it produces preconditions for
action” (in this book: 62).

Since some representations become accepted as ‘true” and others do
not, it is important to ask how certain structures of knowledge become
dominant. Particular meanings and identities are widely accepted, or
‘fixed,” not because of any inherent “truth” but because of the strength
of that specific representation. The production and circulation of
discourses are politically contested, and which discourse will gain social
acceptance will depend in large part on the distribution of power (see
Leander’s discussion of symbolic power and power relations). Repres-
entations are rarely the exclusive product of the object itself, even if
it has agency, such as a state or an individual. One must do more
than merely examine the utterances of Congolese political leaders or of
Saddam Hussein. In both cases, a number of external actors have had
greater success in establishing “truth” and ‘knowledge.”

We must ask, Who constructs knowledge and truth claims, for what
purposes, and against what resistance? For example, Saddam Hussein
may have produced a specific image of himself and his history as Iraqi
leader, but his ability to circulate this image and have it gain social
currency was limited during his incarceration. In contrast, George W.
Bush and his administration had far greater power within the interna-
tional community to ensure that their representation of Hussein became
socially dominant. I suspect that most readers would give little credib-
ility to the representations of Hussein’s identity and history, despite the
fact that those discourses have had tremendous salience for Iraqi lives
and people elsewhere.

One can investigate the workings of power in the production of
discourses by exploring the struggle over who gets to speak authoritat-
ively. External forces are constantly at play, seeking to select, plot, and
interpret the events and meanings by which identities are represented.
As Said noted, the dominant knowledge of ‘the Orient” was a creation
of the European imperial imagination. With its representations repeated
over and over again in Western literature, government publications,
and advertisements, Orientalism became authoritative knowledge. This
helps a researcher disaggregate actors. My research on representations
of the Congo led me to investigate the discourses of non-Western actors
and, more significantly, forced me to unpack ‘the West” by focusing on
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specific discursive agents and their struggle to gain hegemonic represent-
ation. I had to distinguish between Western governments (particularly
the United States and Belgium) and explore important divisions within
those governments (such as between the White House, CIA, and State
Department).

Power is also exercised through the circulation process as competing
discourses jockey for greater social acceptance and reproduction. There
are often multiple and complex reasons for certain discourses gaining
hegemony, and I believe it is important that a researcher be sensitive to
these issues. Indeed, while discourses shape power, power also shapes
discourse. Power, like discourses, is never totally centralized. A primary
goal of this approach is to explore the relationship between discourse
and power as they relate to representation (see also Ackerly in this
book). The significant points I would underscore here are the multi-
plicity and contestedness of discourses; the complicated ways in which
power works through the production and circulation processes; and
the recognition that researchers are not neutral observers, but often are
intimately related to the power hierarchies at play.

With regards to agency, this approach assumes that people are guided
to act in certain ways, and not others, by their discursively produced
understanding of the world and their place in it (see Ringmar 1996).
It rejects arguments that actors are motivated by inherent (universal)
interests, rational means-ends preferences, or even internalized norms
and values. As a fairly macro-level approach, it is admittedly limited in
its ability to investigate issues of agency (again, see Leander’s employ-
ment of Bourdieu). But I am skeptical that micro-level attempts at causal
explanation offer better analyses because micro-level analyses usually
ignore the effects of discourses as structures of meaning (contrast with
Checkel’s claims in this book).

So how does one study representations? My own work on the Congo
assumed that representational practices are embedded in historical
social narratives. Therefore, I combined discourse analysis and historical
research to examine struggles over the articulation and circulation of
competing narratives. Each of these actors claimed dominant author-
ship, but obviously, some of these voices were reproduced more than
others, giving them greater “weight.”

Exploring the complexities of this discursive production required me
to engage with a wide and diverse spectrum of sources and authors.
During the 1960s, for instance, the Congo was rewritten on the floor
of the UN General Assembly by representatives from the Soviet Union,
newly independent African states (most notably Ghana and Guinea),



Kevin C. Dunn 83

Belgium, and the United States, all competing to present their narrative
of events. Within the Congo, multiple voices - President, Prime Minister,
future coup leader, secessionist leader, local media, citizenry groups,
members of the army - articulated either a Congolese national identity
or a regional, sub-state identity. Competing narratives also circulated in
international and regional media, pamphlets and fliers passed around at
political meetings across the globe, government pronouncements from
Western and African capitals, best-selling novels, fictional and docu-
mentary films, and the ‘bush’ of the Congolese jungle. As I discuss in the
next section, I found it necessary to engage in a wide variety of sources
when researching, in part to explore the multiplicity and contestedness
of discourses, to disaggregate actors, and to explore the complicated
ways discourses were circulated and achieved social dominance.

Interpretation requires not just a description of these particular repres-
entations and representational practices but a deeper contextualization
within the larger structures of meaning of which they are a part. Without
going into the theoretical and philosophical debates within the discip-
line of History (see White 1978; Barthes 1981), let me merely point
out that I believe historians produce their own ‘regimes of truth,” not
objective “truth.” History produces its own discourses. Research is highly
contested, and the historian is not neutral. This means that both primary
and secondary sources should be treated as texts to be decoded and
deconstructed. Moreover, this requires a distinction between empiri-
cism as a method (skills of verification, close textual attention, proper
sourcing, referencing, and so on) and as a philosophy of knowledge (the
illusion of delivering fact, truth, and a knowable reality). While I (and
other ‘post-modern historians’) value the former, we reject the latter.

I find Clifford Geertz’s ‘thick description” (1973) a useful label for
this type of deeply contextualized historical analysis. In particular, I
have found the ‘long conversation” concept of historical anthropolo-
gists Jean and John Comaroff to be a useful way of understanding the
historic contestation over representations. In their work on the colonial
contact between the Tswana peoples of South Africa and the British
Christian missionaries, the Comaroffs define the ‘long conversation” as
‘the actions and interactions that laid the bases of an intelligible colo-
nial discourse’ (1991: 198-9). They argue that there were two faces to
this conversation between colonizer and colonized: what was talked
about; and the struggle to gain mastery over the terms of the encounter.
I believe that representations are historically produced within similar
‘long conversations,” where multiple actors come together to contest the
meanings of those identities and the terms in which they are expressed.
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Drawing from my research on the Congo, one can see such a conver-
sation taking place at the time of Congolese independence. What was
under discussion was the extent that the Congolese were ‘civilized,’
‘developed,” and ‘mature” enough to enjoy the ‘gift” of independence and
sovereignty. One can recognize how various actors struggled to establish
both what was talked about and the terms of that conversation.

However, there is a third dimension to the ‘long conversation’ over-
looked by the Comaroffs: the struggle over finding and creating an
acceptable position or space within the conversation. Specifically, this
refers to the ability to access “discursive space” within which to engage
in the conversation - as Foucault noted, discourses empower certain
people to speak (and act). Delineating and policing discursive space
has been an important element in international relations, especially for
disadvantaged Third World states like the Congo. At times, international
discursive space has been actively closed off to competing and counter-
hegemonic discourses. For example, immediately after independence,
Western governments not only intervened directly to deny the seating
of Prime Minister Patrice Lumumba’s United Nations delegation, but
also his access to the radio station in his country’s capital. Both of
these actions effectively limited his ability to articulate and circulate his
narratives of Congolese identity within the ‘long conversation” at the
moment of Congolese independence.

Let me reiterate that I am not arguing that the existence or absence
of a specific historical representation offers a causal explanation, largely
because these representations are historically contingent (see Hermann's
discussion of content analysis and Duffy’s application of pragmatic
analysis, both in this book). For example, the image of Congolese
‘inherent savagery’ (a familiar Western trope) engendered intervention
and colonial conquest in the late 19th century: ‘bringing civilization to
the savages.” But this same representation enabled Western policies of
inaction and indifference to the Congo a century later: ‘violence is due
to their innate barbarism and tribalism, so there is nothing we can do
about it.” Representations do not cause policies, such as intervention, nor
do they explain choices, such as whether to intervene at one time rather
than another. Representations cannot determine action completely. As
Neumann notes, ‘Discourse analysis aims at specifying the bandwidth
of possible outcomes’ (in this book: 62).

I maintain that structures of knowledge establish preconditions and
parameters for the possibility of action, rather than explaining why
certain choices are made. For example, it helps a researcher understand
the range of options imaginable to President John F. Kennedy during
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the Cuban Missile Crisis, but it does not explain why he made specific
decisions (Weldes 1999). To examine individual decision making, one
would need to employ other methods. But while there might be meth-
odological compatibility, one should be sensitive to the possible exist-
ence of an epistemological divide on the issue of causality. Personally, I
remain unconvinced that we as scholars can offer causal explanations,
only reasonably informed conjectures. The world is far too complex
and contingent to be studied with any degree of certainty. My post-
positivist approach is based on ‘a logic of interpretation that acknow-
ledges the improbability of cataloguing, calculating, and specifying
“real causes”’ (Campbell 1993: 7-8; also see the significant differences
between Gusterson and Checkel in this book).

Practicaladvice fordealing with data

There are several steps to this method, each with its logistical challenges.
I will discuss some of these along four general lines: establishing the
parameters of a doable project, selecting appropriate sources of data,
collecting that data, and analyzing it. But let me preface those comments
by pointing out that there is almost always an arbitrary element in case
selection (even more than Klotz suggests in this book). Many cases may
actually work just as well as the ones you end up choosing. It is always
useful to keep in mind that your project should be relevant, enjoyable,
and doable.

Simple logistical issues will determine some parameters of your
research. For example, basic language limitations matter: if you do not
speak or read the language that most of the data is in, you should prob-
ably find another case. Or there simply might not be enough inform-
ation out there to find. But you do have to make others choices for
yourself, and you should be honest about why you make them. My
comments here aim to help researchers understand the intellectual justi-
fications that underpin the choices involved in historical analysis of
representations.

Establishing parameters

It is easy to get overwhelmed by a topic that is just too unwieldy. I find
it useful to pick a very narrow, specific topic that allows me to explore
much larger issues (note Leander’s similar advice). For my dissertation,
I chose to examine how the Congo had been represented within the
international community, beginning with its colonial conquest up to
the current civil war. This case study let me explore not only issues of
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colonialism and neo-colonialism, but the social construction of sover-
eignty, the performativity of stateness, repression, and resistance, and
the decline of the Westphalian state system.

However, telling the definitive story of how the Congo has been
imagined over the past century would be an overwhelming task, filling
numerous volumes. To make my project doable, I focused on four histor-
ical moments: the colonial ‘invention” of the Congo at the end of
the 19th century; its decolonization in 1960; its re-invention as ‘Zaire’
during the 1970s; and the ‘return’ of the Congo at the end of the 20th
century. (For more guidance on demarcating such historical periods,
see Neumann’s discussion of ‘monuments.”) During each of these four
periods, the identity of the Congo was being contested, with numerous
forces attempting to produce and attach meanings to its territory and
people. These forces sought to create ‘regimes of truth” about the Congo
by defining and inscribing its identity.

I originally wanted to have six historical moments but found that
would require more time and effort than was reasonable. Likewise, I
wanted to have one of my historical moments focus on the Ali-Foreman
‘Rumble in the Jungle,” and I soon realized that there were a few
strong intellectual reasons to include that case beyond it simply being
cool - if there had not been a larger justification, being ‘cool” would
not cut it. When examining historical representations, what matters
most is selecting points where forces are seeking to create regimes of
truth about the object of inquiry, representation X, by defining and
inscribing its meaning. This type of approach stresses historical contin-
gency with a focus on ruptures and disjunctures rather than continuities.
In researching the Congo, I chose four moments that seemed to involve
the greatest degree of contestation over the Congo’s identity and that
were historically varied, spanning over a century. Admittedly there can
be a bit of arbitrariness to the selection of historical moments, but one
should acquire a certain level of background knowledge on the subject
in order to identify empirically rich moments of historical rupture.

Sources of data

When I talk about ‘data,” I am first and foremost referring to textual
representations: attempts to fix the meanings of my object of inquiry,
representation X. This tends to be done by numerous actors. Discourse
analysis requires employing multiple texts given that ‘a single source
cannot be claimed to support empirical arguments about discourse as a
social background” (Milliken 1999: 233). When researching the construc-
tion of Congolese identity, I engaged empirical data from a broad array
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of sources. While the majority came from the “official’ realm of govern-
mental reports, speeches, and documents, I also drew from journalism,
travel literature, academic treatises, fiction, film, museum displays, art,
images, maps, and other ‘popular’ texts. These texts often provide the
most vivid and potent examples of the techniques through which Third
World subjects have been narrated by Western hegemonic powers.For
many outside observers, including politicians, these are the sources that
have provided the primary framework within which the Congo has
been made ‘knowable.” As David Newbury (1998) pointed out, many
Westerners are intellectually uninformed about the Congo but are so
inundated by stereotypical images that they feel they have a well-defined
cognitive framework. Novels such as Heart of Darkness, films such as
Congo, and cartoons such as Tintin in the Congo constitute the basic
discursive structure through which many Westerners view the Congo
even today.

Different topics will, of course, mean engaging in different sources
of data. But I firmly believe in casting the net wide, mainly because
our structures of knowledge derive from a variety of sources. Therefore,
possible sources include (but are by no means limited to): speeches by
political leaders and elites, government records and public announce-
ments, private writings of political elites, popular fiction, non-fiction,
newspapers, magazines, music, cartoons, music, television, and the
Internet. I will discuss the “weighting” of various data below, but for now
I think it is important to begin with an open mind (see also Ackerly and
Neumann). A popular text (that is, a text with wide circulation such
as a presidential speech, popular movie, or well-known photograph)
will clearly be important in the process of structuring meaning. But
more obscure texts (those that have a much more limited circulation,
like an academic article or poem by an unknown writer) are often still
important, if for no other reason than they represent an alternative to
the dominant discourse.

Collecting data

I often combine archival work in historical records with interviews and
investigations of popular culture texts. These three sources can each
provide their own unique problems. Despite my emphasis on narrowing
down potential sources, scarcity of data can also be an issue, since
gaining access to data can be challenging.

While I regard the distinction between ‘official” and the “popular” data
to be a fiction of the discipline, I employ the distinction here in order
to highlight different ways of collecting data for each. The “official is
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what has traditionally been treated by the political science discipline as
‘legitimate’ source material: government documents, speeches by state
leaders, the writings of political elites, and so forth. What I am calling
the ‘popular’ can be considered the non-traditional: literature, movies,
music, cartoons, and so forth. This has generally been designated at the
realm of “popular culture” as opposed to “political culture.’

The “official” data relevant for an examination of historical represent-
ations are found in a number of places, from libraries and the Internet,
but most often in government archives. Without meaning to state the
obvious, not all archives are the same. For example, the British National
Archive is extremely well organized, with the entire catalog accessible
from the Web. But some countries have, shall we say, a different culture
about sharing state records. The Belgian archive was very difficult for
me to access, and I was denied entry on several occasions. Or it may be
that no organized archives exist to house the historical material you are
interested in investigating. For example, King Leopold II burned almost
all the documents associated with his rule in the Congo immediately
before handing control over to the Belgian government. Fortunately, the
Belgian foreign ministry had their own copies of many of the torched
documents.

Archives in the developing world often are not as organized, access-
ible, and user-friendly as those in the developed world, possibly for
good reasons - ranging from a healthy (and sometimes well-founded)
suspicion of Western researchers to neglect and mismanagement to the
impoverishment of state infrastructures due to global inequalities. Some-
times state officials might not even be aware of the existence of archives
even though they may be in the same building - an experience I have
encountered on more than one occasion. It is usually safe to assume that
your time in the archive will take longer than you expect. My experience
has been that a personal contact at an archive (no matter where it is) is
an invaluable asset for the researcher.

Access to popular culture can also be difficult or simply impossible.
For example, I have no idea how I would go about accessing texts from
Congolese society in the late 18th century. Therefore, I only examined
examples of Western fiction and non-fiction writing, from travelogues
by colonial explorers and tourists to popular novels by Conrad and
Graham Greene. I examined the ways the Congo was discursively repres-
ented: As an empty landscape waiting for Western conquest (Stanley)?
As a primordial ‘heart of darkness’ that corrupted civilized Europeans
(Conrad)? These were powerful and evocative images that have been
re-employed and circulated frequently over time. I also looked at the



Kevin C. Dunn 89

representations of the Congo in the popular press. I focused on the major
newspapers in Belgium, the United States, and France, including major
magazines of the day, such as Time, Life, and Newsweek. I also found
it useful to examine how the Congo was portrayed in music, movies,
television, and cartoons (a highly fruitful source of data for multiple
reasons). Museums, world exhibitions, and public spaces (such as public
statues and commemorative arches in Brussels) provided additional rich
source material. While by no means a comprehensive sample of how the
Congo was portrayed in the Western popular imagination, drawing on
the myriad of textual and visual forms by which actors attempt to artic-
ulate, circulate, and fix meanings compensates for inevitable limitations
in any particular source of data.

A potential limitation is language proficiency. The representations
of the Congo exist in numerous languages. For example, there are
several major languages in the Congo itself (including French, Lingala,
Kiswahili, Kikongo, and Tshiluba), while its colonial ruler, Belgium, has
three official languages - none of which are my native tongue. This
has meant that countless relevant texts went unstudied by me simply
because I could not understand them. And even when I could, I suspect
my language skills were not proficient enough to capture subtle mean-
ings, allusions, and jokes. This is a serious problem (see Neumann’'s
observations about ‘cultural competency’). Focusing on material only
available in your native tongue greatly limits your observations. In the
end, I tried to acknowledge these limitations, avoid any overly grand
claims, and recognize the narrow focus of my work.

Interviews provide more challenges than I have room here to discuss
fully (see Gusterson for elaboration). Gaining access to subjects can often
be difficult. Again, language limitations can also be problematic. For
instance, I often use an interpreter and rely on him to accurately trans-
late the words and meanings of the speaker, which is often extremely
difficult to do. My being a white male also raises gender and racial prob-
lems that can often color the exchange, and often in ways that I am
unaware. And, of course, interview subjects may simply be untruthful
for numerous reasons.

In many cases, the researcher may be faced with data overload, a
problem I frequently encountered when doing my Congo research. For
example, when investigating historical representations of the Congo
at the time of independence, I was simply swamped with what often
seemed to be relevant data - from National Geographic articles to innu-
merable political cartoons from the European press to an endless slew of
official pronouncements from various governments. If I did not make
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hard decisions about what counted and what would not (such as limiting
my review of newspapers and news magazines to a handful), I have no
doubt I would still be researching today - and in some ways I still am!
This gets back to my earlier point about setting parameters: I had to
make tough decisions in order to make my project doable, and I had
to have solid intellectual reasons for making those decisions. I tried to
be as honest and transparent about those decisions as I could (see both
Leander and Ackerly on reflexivity). As a result, all my conclusions are
tentative and tenuous at best. But I believe that is the nature - and
value - of doing qualitative research.

Analyzing data

So what do you look for in the data? Even as I am gathering data, I
begin analyzing it. First, I try to identify the different discourses engaged
in representing X at a given moment. In what ways do these actors
represent the object of inquiry? What type of language do they use when
referring to it? For example, at the time of Congolese independence,
how did Western leaders in Belgium and the United States portray the
country, its inhabitants, and its leaders?

Second, I chart the contestation of these discourses. For instance, why
did the Belgian and American presses portray the Congo in different -
though equally negative - ways at independence? Who is engaged in
the articulation and circulation of these alternative discourses? What is
potentially at stake for these actors? Why do certain discourses emerge
as socially dominant but others do not? What are the social and political
strategies involved in that contestation? How are these discourses being
consumed, and by whom?

Third, I historicize and contextualize these representations and
discourses within the larger structures of meaning of which they are
a part. For example, American representations of the Congo during its
independence were situated within a larger Cold War discursive frame-
work, while Belgian representations were part of a longer colonially
inspired framework. Sensitivity to history and context allowed me to
observe how portrayals of the Congo changed over time. Here is where I
also realized how much the “official’ sources were informed by ‘popular’
structures of knowledge. During the 1960 crisis surrounding Congolese
independence, Western political elites frequently employed texts, meta-
phors, and images from popular culture, ranging from Tarzan movies to
Joseph Conrad’s Heart of Darkness and H.G. Wells” War of the Worlds to
contemporary magazines and cartoons. The reason for this is simple: the
structures of knowledge in a society are as much a product of ‘popular’
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culture as they are of “political” culture. The dichotomy between the two
is an illusion that obscures more than it reveals.

Finally, I explore how the dominant discourses enable certain policies
and practices to become possible. That is, what becomes thinkable and
what does not? For example, the Eisenhower Administration’s eventual
declaration that there was a Congolese problem, and that Lumumba was
the source of that problem, had clear political implications: namely, the
authorization of his assassination by the CIA. This action was only think-
able because of the representations generated during this time (with
their strong historical roots).

Obviously, my approach produced copious amounts of notes (always
written on just one side of the page so as to make it easier to find missing
quotes or pieces of information later). In this work, I try to track the
development of representations and assess their intensity in terms of
circulation and social acceptance. I try to structure a narrative of these
events - the production, circulation, and contestation of discourses and
the range of possible actions they engender. Admittedly, the narrative I
produce is an artificial and subjective creation that I use to impose order.
Since I am interested in examining historical contingency by focusing on
ruptures and disjunctures, I eschew the impulse of traditional historical
narratives to portray continuity. In the end, I try to write a convincing
narrative that provides an understanding of the "how” questions which
initiated my research.

Conclusion

As I noted at the outset, I do not believe that the world presents itself
to us as self-evident. I believe our engagement with it is based on inter-
pretation. As human beings, we make sense of the world around us
through the social construction of the meanings, characteristics, and
‘truth’ that make reality “knowable.” There is no way to step outside of
interpretation. There is no objective Truth to discover, only competing
interpretations to navigate.

Since my epistemological position is open to the criticism that it leads
to relativism and raises questions about the role of the researcher in
the interpretive process, let me respond. I do not believe it is possible
to strive for some mythical goal of objectivity, since no such ferra
firma exists. Therefore, I recognize I am not neutral, and I am not too
concerned with charges of interpretative bias. But are there ways to
decide what counts as ‘good” analysis? I believe there are. For me, there
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are two important issues to consider when judging the validity of one’s
interpretation.

First, is there supporting evidence to back up my claims? As a
researcher, it will often seem obvious to us that the bulk of our data is
pointing to a certain set of interpretations. Of course, our interpretation
of that data is what is leading us to our concluding interpretation. But
I believe it is important to have supporting evidence. If I claim that the
US government portrayed the Congo as Y, which thus enabled it to act
in Z manner, I need to provide evidence of both Y and Z. If I cannot,
then my claims should be taken as highly speculative. I would argue
that this is the reason one needs to do as much historical research as
possible. But am I slipping rationality and empiricism back in? I reit-
erate my distinction between empiricism as method versus philosophy of
knowledge. The value I place on the former does not make my claims
‘true,” but it does strengthen my ability to argue for their validity.

This leads to my second point: that the validity of one’s interpretation
can be measured by its logical coherence does not imply that there
is an objective measure of logical coherence (in contrast to a rational
choice approach, for instance). Put simply, I am interested in whether
or not my conclusions make sense to me, and if they are convincing
to others. Do they provide a reasonable answer for the questions I was
trying to answer? If not, then I try again. Does such a position lead to
relativism? Absolutely. My goal as a researcher is to provide an argument
about why my interpretation is valid, so that I can convince others that
mine is one of the best interpretations out there. In a very real sense,
I am constructing my own representation of the representations I am
studying - I am very much part of the process of knowledge construction
that I am investigating. Being self-reflexive and honest, I admit that I,
like all other researchers, am motivated by an array of personal, political,
and intellectual agendas. With my work, I am constructing my own
discourses. And because I want them to gain social dominance, I am
concerned that my conclusions convince other people.
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Ethnographic Research

Hugh Gusterson

The anthropologist is always inclined to turn toward the
concrete, the particular, the microscopic. We are the miniatur-
ists of the social sciences, painting on Lilliputian canvases with
what we take to be delicate strokes. We hope to find in the
little what eludes us in the large, to stumble upon general truths
while sorting through special cases.

Clifford Geertz (1968: 4)

James Clifford (1997: 56) has, in a much cited locution borrowed from
Renato Rosaldo, theorized the methodology of ethnographic research -
my craft - as “deep hanging out.” This perverse phrase captures nicely
the improvisational quality of fieldwork, the confusing overlap between
informal streetcorner conversation and the serious inquiry embodied in
ethnographic fieldwork, and the profound level of understanding of the
other for which ethnography aims through apparently casual methods.

This phrase ‘deep hanging out” also hints at a contrast between the
methodologies of cultural anthropology (which inclines toward the
informal) and political science (which is more tightly buttoned). It is
my impression, based on limited observation of the training of graduate
students in international relations, that political scientists are expected
to go into their dissertation research with well-honed hypotheses that
aim to prise open crevices in the existing literature based on a careful
parsing of independent and dependent variables and a shrewd selection
of case studies that might illuminate the relationships between those
variables. Political Science graduate students often seem to know what
their dissertation will argue, and what the chapter outline will look
like, before they have got deeply into the research. While anthropology
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graduate students spend years acquiring language skills, working on
pre-dissertation literature reviews and writing dissertation proposals,
these proposals often focus more on broad questions suggested by
the existing literature than on hypotheses to be tested. Meanwhile
dissertation committees in anthropology departments tend to expect
student research plans to shift as they encounter the vicissitudes of
the fieldwork environment: bureaucratic difficulties in accessing a
particular site, research subjects disinclined to discuss the topic that
seemed so crucial in the student’s literature review, research subjects
passionately interested in discussing issues the student had not thought
to inquire about, and unpredicted events (riots, protests, scandals,
conflicts, funerals, celebrations, and so on) that provide unforeseen but
compelling windows onto an unfamiliar cultural world.

Moreover, although there are stories of anthropologists such as
Melville Herskovits insisting that his students mail their fieldnotes to
him from the field for review, most anthropologists report that they
received minimal guidance about fieldwork from advisers and disserta-
tion committees either before they went to the field or while they were
there. I myself, for example, have never seen another anthropologist’s
notes, and I am far from unique in that regard (see Sanjek 1990). Anthro-
pologists often assume that each fieldwork situation is different, and
that researchers will have to improvise accordingly. Furthermore, first
fieldwork is a ‘rite of passage’ (turning graduate students into mature
anthropologists), and it is part of the ritual testing to throw students on
their own resources.

In this chapter, stressing the simultaneous informality and rigor
of ethnographic fieldwork, I shall take the reader through the key
components of ‘the ethnographic method.” Although anthropologists
often use methods that overlap with those of other disciplines -
archival research, written questionnaires, and formal interviews, for
example - I focus here on methodological concerns more unique to
the ethnographic encounter: gaining access to the field; doing semi-
structured interviews and what anthropologists oxymoronically refer
to as ‘participant observation’; navigating the ethical obligations of
fieldwork; and writing up research first through fieldnotes and, later,
in ethnographies. (The word ‘ethnography,” confusingly, refers both
to a method of research and to the finished literary product.) Until
the upheavals in anthropology of the late 1980s and 1990s, anthro-
pologists were most likely to study non-Western cultures rather than
Western, metropolitan cultures; to study a single localized site; and
to focus their studies on those subordinate in status. Recent years,
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by contrast, have seen the increasing legitimacy in the anthropology
of ‘repatriated anthropology,” ‘multi-sited ethnography,” and ‘studying
up’ (Nader 1974; Clifford and Marcus 1986; Marcus and Fischer 1986;
Marcus 1995).

I shall draw opportunistically on the relatively small methods liter-
ature in anthropology and on what I know of others’ fieldwork, but
I shall also draw considerably on my own experience doing ethno-
graphic research among American nuclear weapons scientists and, to a
lesser extent, antinuclear activists. My original dissertation fieldwork in
the San Francisco Bay Area in the late 1980s, part of the disciplinary
transformation, was on the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory,
the nuclear weapons laboratory that designed the warheads for missiles
(Gusterson 1996). I was trying to understand how scientists came to feel
that they had a vocation to design nuclear weapons; I also wanted to
describe the phenomenology of weapons work, the effect of weapons
work on marital and family relationships, the relationship between
the weapons laboratory and local institutions ranging from churches
to the town council, and the impact upon the laboratory of the size-
able antinuclear protests of the early 1980s. I interviewed many of the
protestors as well, and at one point accompanied a group of anarchists
from the Bay Area on a weeklong protest trip to the Nevada Nuclear
Test Site.

More recently, for a follow-up book, I have been doing multi-sited
fieldwork among weapons scientists at both the Livermore and the Los
Alamos nuclear weapons laboratories; among antinuclear activists in
California, New Mexico, and Washington DC; and sporadic interviews
with senior bureaucrats from the nuclear weapons complex wherever
I can find them. If my earlier fieldwork focused largely on rank-and-
file weapons scientists, this research has been more centered on senior
managers of the weapons laboratories and on major players in the
Washington defense bureaucracy - busy decision-makers who are not
easily accessed. The purpose of this research is to trace the process by
which the national security bureaucracy (especially the nuclear weapons
complex) came to acquiesce in the suspension of nuclear testing and the
negotiation of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty in the early 1990s
(Gusterson 2004). If the first research project was anchored to a single,
localized site - the Livermore Laboratory - the second project has, in
keeping with a more general anthropological evolution away from a
preoccupation with the local, focused much more on diffuse networks,
structures, and processes that are both national and international in
scale.
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Accessing the field

Like the space shuttle entering the earth’s atmosphere, the ethnographer
entering the field must get the angle of approach just right, or the
resultant friction may burn up the mission. Unlike shuttle astronauts,
ethnographers have widely varying missions, each with different
optimal angles of approach. Sometimes what opens the village doors
can be quite unpredictable, especially to an outsider. Paul Stoller (1989:
40-1) reports that he made little headway in penetrating the world of
sorkos - magician-healers in Niger - until the day a bird defecated on
his head. This was taken by a sorko who witnessed it as sign that Stoller
was chosen for apprenticeship.

What works for one ethnographer seeking entrée to the field may
prove disastrous for another. Margaret Harrell (2003), for example, is
an anthropologist who studied US military families. She reports that
a letter from a commanding officer directing military personnel to
cooperate with her was indispensable to her fieldwork. By contrast,
the anthropologist Philippe Bourgois (1995), who did fieldwork with
crack dealers in New York’s Spanish Harlem, would have been crippled
by the endorsement of uniformed authorities and, in his case, being
mistreated by the police on one occasion helped his fieldwork consid-
erably. In general, ethnographers entering the field seek to ally with
gatekeepers who will vouch for them and to avoid falling in with the
wrong crowd - the only problem being that, as you enter an unfamiliar
cultural situation, it can be quite hard to tell which is which.

Ethnographers are inevitably marked in the field by their race, class,
gender, education level, nationality, and other characteristics. In some
contexts, aspects of the researcher’s own identity may play a facilitating
role; in others they may be crippling. It is hard, for example, to imagine a
woman doing Loic Wacquant’s (2003) research with boxers in Chicago,
or a man doing Elizabeth Fernea’s (1969) research among the wives
of a sheikh in Iraq or Stephanie Kane’s work with female prostitutes
(1998). Ethnographers inevitably have to decide which aspects of a field
environment are more or less accessible or closed off by virtue of their
own identity.

In my own case, when I decided to do an ethnography of the
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, my problem was that [ was a
foreign (British) citizen attempting to study a top secret military facility
where I knew nobody and to which access was largely forbidden for
those without clearances. I thought of making a formal approach to
the Laboratory’s management for permission to study the facility, but
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decided the likelihood was low that such permission would be granted
and, once denied, it was not inconceivable that Lab management would
actively obstruct more informal approaches to their weapons scientists.
In the end, I tried a scattershot approach of three simultaneous entry
strategies, only one of which was truly fruitful and one of which was
nearly quite damaging.

The first strategy, joining my practical need for accommodation with
my interest in meeting laboratory employees, was to look for a room in
a house occupied by lab employees. Over the course of 2 years of field-
work, I lived in three different houses with different kinds of laboratory
employees - a technician, a computer programmer, and an engineer.
Over time, I heard a lot of gossip about the Lab from these employees,
who I got to know well as individual friends. However, they did not
introduce me to many other lab employees, and it is dangerous to rely
on single sources to understand a complex institution employing over
8000 people. I felt as if I were slowly developing a deep understanding
of very tiny and isolated pockets of laboratory life from my roommates.

Roommates were, however, a particularly good source of basic
orientation information. Disorientation is one of the strongest sensa-
tions of the ethnographer newly arrived in the field. Consequently, the
beginning of field research is often dominated by an attempt to simply
get one’s bearings by asking lots of very basic questions. In my case,
these questions included the following: Why do some people have red
and others green badges? How many directorates are there at the Lab,
and what do they all do? What is that tall building in the middle of the
Lab I can see from the perimeter? What kinds of clothes do people wear
to work at the Lab and how should I dress when meeting them? Is it
alright to talk about ‘bombs’ or should I call them ‘devices’? What is a
CAIN booth? (It regulates access to restricted areas of the Lab for those
with clearances. An employee stands in the booth and swipes a card, as
if at an ATM, entering a secret code, and is then granted admission.)

My second strategy was to make use of one chance contact I had
made at a party a few weeks before coming to Livermore. At this party
I met a woman and her husband, who worked as a scientist at the Lab.
They both lived in Livermore, and the wife was especially interested in
my research. She invited me to lunch with a promise that she would
provide me entrée to a wider network in Livermore. I noted that she
brought her teenage daughter to lunch and seemed uncomfortable. I was
fortunate to discover from a friend of the couple that her husband (who
was not keen on talking to me) was concerned that my interest in his
wife was not purely academic, so I moved on. As my research unfolded, I
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observed that scientists were happy to talk to me when I was introduced
through networks of scientists at the Lab, but often resisted talking to
me if the introduction came through their spouses.

The approach that worked, my third strategy, was the result
of extraordinary serendipity. My graduate student advisor mentioned
to me that he was supervising an undergraduate thesis on the town of
Livermore by a student who grew up there. I contacted the student and
found that his father worked at the Lab. The son arranged for me to
go and visit his father. I anticipated discussing with the father the feas-
ibility of my study and getting his advice on how to approach people.
Instead, when I arrived at his home at seven o’clock one evening, he
said, ‘Take out your notebook. I will tell you my life story.” I said very
little for the next 2 hours, at the end of which I had pages of fascinating
material about a man who had fled North Korea as a teenager, come to
the United States with nothing, trained as a physicist, and sought work
as a weapons scientist because of what he referred to throughout the
interview as his ‘monolithic anticommunism.” He demonstrated for me
that evening that the way to understand lab employees was not to ask
a series of abstract questions about their ideological beliefs but to elicit
life histories that crystallized their commitments in narratives of the
events through which they were enacted - a technique whose power has
been beautifully demonstrated in Faye Ginsburg’s (1989) ethnography
of pro-life and pro-choice activists in the Mid-West, published just 2
years after my conversation with the Korean scientist in Livermore. At
the end of our encounter, the scientist offered to put me in touch with
five more lab scientists if they agreed. They did. Each of them referred
me to still more colleagues, and the rest was history.

This technique of building an exponentially increasing network of
research subjects from an original subject zero is referred to in the meth-
odological literature, for obvious reasons, as the ‘snowball technique.’
Its strength is that people who trust one another trust those referred
to them through the network. Its weakness is that it does not operate
through random sampling, and there is an obvious danger that the
ethnographer will get trapped inside the network’s echo chamber and
will be confused by what he or she hears there for the wider discourse of
an entire institutional setting (see also Ackerly in this book). In my own
case, I was confident that I was reaching a wider sample partly because
my collection of interviewees was so large, and partly because I deliber-
ately pushed interviewees to refer me to others chosen to diversify my
sample.



Hugh Gusterson 99

I also, over time, further diversified my pool of subjects by searching
for interlocutors in other settings too. In a context where about three
quarters of weapons scientists identified themselves as active Christians,
church attendance proved an important way of getting to meet them
as well as building relationships with their pastors, who also became
interview subjects. I joined a softball and a basketball team at the Lab;
I joined the Lab singles group (more of a Friday evening and weekend
outings club than a dating arrangement); I hung around bars in town,
and I sometimes went for lunch to the Lab cafeteria, which was open to
the public and proved a good place to cajole scientists I already knew
into introducing me to others.

The pool of interlocutors I developed through these techniques has
been important also for my newer research on the weapons laboratories’
adaptation to the end of nuclear testing. I have gone back to some of
these interlocutors to explore their reaction to life in a weapons labor-
atory without nuclear testing. However, my new research has focused
much more on very busy senior managers than my earlier research did.
In securing interview access, I have been fortunate to be able to build
on the success of the first research project: that research secured me a
professorship at MIT, which is a highly respected institution at Liver-
more and Los Alamos. Senior managers there will usually make time to
talk to an MIT professor. Beyond that, my original research has now
been widely profiled in local newspapers, it produced a book that many
lab employees have read, and I have written a number of articles for
local newspapers. This has given me a measure of legitimacy around
town, and it gives potential interlocutors a sense that I am a known
quantity who can be trusted as much as any outsider can. One lesson to
draw is that when anthropologists’ relationships to research sites carry
on across a decade or more, as they often do, they deepen over time,
opening up new vistas of understanding.

Participant observation

If you asked an older generation of anthropologists to define
‘the ethnographic method,” they would put ‘participant observation’
at the center of it. Participant observation, the essence of the ‘deep
hanging out,” denotes a method of research in which ethnographers
join in the flow of daily life while also taking notes on it (either in
real time or shortly afterwards). If the locals went hunting, harvesting,
drinking, feasting, or pilgrimaging, the anthropologist tried to go with
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them, often to do it with them, and to record as accurately as possible
what was said and done.

There are many obvious benefits to participant observation. First,
this level of sustained contact with research subjects helps to build
relationships of trust and intimacy with them. Second, seeing for oneself
what people do and choosing what to record of it is surely far better than
learning about it after the fact in a fragmentary fashion from documents
or informant interviews. It is the difference between sitting in someone’s
living room with them and peeking in through a keyhole. Finally,
participant observation is a particularly effective way of exploring the
difference between the ‘frontstage” and ‘backstage’ - between formal,
idealized accounts of a culture and the messy divergences of actual prac-
tice. Imagine what a Martian ethnographer would believe about the way
an American university works if they relied on formal interviews with
faculty and staff, and then imagine what they would learn instead if
they went to faculty meetings and gossipy lunches with the staff while
living in a student dorm in the evenings, and you will get my point.

Some of my favorite ethnographies use participant observation
for particularly good effect. In Peyote Hunt, Barbara Myerhoff (1976)
accompanies a group of Huichol Indians led by Ramon, a shamanic
figure, on a long pilgrimage into the Mexico desert to the Huichols’
original mythic home and home still to their gods. Their pilgrimage
culminates with the sacred ingestion of peyote and with the harvesting
of the hallucinogenic buttons for rituals for the coming year. Her parti-
cipation in the pilgrimage and its visionary culmination enables her to
get inside Huichol cosmology and mystical religious experience as much
as any outsider can. Myerhoff’s narrative has a cinematic quality. As she
relates, with a novelist’s eye for detail and drama, the pilgrims” jokes,
the reader feels that he or she is alongside the Huichols in their journey.
Of Two Minds, by Tanya Luhrmann (2001), looks at the socialization of
American psychotherapists and psychiatrists. Her description of the way
medical residents learn their trade and internalize diagnostic categories
of mental illness is particularly enlivened by the fact that she put herself
through the same apprenticeship in order better to understand it.

Participant observation has been especially important in ethnographic
investigations of American poverty. This is because there is often a sharp
divergence between, on the one hand, judgmental assumptions about
the poor that circulate in the media and among policy makers and, on
the other hand, the lived experience of poverty. In books such as Carol
Stack’s All Our Kin (1997) and Philippe Bourgois” In Search Of Respect
(1995), privileged white ethnographers reposition themselves by living
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in the midst of poor black and Hispanic communities. More effectively
than any dry, statistics-laden policy study, these ethnographies build
a picture of the exhausting daily grind of lives lived in poverty, of
creative adaptations to poverty that are also entrapping (such as crack
dealing), and of the barriers to escaping the ghetto that are so much
more clearly visible from within than outside. But the ultimate exercise
in participant observation in poverty was conducted not by a profes-
sional ethnographer but by the journalistic public intellectual Barbara
Ehrenreich. In her justly celebrated book, Nickel and Dimed (2002), she
goes undercover, working as a low-end waitress, a hotel maid, and a
Walmart worker. Ehrenreich records not only the mass of petty brutal-
ities against the poor in the workplace but also keeps an exact ledger
of the financial costs faced by low-income workers versus the income
they can secure. By the end of the book, one thinks it a miracle anyone
moves up from this life at all.

Given the insights participant observation facilitates, I regret the
limited role it played in my own fieldwork among weapons scientists.
Although I spent as much time as possible simply ‘hanging out” with
Lab employees in church, in their homes, and on hikes, I sometimes
wonder what I might have seen had I been allowed to come into the
Lab day after day with my notebook and fade into the background.
Anthropologists of science who have been given full access to scientific
laboratories have often written ethnographies that focus on the micro-
processes through which scientific facts are constructed (Latour and
Woolgar 1986; Fujimura 1996; Knorr Cetina 1999). I suspect that, had
I engaged in participant observation within the Lab itself, I would
have written an ethnography more focused on disputes over weapons
design details, the bureaucratic relationships between different ranks
and categories of employees, and the phenomenological disconnect
between small daily tasks within the laboratory and the laboratory’s
larger project of developing a massive arsenal of weapons of mass
destruction capable of liquidating hundreds of millions of people. As it
was, my enforced positioning on the margins of laboratory life produced
an ethnography that foregrounded secrecy practices within the Labor-
atory and the Laboratory’s relationships with other institutions, and my
residence outside the Laboratory fence but within the homes of weapons
scientists made me particularly sensitive to the role and experience of
laboratory spouses.

Despite the circumscribed role participant observation played in my
field research, there are still things I would not know without having
engaged in it. For example, I recall being in the cafeteria of the Livermore
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Laboratory when CNN started to broadcast the story of the Oklahoma
City bombing. As I watched weapons scientists around me turn up the
volume on the cafeteria TV and, using CNN’s details about blast damage,
rush to calculate the power of Timothy McVeigh’s bomb on the backs of
their white paper table napkins, I viscerally understood something about
the phenomenology of their craft. Other informal interactions have also
been instructive. By befriending a new Lab employee and watching her
mounting anxiety as her investigation for a security clearance dragged
on for months, I came to understand, better than I could through inter-
views, the indispensability of a clearance, the petty humiliations of life
without a clearance, and the terror an employee feels at the prospect of
denial. Taking a long and beautiful dog-walk with another employee, I
was stunned by a torrent of criticism of the Director of Los Alamos that
he (and his colleagues) had held back in other interactions. I have also
found that rank-and-file weapons scientists talking over a beer joke to
the detriment of their managers and evince much more skepticism about
the new simulation technologies being developed at the weapons labs
than similar scientists do in tape recorded interviews or than managers
in any context I can access. Rank-and-file weapons designers’ informal
narratives of the origin of these simulation technologies are more likely
to stress pork barrel deals in Washington, whereas more formal inter-
views with managers accent the scientific and technical logic of the
technologies and the overall rationality of the program of stockpile stew-
ardship. In other words, my ability to “hang out” with ordinary weapons
scientists gave me special insight into the gulf between ‘frontstage” and
‘backstage’ narratives of the stockpile stewardship program, between
what is said in public and what is whispered or said jokingly in private.

A second example comes from my parallel fieldwork among antinuc-
lear activists. As these activists prepared to go on a week-long protest
to the Nevada Nuclear Test Site, I attended their preparatory work-
shops where I heard first-hand about people using sick days and vaca-
tion time to keep their jobs while they went on the protest. I joined
with them as they role-played being arrested and subjected to police
brutality, and having their planning meetings infiltrated by undercover
police officers. Then I traveled with them to the Nevada Desert, where
I lived in a tent for a week with no running water and was taught by
those around me how to deal with the extremes of heat and cold in
the desert in spring. Finally, I shared their experience of civil disobedi-
ence. Without having gone through all this myself, I do not think I
could so easily grasp the extraordinary sense of community among the
activists, the sacrifices many of the protestors made to be there, or
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the relationship between the privations of protest and the strange rush
of euphoria from civil disobedience. Nor, without my time amongst
the protestors, would I have recognized with such clarity the mistaken
nature of comments made by members of the Livermore community
characterizing the protestors as communists and unemployed folks who
had nothing better to do.

A final contribution made by participant observation is more
amorphous and mysterious, but no less important for that. It concerns
the reformation of my own emotional relationship to nuclear weapons.
When I arrived in Livermore in the mid-1980s, I did so as someone who
had been deeply concerned about the possibility of superpower nuclear
war to the point of even having occasional nightmares about it. By the
time I left Livermore 2 years later, I had lost my subjective fear of nuclear
weapons and have never been able to recover it. It just disappeared! I
am unable to give a precise account of the processes involved here but
it is clear that, in some way, living amongst people who joked about
nuclear weapons and took for granted the human ability to control these
weapons, I absorbed their sense of ease — or, if you prefer, their ability
to live in denial.

Semi-structured interviews

The core of my research consisted of semi-structured interviews
organized around the elicitation of life histories. I collected well over a
hundred of these interviews, which were almost always tape-recorded.
This was important because I was interested in the exact language
scientists used to describe their beliefs and experiences, and because my
interlocutors attached great importance to precise quotation of their
remarks. In my original research it was through such semi-structured
interviews that I came to understand how weapons scientists under-
stood the ethics and politics of their work, how they reconciled their
weapons work with their religious commitments, how they experi-
enced the weapons design process emotionally, and how weapons work
affected family life. In my more recent research, I have used such inter-
views to reconstruct negotiations about the end of nuclear testing at the
higher levels of the weapons bureaucracy, to understand the purpose
of new simulation technologies being built at the weapons labs, and
to elicit the response of rank-and-file weapons scientists to the end of
nuclear testing and the emergence of virtual nuclear weapons science.
Many social scientists, less interpretively focused than I, are deeply
concerned about the exact comparability of their subjects under the
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research microscope. Sociologists devising questionnaires, for example,
seek to ensure that, however diverse their pool of research subjects,
they are responding to the same questions. Here it is the consistency of
the questions posed to different individuals or populations that enables
the sociologist to make differentiating generalizations: everything comes
back to the way different people respond to the same questions.
If each interview or questionnaire is different, then comparison is
clouded.

While the benefits of such a research protocol are obvious, it also
acts as a straitjacket. If, as Sharon Hutchinson (1996) says, ethnography
is “the fine art of conversation,” individuals like to talk about different
things and, by insisting on precise comparability, this research meth-
odology prevents the detailed exploration of individuality. It also tends
to bore research subjects, forcing them into a kind of mass-produced
superficiality. In my interviews there was a core set of questions I asked
everyone: where were you educated? To what level and in what subject?
What are your religious commitments? What is your work at the Lab
or in the antinuclear movement? How did you come to decide to do
weapons work? Has anyone in your family or beyond given you a hard
time for working on weapons? Such questions, as well as producing
a matrix for comparison, served as icebreakers and orienting probes
for deeper conversations that followed. But beyond this elementary set
of common questions, my interviews with different research subjects
diverged quite substantially as I followed strategies I call ‘branching” and
‘building.’

My interviews followed a ‘branching’ pattern as I tailored them
to individual interests and identities. Interviews followed different
trajectories for physicists and engineers, for the elite weapons designers
and the scientists who worked under them, for Christians, Jews, and
atheists. Interviews also branched in different directions as my line of
questioning responded to what individual scientists showed particular
interest in discussing.

As for ‘building,” each interview built upon earlier ones as my
understanding of the Lab deepened and expanded over time, and
interviews I did at the end of the research project were quite different
from those conducted at the outset. I came to think of myself as having
conversations not just with unique individuals, each fascinating in his
or her own right, but also with a single entity: a discourse community.
As these unfolding conversations suggested recurrent discursive themes,
new avenues of inquiry, or newly evident lacunae in my own under-
standing, so the questioning shifted, each conversation establishing
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a new beachhead as I probed more deeply into the culture of the
Lab or, sometimes, circled back recursively to check anomalies and
uncertainties.

Researchers who subscribe to more positivist understandings of the
world than I do assume that research subjects have stable ‘values,” ‘pref-
erences,” ‘beliefs,” ‘ideologies,” or ‘cultures’ and that it is the researcher’s
job to find out what they are as cleanly as possible (to some extent,
Checkel and Hermann, in this book). But I soon noticed that subjects I
interviewed more than once might contradict themselves in interesting
ways, or that some interviewees presented themselves quite differently
to journalists and to me. Positivists would see such fluctuations as ‘noise’
to be eliminated in order to ascertain what the informant ‘really’ thinks.
I came, instead, to see these instabilities of discourse as themselves part
of informants’ cultural identities. And if, for example, a scientist’s state-
ments about the Russians showed little fluctuation while his or her
comments about the ethics of weapons work were variable, this variab-
ility was itself an important ethnographic datum.

Just as Lao Tzu said that no two stones can be thrown in the same
river, so I would say that it is not possible to interview the same subject
twice. Thus, rather than thinking that I was sampling or eliciting a
stable, pre-existing reality as objectively as possible, I began to think of
interviews as dynamic events through which the identity of the subject
was performed and even co-constructed by the interviewer and inter-
viewee. In these conversations, interviewees did not so much manifest
an unchanging essence there, like some geological pattern, plain for any
researcher to see if they knew how to scrape away the surface. Instead
they drew on the complex repertoires of their speech community to
perform themselves in response to particular lines of questioning (How
is your work ethical? Do you think nuclear war will happen? How do
you deal with antinuclear activists?) that often reflected my own past in
the antinuclear movement. A different interlocutor with different preoc-
cupations would have provoked different performances of self since, as
Renato Rosaldo (1989: 19) observes, ‘the ethnographer, as a positioned
subject, grasps certain human phenomena better than others. He or she
occupies a position or structural location and observes with a particular
angle of vision.” And, of course, as my earlier discussion of the way my
interviews built upon one another makes clear, I was changed by each
interview too: no two interviews were done by the same interviewer.

At their worst, these interviews produced the ethnographic equivalent
of American Presidential debates: stale performances using rehearsed
lines and recycled snippets from the Laboratory’s public relations
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campaigns. At their best, the interviews produced performances of
self in modest kitchens and living rooms around Livermore that were
profound, touching, revelatory, funny, counter-intuitive, and educative.
The role of interviewer affords a license to ask questions of a kind
that would not normally be permitted for strangers - indeed, even
for friends in most contexts - while the act of sustained, attentive,
supportive listening can be powerfully enabling for the person being
heard (and indeed, in a different way, for the listener as well). This kind
of listening - accompanied by requests to clarify apparent contradic-
tions, to tie emotions to recalled events, or to address narrative gaps - can
induce a creatively reflective state of mind as interviewer and interviewee
move into a zone of interaction that hybridizes therapeutic encounters
and journalistic interrogations.

Some of my interviews lasted 4 hours. One lasted for 15 hours, spread
over a series of sessions, which a retired scientist taped as a bequest for
his daughter. (When I attended his funeral after he died of Alzheimers a
few years later, I felt a secret and special bond to him.) I began to realize
that, as scientists reflected on the ethics of their work, reconstructed
their decisions to come to the laboratory, and recalled their emotional
responses to nuclear tests they had experienced, they were sometimes
opening spaces they shared with few others. One wife, eavesdropping on
my interview with her husband, interrupted to say, ‘"How come you told
him that? You've never told me that!” Many scientists told me that they
thought about the ethics of their work but none of their colleagues did -
a clear indication that everyone was thinking about nuclear ethics, but
quietly and in private. The interviews, then, generated articulations not
only of fiercely public ideologies, but also of the private, the whispered,
the half crystallized on the edge of consciousness. And once these artic-
ulations became public, as they were pushed back into the community
through my writing, then in a modest way they changed the field of
discourse I had come to study.

Inscriptions

In earlier generations, anthropologists passed many of their evening
hours typing up index cards. These cards enabled them to store and sort
information they had gathered on, say, patrilateral cross cousins, funeral
rituals, or witchcraft beliefs. Doing fieldwork in the computer age, I use
the cut-and-paste function of Word to do some of the work for which
those anthropologists used index cards. However, I mainly organize my
notes around interviews and interactions with individuals, recording
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their exact words whenever possible. The fundamental organizing prin-
ciple of my notes, then, is the individual biography, though I do also
sort information on my hard drive and in manila folders around themes.
Sometimes I take a pair of scissors to printed transcripts of interviews,
scattering textual shards to differently themed manila folders. Clearly
there is a relationship between the organization of my notes around
individuals and the fact that my writing often makes use of long quotes
from individual informants and, on occasion, features extensive profiles
of individual research subjects (Gusterson 1995a,b).

How do ethnographers know when it is time to leave the field and
start writing? Often, they have no choice: their research funds dry up
or their sabbaticals end, and they go home with whatever notes they
have. In my own case, I felt that fieldwork was getting stale when I
found myself often able to predict how research subjects would answer
my questions. While I was still learning new things, this meant that my
understanding of the culture was achieving a certain depth and stability
and was, to some degree, plateauing. It was time to stop talking and
start writing.

In preparing to write, I read my notes on interviews with indi-
vidual interlocutors, as well as transcriptions of them, flagging recurrent
patterns, variations on themes, and quotable passages. The recurrent
patterns have ranged from noting that Livermore scientists are more
optimistic about simulation technologies than Los Alamos scientists to
observing the use of similar metaphors by different people, often people
who do not know one another. Examples include the use of birth meta-
phors to describe the process of designing and testing a nuclear weapon,
the use of machine metaphors to describe the human body, and the use
of anthropomorphic metaphors to describe machines.

Ethnographers of my generation, often influenced directly or
indirectly by the writings of Michel Foucault, tend to see human cultural
worlds as constructed by the intersecting power of ingrained cultural
practices and the discourses through which people speak about their
world. When we do fieldwork we note these practices and we record
as much of the discourse as we can, looking for recurrent patterns.
Just as psychotherapists have to talk to people at the conscious level
in order to deduce what is happening in their unconscious worlds, so
anthropologists have to observe and talk to individuals (or groups of
individuals), but are really interested in the practices and discourses that
transcend the level of the individual and, to put it in Foucauldian terms,
provide the social material from which their individuality is constructed.
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(See Neumann and Dunn, in this book, for examples of finding such
discursive patterns at other levels of analysis.)

Writing this up as ethnography poses its own set of challenges since,
compared to political science monographs, the criteria for writing and
judging ethnography are much looser and more heterogeneous. Ward
Goodenough (1981), likening culture to language, said that an ethno-
graphy was a sort of cultural grammar book, and that, just as a grammar
book would teach you how to speak a language, so an ethnography
should teach you how to behave appropriately in a particular culture.
Clifford Geertz (1973), seeing culture as a text to be interpreted rather
than a set of rules to be followed, thought good ethnography gave deep
insight into the nuances of an alien lifeworld and into the meanings
by which its adherents struggled to live. Carolyn Nordstrom (2004: 14)
meant something similar when she said ‘ethnography must be able to
bring a people and a place to life in the eyes and hearts of those who
have not been there.’

Such descriptions imply that the goal of ethnography is just partic-
ularistic description. However, as the quote by Clifford Geertz at the
front of this chapter makes clear, the point of ethnography is to describe
the particular in order to illuminate ‘general truths’ - the functioning
of capitalism, the nature of ritual, the experience of oppression, say.
In general, anthropologists would agree that good ethnography gives
a rich evocation of the cultural world it describes while also contrib-
uting something to theory and being of interest to those who are not
specialists on the culture area described. They would also say that it
should ‘feel right’ to those other area specialists - though not being
without surprises - and that it should give a thick enough description
that readers could draw their own inferences about the culture being
described.

The index card generation of anthropologists often said in their
writing that “the data suggest’ and ‘it was observed that...,” but who
collected these data and by whom was it observed? References to ‘data’
and the use of the passive voice - the hallmarks of what Donna Haraway
(1988) calls the ‘God’s eye view from nowhere’ - are the familiar tropes
of phony objectivism. Of course, we check our facts, quote people accur-
ately, and do our best to make sure we know what people mean by
what they say, but in the end ‘data’ are collected and written up by
individual researchers who have their own concerns, insights, and blind
spots. For this reason, as I have done throughout this chapter, I use the
first person in my writing, in order to remind the reader that the ‘data’
have been collected, sifted, organized, and represented by a particular
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individual who readers have to decide whether or not they trust. As a
way of helping readers to make up their minds, at the end of my first
book, Nuclear Rites, I also gave a page each to a handful of key informants
to comment on the book.

Human subjects and ethics

In the United States, government agencies such as the National Science
Foundation (NSF) and the National Institutes of Health (NIH) require
that research they fund be approved by university panels for the protec-
tion of human subjects and refuse to disburse money until these review
boards have approved it. In the wake of scandals such as the death
of Jessie Gelsinger, a healthy 18-year-old killed in 1999 by poorly
conceived gene therapy research at the University of Pennsylvania,
universities are also increasingly concerned to review the safety of
human subjects in research conducted by their students or faculty
(Stolberg 1999). (For an example of a human subjects tutorial and
exam, see http://web.mit.edu/committees/couhes/.) While the process
of human subjects review gives universities more control over research
for which they may be legally liable, it can also benefit researchers, since
the university effectively legitimates the research it has approved and
indemnifies researchers in the event of legal action.

Many anthropologists see human subjects review boards as, at best,
institutions that slow research with unnecessary red tape and, at worst,
the preserve of curmudgeonly bureaucrats from other disciplines who
do not understand the unique exigencies of ethnographic fieldwork.
In the past, conflicts have focused in particular on consent forms.
Human subjects bureaucracies like consent forms because they clarify
the contract between researchers and subjects while providing tangible
evidence that subjects agreed to be studied. Anthropologists often dislike
consent forms, first, because their subjects may not be able to read
and are often suspicious of people bearing bureaucratic paperwork and,
second, because in many Third World countries (especially those with
overly energetic police forces) the quickest way to lose a subject’s friend-
ship and cooperation is to ask them to sign a form saying they agree to
inform on their country to a foreigner. Consequently, anthropologists
are sometimes tempted to engage in research under the human subjects
bureaucracy radar or to diverge from written protocols in research
practice.

Readers should not infer from this that anthropologists are indifferent
to the well-being of their subjects. In my experience, the opposite is true.
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But, in keeping with the informality of anthropology, it is often assumed
that human subjects are best protected not by inflexible bureaucratic
codes but by ethnographers who think situationally about an intern-
alized mandate to ‘do no harm.” Such a perspective is affirmed by the
current language in the American Anthropological Association (AAA)
ethics code (http://www.aaanet.org/committees/ethics/ethcode.htm
(See also Fluehr-Lobban 1998, 2003)), which states,

[T]t is understood that the informed consent process is dynamic and
continuous; the process should be initiated in the project design
and continue through implementation by way of dialogue and nego-
tiation with those studied. Researchers are responsible for identi-
fying and complying with the various informed consent codes, laws
and regulations affecting their projects. Informed consent, for the
purposes of this code, does not necessarily imply or require a partic-
ular written or signed form. It is the quality of the consent, not the
format, that is relevant.

The 1971 version of the AAA ethics code took a particularly strong
stance against secret consulting by ethnographers. Reflecting general
disapproval of anthropologists who secretly consulted for the American
national security state during the Vietham War, it said,

‘In accordance with the Association’s general position on clandestine
and secret research, no reports should be provided to sponsors that
are not also available to the general public and, where practicable, to
the population studied ... Anthropologists should not communicate
findings secretly to some and withhold them from others.’

In response to lobbying from anthropologists who consult for the private
sector and are concerned about proprietary data, that language has
now been watered down. The current AAA ethics code merely says that
anthropologists ‘must be open about the purpose(s), potential impacts,
and source(s) of support for research projects with funders, colleagues,
persons studied or providing information, and with relevant parties
affected by the research.

Still, even in its contemporary weakened version, the ethics code
stresses the importance of obtaining the informed consent of those being
studied:

‘Anthropological researchers should obtain in advance the informed
consent of persons being studied, providing information, owning or
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controlling access to material being studied, or otherwise identified
as having interests which might be impacted by the research.’

This is quite different from the ethics code of, say, the American Psycho-
logical Association, which allows for the routine deception of subjects in
psychological experiments, provided this deception has been approved
by human subjects review boards and as long as it is explained to
research subjects after the completion of the experiment.

Two famous scandals in anthropology underline the ethical dangers
of the ethnographic method. In 1983, Stanford University (the depart-
ment in which I was trained) denied a PhD to Steven Mosher on ethical
grounds. Among the concerns, he was accused of taking photographs
without their consent of women undergoing abortions and of endan-
gering research subjects who criticized China’s birth control policies by
not concealing their identities (Sun 1983; Turner 1983; Lee 1986). And
the journalist Patrick Tierney (2000) unleashed the biggest controversy
in 30 years by claiming that, in the 1960s, James Neel had exacer-
bated a deadly measles epidemic among the Yanomami of Venezuela
through his inappropriate use of a flawed vaccine and that Napoleon
Chagnon, complicit with Neel, staged fights among the Yanomami to
make his documentary films more interesting, among other charges.
In the confusing debate that followed, Tierney softened some of his
allegations, and over time the charges against Neel began to look much
weaker than those against Chagnon (Sahlins 2000; Borofsky 2005).

Such scandals aside, most anthropologists do show concern for the
well-being of the human subjects with whom they work. If one listens to
corridor talk among anthropologists, they tend to be concerned about
protecting the confidentiality of their interlocutors and about advoc-
ating for underprivileged communities they study. Many anthropolo-
gists donate book royalties or other income to communities with whom
they may have a lifelong research relationship, and they often go to
special lengths to secure medical or educational help for individual inter-
locutors with whom they have particularly close relationships. One of
my colleagues at MIT recently paid for the medical care of an ailing
informant, for example, and then for his funeral.

Anthropologists who work in war-torn parts of the world also fret
that their work might inadvertently facilitate government repression,
the maneuvers of death squads, and so on. It is said, for example, that
some anthropological work on Mayan textile patterns may have helped
Guatemalan death squads identify indigenous communities for liquid-
ation. The French anthropologist Georges Condominas was horrified to
learn that the US government had (illegally) translated and distributed
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his ethnography of a Vietnamese people to Green Berets during the
Vietnam War and that his research subjects were subsequently tortured
(see Berreman 1980). There are even instances of anthropologists who
have left book manuscripts unpublished out of such concerns. Ever
since the AAA was torn apart in 1968 by revelations that some anthro-
pologists were secretly consulting on counter-insurgency in Southeast
Asia for the US national security state, most anthropologists have
kept their distance from such agencies as the CIA, the Department of
Defense, and even USAID that might be interested in their knowledge
of populations around the world (Berreman 1974; Wakin 1992; Price
2000, 2004). After 9/11, some suggested that anthropologists should
contribute their expertise to the war on terror by working more closely
with US national security agencies, but this suggestion has been more
condemned than approved within anthropology (Gusterson 2003, 2005;
Wax 2003; McFate 2005; Moos 2005a,b; Price and Gusterson 2005).

As for my own research, I have had to make sure that my interlocutors
understood why I was interested in talking to them. Most of them had
PhDs and worked in bureaucratic contexts; they were reassured by a
consent form stating that a university Institutional Review Board (IRB) had
approved myresearch, thatIwasfunded by awell-known foundation, and
that set forth the contractual terms of our conversations. The most reas-
suring of these contractual terms was that I promised not to quote them
by name — an easy commitment for me to make since it is conventional
for anthropologists to invent pseudonyms for those they portray in their
writing. The only exception I have made to this rule has been for very
senior officials in the weapons bureaucracy who are often quoted in the
newspaper and who give explicit permission to be quoted by name.

There were three respects in which my fieldwork relationship with
human subjects was unusual for an anthropologist. First, most of the
people I interviewed had top-secret clearances and I had to take special
care not to jeopardize those clearances. In some cases that has meant not
using information people have shared in indiscreet moments; in others
it has meant taking particular care to obscure the source of information
that, whether or not it is officially secret, does not usually circulate in the
public sphere. Second, the antinuclear activists I studied are subjects not
only of my inquiring gaze but also, often, of government surveillance. I
have been acutely aware that it is difficult to draw a clear line between
writing that explains the cultural logic of the antinuclear movement
in ways activists themselves might appreciate and writing that might
feed into the intelligence-gathering of government agencies that do
not wish these activists well. I have tried to write about the symbolic
and ideological systems of activists rather than about their operational
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procedures, though this skews my writing on this subject. Third, my
commitment to fieldwork among both weapons scientists and activists -
two communities deeply antagonistic to one another - poses a special
burden. I have had to make sure that each community understood that
I was also talking to their antagonists, but also to take care not to let
either community use me as an intelligence agent against the other.

Conclusion

At the outset, I emphasized that ethnographic methods are simultan-
eously rigorous, informal, and improvisational. There is, obviously, a
tension between these three descriptors, but I believe it is a creative
one. While I have benefited enormously from reading the work on my
research specialty, nuclear politics, and culture, by scholars from other
disciplines, I am struck that no other research methodology enables
the investigator to grapple with the lived experience of people in the
way that ethnography does. Historians are confined by the documents
they can find or by the decades-old memories of interviewees; psycho-
logists only access the minds of their subjects through questionnaires
or highly staged interviews; while political scientists often reify their
material through the deployment, unpersuasive and metaphysical to
this analyst, of assumptions about the rational calculations of human
actors or the methodological separability of so-called ‘dependent’ and
‘independent’ variables. Ethnography is always in danger of lapsing into
memoir or journalism at one extreme or obscuring the human beings it
studies with relentless theorization at the other, but its creative stew of
investigative techniques also holds the promise of a human(e) science
that seeks objectivity without objectifying its subjects, that balances
rigor with reflexivity, and understands that human action cannot be
investigated apart from the local meanings attached to it.
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Process Tracing
Jeffrey T. Checkel

‘This argument is too structural. It's under-determined and based on
unrealistic assumptions. Moreover, it tells us little about how the world
really works.” Among many scholars — the present author included — this
is an oft-heard set of complaints. Consider two examples. The central
thesis of the democratic peace literature — that democracies do not fight
other democracies — is hailed as one of the few law-like propositions in
international relations. Yet, as critics rightly stress, we know amazingly
little about the mechanisms generating such peaceful relations (Rosato
2003: 585-6, passim; Forum 2005; Hamberg 2005). And scholars have
for years debated the identity-shaping effects of European institutions.
One claim is that bureaucrats ‘go native’” in Brussels, adopting European
values at the expense of national ones. Yet, here too, critics correctly
note that we know virtually nothing about the process and mechan-
isms underlying these potentially transformative dynamics (Checkel
2005a,b).

So, to paraphrase a former American president, ‘it’s the process stupid.’
To invoke process is synonymous with an understanding of theories
as based on causal mechanisms. To study such mechanisms, we must
employ a method of process tracing. Process tracers, I argue, are well
placed to move us beyond unproductive ‘either/or" meta-theoretical
debates to empirical applications where both agents and structures
matter. Moreover, to capture such dynamic interactions, these scholars
must be epistemologically plural — employing both positivist and post-
positivist methodological lenses.

But realizing this epistemological-methodological promise is not easy.
Proponents of process tracing should be wary of losing sight of the big
picture, be aware of the method’s significant data requirements, and
recognize epistemological assumptions inherent in its application. To
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develop these arguments, I provide first the basics of a process- and
mechanism-based approach to the study of international politics. The
next section draws upon my own experience as an inveterate process
tracer to outline how the technique works in practice. I then assess the
method and, finally, conclude with several reflections on the epistem-
ological challenges of this focus - challenges that should push process
tracers to evince a new level of pluralism in their work.

Causal mechanisms and process tracing

Mechanisms operate at an analytical level below that of a more encom-
passing theory; they increase the theory’s credibility by rendering more
fine-grained explanations (Johnson 2002: 230-1). According to one
widely cited definition, a mechanism is ‘a set of hypotheses that could
be the explanation for some social phenomenon, the explanation being
in terms of interactions between individuals and other individuals,
or between individuals and some social aggregate’” (Hedstroem and
Swedberg 1998: 25, 32-3; see also Hovi 2004). As ‘recurrent processes
linking specified initial conditions and a specific outcome’ (Mayntz
2003: 4-5), mechanisms connect things.

For example, in a recent project on international socialization
(Checkel 2005a,b), our objective was to minimize the lag between inter-
national institutions (cause) and socializing outcomes (effect) at the
state or unit level. To this end, I theorized three generic social mechan-
isms - strategic calculation, role playing, and normative suasion - which
allowed me to posit more fine-grained connections between institutions
and changes in state interests and identities.

How does one then study these causal mechanisms in action? Process
tracing would seem to be the answer as it identifies a causal chain that
links independent and dependent variables (George and Bennett 2005:
206-7; Odell 2006: 37-8). Methodologically, process tracing provides the
how-we-come-to-know nuts and bolts for mechanism-based accounts
of social change. But it also directs one to trace the process in a very
specific, theoretically informed way. The researcher looks for a series of
theoretically predicted intermediate steps.

Conceptually, when talking of mechanisms and process tracing in
this chapter, I have adopted a micro-perspective. Theoretically, this
means | examine what are sometimes called “agent-to-agent’ mechan-
isms (George and Bennett 2005: 145). Empirically, I focus on specific
decision-making dynamics (see also Hermann and Post in this book).
However, this is merely a pragmatic choice, not an ontological claim.
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I know this micro-level best, theoretically and empirically. Not all mech-
anisms need to be linked to individual decisions. Others have argued for
a macro-focus in the study of causal mechanisms (Tilly 2001; Katzen-
stein and Sil 2005). Whether the specific lessons I offer can be scaled
up to a more macro-level is a question for future research. Epistemo-
logically, process tracing is compatible with a positivist or, to be more
precise, scientific realist understanding of causation in linear terms.

In sum, process tracing means to trace the operation of the causal
mechanism(s) at work in a given situation. One carefully maps the
process, exploring the extent to which it coincides with prior, theor-
etically derived expectations about the workings of the mechanism.
The data for process tracing is overwhelmingly qualitative in nature,
and may include historical memoirs, expert surveys, interviews, press
accounts, and documents (see Gheciu 2005a,b for an excellent applica-
tion). Process tracing is strong on questions of interactions; it is much
weaker at establishing structural context. Logistically, the greatest chal-
lenge is the significant amount of time and data that it requires.

In principle, process tracing is compatible with, and complementary
to a range of other methods within the empiricist/positivist tradi-
tion. These include statistical techniques, analytic narratives (Bates et al.
1998), formal modeling (Hoffmann in this book), case studies (Klotz
in this book), and content analysis (Hermann in this book). Process
tracing is utilized by both empirically oriented rational-choice scholars
(Schimmelfennig 2005) and conventional constructivists (Lewis 2005).

Process tracing in action: the case of European institutions

To illustrate this micro-level process tracing tool kit, I assess the causal
impact of international socialization. In Europe, there are numerous
tantalizing hints of such dynamics, for example, in the EU’s Conven-
tion on the Future of Europe (Magnette 2004) or in the European
Commission (Hooghe 2005). There are also ongoing, contentious,
and unresolved policy disputes (Economist 2002, 2003) and academic
debates (Laffan 1998; Wessels 1998) over the extent to which European
institutions socialize — that is, promote preference and identity shifts.
Moreover, with its thickly institutionalized regional environment and
a supranational, polity-in-the-making like the EU, Europe seems a
most likely case for socialization to occur (Weber 1994; Ziirn and
Checkel 2005).

Socialization refers to the process of inducting new actors into the
norms, rules, and ways of behavior of a given community. Its end point
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is internalization, where the community norms and rules become taken
for granted (Checkel 2005a). One way to reach this end point is via
persuasion, which I define as a social process of communication that
involves changing beliefs, attitudes, or behavior, in the absence of overt
coercion. It entails convincing someone through argument and prin-
cipled debate (Zimbardo and Leippe 1991; Perloff 1993: 14; Brody et al.
1996; Keohane 2001: 2, 10). To employ my earlier language, it is a
social mechanism where the interactions between individuals may lead
to changes in interests or even identities.

Persuasion may thus sometimes change people’s minds, acting as
a motor and mechanism of socialization. However, the key word is
‘sometimes.” The challenge has been to articulate the scope condi-
tions under which this is likely to happen. Deductively drawing upon
insights from social psychology (Orbell et al. 1988) as well as Haber-
masian social theory, recent work suggests that persuasion (and its close
conceptual relative, arguing) is more likely to change the interests of
social agents and lead to internalization when: (H1) the target of the
socialization attempt is in a novel and uncertain environment and thus
cognitively motivated to analyze new information; (H2) the target has
few prior, ingrained beliefs that are inconsistent with the socializing
agency’s message; (H3) the socializing agency/individual is an author-
itative member of the in-group to which the target belongs or wants
to belong; (H4) the socializing agency/individual does not lecture or
demand, but, instead, acts out principles of serious deliberative argu-
ment; and (H5) the agency/target interaction occurs in less politicized
and more insulated, in-camera settings (see Checkel 2005a for details).

This theorizing — done before I began my research — structured
everything that followed. Given that persuasion was the causal mech-
anism whose effects I sought to explain, process tracing was the obvious
methodological choice for studying it. How I studied persuasion and
the kinds of data I needed to collect were dictated by these five hypo-
theses. Specifically, H1 and H2 required detailed knowledge of the target,
his/her background, and beliefs on the subject at hand. In a similar
fashion, for H3, I needed to collect data on the individual/agency doing
the socializing — and especially his/her perceived status. Interviews were
crucial for gathering these kinds of data; I then used secondary sources
(media appearances, memoirs) as a supplement.

For H4 and H5, the data collection was more demanding as these
hypotheses capture the interaction context of the attempt at social-
ization. In my case, this context was a series of committee meetings
in an international organization. Obvious data sources would be
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interviews with committee members and minutes of the committee
meetings. If the latter are unavailable, interviews with the secretary or
administrative person in charge of the committee’s operations would
be a second-best proxy.

With my theory, hypotheses and ideal data sources now specified,
I turn to the example: process tracing socialization dynamics in the
Council of Europe as it debated issues of citizenship and nationality in
the early and mid-1990s. The Council is a pan-European organization
whose mandate is human rights. When it confronts a new issue, it sets
up committees of experts, composed of representatives from Council
member states as well as academic and policy specialists. Their mandate
is to think big in an open way. In the early 1990s, two such commit-
tees were established: a Committee of Experts on National Minorities
and a Committee of Experts on Nationality. If new norms were these
committees’ outputs, then the issue for me was the process leading to
such outcomes. In particular, what role was played by persuasion?

For the committee on national minorities, there were few attempts
at persuasion throughout its five-year life. Rather, committee members
were content to horse-trade on the basis of fixed positions and pref-
erences. Key in explaining this outcome was the politicization of its
work at a very early stage (H5). Events in the broader public arena (the
Bosnian tragedy) and within the committee led to a quick hardening
of positions. These political facts greatly diminished the likelihood that
the committee’s formal brainstorming mandate might lead to successful
acts of persuasion, where Council member states might rethink basic
preferences on minority policies.

The story was quite different in the committee on nationality.
Through the mid-1990s, nationality was a rather hum-drum, boring
issue, especially compared with the highly emotive one of minorities.
Initially, much of the committee’s proceedings were taken up with
mundane discussions of how and whether to streamline immigration
procedures and regulations. In this technical and largely depoliticized
atmosphere, brainstorming and attempts at persuasion were evident,
especially in a working group of the committee. In this smaller setting,
individuals freely exchanged views on the meaning of nationality in a
post-national Europe. They sought to persuade and change attitudes,
using the force of example, logical argumentation, and the personal
self-esteem in which one persuader was held. In at least two cases, indi-
viduals did rethink their views on nationality in a fundamental way, that
is, they were convinced to view the issue in a new light (Checkel 2003).

That last sentence, however, raises an important methodological issue.
How does this tracing of the process allow me plausibly to assert a
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causal role for persuasion as a mechanism of socialization? Put more
prosaically, how would I recognize persuasion if it were to walk through
the door? I employed multiple data streams, consisting of interviews
with committee members (five rounds spread over 5 years), confidential
meeting summaries of nearly all the committee’s meetings and various
secondary sources, and triangulated across them (see also Pouliot 2007:
19; Dunn in this book).

In the interviews, I asked two types of questions. A first touched upon
an individual’s own thought processes and possibly changing prefer-
ences. A second was more intersubjective, asking the interviewee to
classify his/her interaction context — a step dictated by hypotheses H4
and H5 above. I gave them four possibilities — coercion, bargaining,
persuasion/arguing, and imitation — and asked for a rank ordering. Inter-
viewees were also asked if their ranking changed over time and, if so,
why (Checkel 2003).

These methodological injunctions aside, how did I really know that
two individuals ‘did rethink their views on nationality in a fundamental
way? How did I know these two were persuaded, and not strategically
dissimulating or simply emulating others? I began with before and after
interviews of the two individuals concerned — that is, interviews just
as the committee started to meet and then again after one of its last
sessions. I asked specific questions of their views on nationality, why
they held them, if those views had changed, why they had changed, and
what role(s) coercion, bargaining, persuasion, or imitation had played
in the process.

Of course, one should never simply rely on what people say, so I
triangulated. This meant that I cross-checked the story related by the
two interviewees with other sources. The latter included interviews
with other individuals who had observed the first two in action and an
analysis of the committee’s meeting minutes. The latter are typically
not verbatim transcripts; moreover, they are highly political documents
as committee members must approve their content before release.
Members could — and did — have items (attributions of particular views,
say) deleted from the summaries. To mitigate this (potentially huge)
source of bias, I took the additional step of interviewing and getting
to know the committee secretary, whose responsibility was to write up
the minutes.

Collecting data in this theoretically informed way allowed me to
reconstruct committee deliberations, building a plausible case that:
(a) the views of the two individuals concerned had indeed changed;
and (b) that persuasion (as opposed to imitation or bargaining) was the
motor driving such shifts. I then further bolstered this claim — derived
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from my process tracing - by asking the counterfactual: absent these
persuasive dynamics, would the outcome have been any different? In
fact, the regional norms to emerge from the committee’s deliberations
were different from what otherwise would have been the case. For
example, on the question of dual nationality, a long-standing prohib-
itionary norm was relaxed, thus making European policies more open
to the possibility of individuals holding two citizenships (Council of
Europe 1997, 2000).

Finally, moving outside the bounds of the case summarized above,
my findings are consistent with insights drawn from laboratory experi-
ments in social psychology on the so-called contact hypothesis (Beyers
2005) and from work on epistemic communities in IR theory (Haas
1992). Of course, ultimately, one can ‘never know’ as we are not privy
to private thought processes. However, the step-wise, cross-checking
procedure outlined here sharply bounds and minimizes the danger of
erroneous inference.

Assessingprocesstracing:thegood,thebadandtheugly

What have I learned from more than a decade of using process tracing
as my method of choice? I offer 12 lessons - four good, five bad, and
three ugly. The good is the value added that comes from applying
the method - how it advances the state of the art methodologically,
theoretically, and meta-theoretically. The bad are issues and failings of
which to be aware before starting a research project with this method.
The ugly stand out as ‘red flags’ - questions in need of attention.
Addressing the latter will require process tracers to transgress both
meta-theoretical (agents and structures) and epistemological (positivism
and post-positivism) boundaries. In discussing the lessons within each
category (good, bad, and ugly), I proceed from the practical (method) to
the conceptual (theory) to the philosophical (meta-theory).

Lesson #1 (Good - Method): coming to grips with first mover
advantages

Process tracing can minimize the problems of the so-called first mover
advantage (Caporaso et al. 2003b: 27-8). If they are honest, most scholars
will admit to having favorite theories. In empirical research, the tend-
ency is first to interpret and explain the data through the lens of
this favored argument. By encouraging researchers to consider altern-
ative explanations, the positivist-empiricist tool kit has built-in checks
against this first mover advantage. And process tracing can make such
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checks stronger. Predicting intermediate steps between independent
and dependent variables essentially produces a series of mini-checks,
constantly pushing the researcher to think hard about the connection
(or lack there of) between expected patterns and what the data say.

Lesson #2 (Good - Method): answering ‘how much data is enough?’

Process tracing makes it easier to address a question that often plagues
qualitative researchers: “When is there enough data?” My work on social-
ization in European institutions provides a case in point. After two
rounds of interviewing, I took a break from data collection. Writing up
the results - connecting the data to the causal story I was attempting
to tell - allowed me to see where my data coverage was still weak. This
suggested the kinds of data I would need to collect during future field
work. Especially with interviews, I employed what is sometimes called
a branching and building strategy, where the results of early interviews
are used to restructure and refocus the types of questions asked at later
points (see also Gusterson in this book).

After two more rounds of field work, I again wrote up the results,
seeking ‘to fill in the blanks’ in my causal-process story. This time, I
also circulated the draft to several colleagues. Based on their input and
my own, I came to a determination that I had indeed collected enough
data. More specifically, I felt that my story was now plausible in that a
rigorous but fair-minded reviewer would read the analysis and say ‘yeah,
I see the argument; Checkel has made a case for it’ (see also Dunn on
establishing valid interpretations).

Lesson #3 (Good - Theory): helping to bring mechanisms back in

A very diverse set of social theorists now call for more attention to
mechanisms (compare Elster 1998; Wendt 1999: ch. 2; Johnson 2006).
There are good and sensible reasons for this trend. Most important, it
moves us away from correlational arguments and as-if styles of reasoning
toward theories that capture and explain the world as it really works.
Less appreciated are the methodological implications. Simply put, if one
is going to invoke the philosophy-of-science language of mechanisms,
then process tracing is the logically necessary method for exploring
them (see also Drezner 2006: 35).

Lesson #4 (Good - Theory): promoting bridge building

Process tracing has a central role to play in contemporary debates
over theoretical bridge building (see Adler 1997). To make connections
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between different theoretical tool kits — rational choice and social
constructivism, most prominently — scholars have advanced arguments
on temporal sequencing and domains of application. Implicitly or
explicitly, the method on offer is typically process tracing, as it is
extremely useful for teasing out the more fine-grained distinctions and
connections between alternative theoretical schools (Fearon and Wendt
2002; Caporaso et al. 2003a; Kelley 2004; Checkel 2005b).

Lesson #5 (Bad - Method): proxies are a pain

Process tracers often decry the unrealistic proxies that quantitative
researchers employ in the construction of data sets (for example, Hug
and Koenig 2000, 2002). But qualitative researchers, including process
tracers, face similar problems, albeit at a different level. A central concern
in my own work has been to theorize and document the causal mech-
anisms of socialization, such as persuasion. Did I ever actually see some-
body persuaded? Did I see a decision-maker change his or her mind? No,
I did not. I was not a fly on the wall, secretly observing these individuals.
Participant observation was not an option. I, too, was therefore forced
to rely on proxies — before and after interviews, documentary records of
the meetings, and the like. At an early point, the process tracing, qualit-
ative scholar thus needs to think hard about the conceptual variables at
play in his/her project, and ask what are feasible and justifiable proxies
for measuring them.

Lesson #6 (Bad - Method): it takes (lots of) time

Process tracing is time intensive and, to put it ever so delicately, ‘can
require enormous amounts of information’ (George and Bennett 2005:
223). Researchers need to think carefully about their own financial
limits and temporal constraints. My studies of socialization included five
rounds of interviews spread over 5 years and a close reading of numerous
documents (both public and confidential). In large part because of its
methodology, the project has taken a long time to bring to fruition.
While all scholars face trade offs when thinking about productivity,
research endeavors, and methods, these dilemmas may be particularly
acute for process tracers.

Lesson #7 (Bad - Theory): just how micro to go?

Process tracing and the study of causal mechanisms raise a difficult
‘stopping point’ issue. When does inquiry into such mechanisms stop?
How micro should we go? In my project on socialization, I took one
mechanism — socialization — and broke it into three sub-mechanisms:
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strategic calculation, role playing, and persuasion (Checkel 2005a).
Why stop at this point? Persuasion, for example, could be further
broken down into its own sub-mechanisms, most likely various types
of cognitive processes. My justification has two parts, neither of which
has anything to do with process tracing. First, the state of disciplinary
knowledge told me that it was a concept like socialization — and not
persuasion — that was ripe for disaggregation into smaller component
mechanisms (see also Alderson 2001). Second, a growing and increas-
ingly sophisticated array of qualitative techniques (cognitive mapping,
interview protocols, surveys) made it possible for me to craft reliable
proxies to measure persuasion’s causal effect (see also Johnston 2001,
2007).

Lesson #8 (Bad - Theory): non-parsimonious theories

Process tracing is not conducive to the development of parsimonious or
generalizable theories (see also Drezner 2006: 35). In part, the reasons
for this are social theoretic. As I argued earlier, process tracing is
synonymous with a mechanism-based approach to theory development,
which, as Elster correctly argues, is ‘intermediate between laws and
descriptions’ (Elster 1998: 45). However, in equal part, the reasons are
human and idiosyncratic. The typical process tracer is a scholar driven
by empirical puzzles. He/she is happy to combine a bit of this and a
bit of that, the goal being to explain more completely the outcome at
hand. The end result is partial, middle-range theory (George and Bennett
2005: 7-8, 216). If one is not careful, middle-range theory can lead to
over-determined and, in the worse case, ‘kitchen-sink” arguments where
everything matters. Early attention to research design can minimize
such problems (Johnston 2005).

Lesson #9 (Bad-Theory): missing causal complexity

Like any method, process tracing abstracts from and simplifies the real
world — probably less than many others, but abstract it still does. By
tracing a number of intermediate steps, the method pushes a researcher
to think hard about the role played or not played by a particular mech-
anism. Yet in many cases, the outcome observed is the result of multiple
mechanisms interacting over time. Process tracing can help deal with
this challenge of causal complexity, as can creative applications of agent-
based modeling (Hoffmann in this book; see also Cederman 2003: 146).
For instance, process tracing helped me establish when persuasion was
present and when it was absent. The latter ‘non-finding’ then suggested
a role for additional causal mechanisms, such as bargaining (Ziirn and
Checkel 2005: 1052-4).
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Lesson #10 (Ugly - Meta-Theory): losing the big picture

In making a methodological choice to examine questions of process, it
is all too easy to lose sight of broader structural context. For example,
when I presented my findings on individual decision-makers and the
social-psychological and institutional factors that might lead them to
change their minds in light of persuasive appeals, interpretative scholars
noted that I had no way - theoretically or methodologically — for
figuring out what counted as a serious deliberative argument. I had just
assumed it adhered to the individual, but it was equally plausible that my
persuader’s arguments were legitimated by the broader social discourse
in which he/she was embedded. In positivist—-empiricist terms, I had
a potential problem of omitted variable bias, while, for interpretivists,
the issue was one of missing the broader forces that enable and make
possible human agency (compare Neumann and Dunn in this book).

There are two ways of responding to such a problem. One is to deny
its validity, along the lines of ‘Nobody can do everything; I had to start
somewhere.” A second is to view such problems — and their resolution —
as a chance to promote geniune epistemological and methodological
pluralism within the community of process tracers, a point to which I
return below.

Lesson #11 (Ugly - Meta-Theory): losing the ethics

Process tracers may be particularly prone to overlook normative-
ethical context. In my collaborative project on socialization and
European regional institutions, all participants adopted a mechanism-
based approach, and many combined this with a process tracing method
(Gheciu 2005a; Lewis 2005; Schimmelfennig 2005). Yet, while we were
tracing such dynamics, we forgot to ask important normative-ethical
questions. Is it legitimate and just that West Europe — through the
EU, NATO, and the Council of Europe — imposes norms and rules on
applicant countries from East Europe that in some cases (minority rights)
are flagrantly violated by those very same West European states? What
are the implications for democratic and legitimate governance if state
agents acquire supranational allegiances and loyalties?

Lesson #12 (Ugly - Meta-Theory): the dreaded “E” word

Most process tracers are empirically oriented scholars who just want to
conduct research on the fascinating world around us. On the whole, this
is a healthy attitude. Especially for rational-choice scholars who adopt
process tracing (Schimmelfennig 2003; Kelley 2004), variable-oriented
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language fits well with their positivist-empiricist epistemological orient-
ation. But constructivist theorists are split, with some explicitly (Wendt
1999: 82; also George and Bennett 2005: 206) or implicitly (Ruggie 1998:
94) endorsing the method, while others appear much more skeptical
(Adler 2002: 109). Still others advocate a so-called bracketing strategy
for capturing such dynamics (Finnemore 1996).

Yet, it is unclear if process tracing in general or bracketing as a specific
strategy for implementing it are consistent with the mutual constitu-
tion and recursivity at the heart of constructivist social theory (see also
Pouliot 2007). Process tracing only works if you hold things constant in
a series of steps: A causes B; B then causes C; C then causes D; and so on.
Bracketing means, first, to hold structure constant and explore agency’s
causal role, and, then, to reverse the order, holding agency constant
while examining structure’s role. These are very linear processes. Indeed,
those interpretative constructivists who do employ process tracing are
careful to separate it from the discursive and narrative techniques at the
heart of their approach (Hopf 2002).

To (begin to) address this state of affairs, the dreaded ‘E” word must
be revisited. As some have noted (Zehfuss 2002: chs 1, 6; Guzzini
2000), constructivists - and especially those who endorse methods like
process tracing - do need more carefully to explicate their epistemo-
logical assumptions. And such a rethink will likely require a turn to
post-positivist philosophies of science.

Conclusion

After the numerous criticisms in the preceding section, readers may be
surprised by my bottom line: Process tracing is a fundamentally
important method - one that places theory and data in close proximity
(see also Hall 2003). One quickly comes to see what works and - equally
important - what does not. This said, process tracers need to think
harder about the logical and philosophical bases of this mechanism-
based approach. Positivism as a philosophy of science will not do the
trick, given its correlational view of causation, instrumental use of
theoretical concepts, and narrow methodological writ (Wight 2002).
One possible post-positivist starting point would be scientific realism,
which is the ‘view that the objects of scientific theories are objects that
exist independently of investigators” minds and that the theoretical
terms of their theories indeed refer to real objects in the world’
(Chernoff 2005: 41; see also Wendt 1999: ch. 2; George and Bennett
2005: 147-8, 214). For many scientific realists, these ‘real objects’
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are precisely the causal mechanisms of the process tracing studies
highlighted in this chapter.

Scientific realism is also inherently plural in that ‘no one method, or
epistemology could be expected to fit all cases’ (Wight 2002: 36; more
generally, see Lane 1996). With such qualities, it would seem ideally
placed to give process tracing conceptual grounding, and allow process
tracers not just to triangulate at the level of methods, but across epistem-
ologies as well. Indeed, my own decade-long, hands-on experience as
a process tracer suggests that if we want to offer better answers to the
questions we ask (Lesson #10 above), then such epistemological and
methodological boundary crossing is both essential and possible (see
also Hopf 2002; and the excellent discussion in Pouliot 2007).

Given such foundations, process tracers can then begin to ask hard
questions about their community standards — standards anchored in
a philosophically coherent and plural base. What counts as a good
mechanism-based explanation of social change and what counts as
good process tracing? How can discourse/textual and process tracing
approaches be combined?

Building upon but going beyond — epistemologically — the ‘process
tracing best practices’” advocated by Bennett and Elman (2007: 183),
I would argue that good process tracing adhere to the following core
maxims.

* Philosophy: It should be grounded, explicitly and self-consciously, in
a philosophical base that is methodologically plural, such as that
provided by scientific realism or other post-positivist epistemologies,
including analytic eclecticism (Katzenstein and Sil 2005), pragmatism
(Cochran 2002; Johnson 2006), or conventionalism (Chernoff 2002,
2005), for example.

e Context: It will utilize this pluralism both to reconstruct carefully
causal processes and to not lose sight of broader structural-discursive—
ethical context.

* Methodology I: It will develop and carefully justify a set of proxies that
will be used to infer the presence of one or more causal mechanisms.

* Methodology II: 1t will take equifinality seriously, which means to
consider the alternative paths through which the outcome of interest
might have occurred.

While positivists have avoided such issues by focusing excessively
on correlation and design at the expense of causation and method
(King et al. 1994; see also Drezner 2006: 35; Johnson 2006), too
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many interpretivists for too long have simply sidestepped methodolo-
gical questions altogether (Checkel 2006; Hopf 2007). The goal ought to
be to give IR process tracers a middle-ground philosophy and epistemo-
logy that can fill the vast methodological space between positivism and
post-structuralism. This chapter, the edited book of which it is a part,
and other recent endeavors (Lebow and Lichbach 2007) hold out the
promise of correcting this truly odd state of affairs.
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Political Personality Profiling

Jerrold M. Post

The Political Personality Profile was developed in order to provide senior
policy makers with a comprehensive psychological representation of
leaders in context. It describes the life course that shaped key attitudes,
and specifies aspects of behavior especially relevant to policy makers
dealing with leaders in summit meetings and other high-level nego-
tiations, as well as in crisis situations. The approach asks two general
questions: What were the events and experiences that helped shape
the leader’s personality (psychogenesis)? And what are the psycholo-
gical forces within a personality that drive political behavior (psycho-
dynamics)? We never can know for certain what drives an individual,
but the more solidly we understand these foundations of the leader’s
psychology, the more confidently we can infer influences on — and
patterns of — political behavior.

The Political Personality Profile characterizes the leader’s core political
personality. With its emphasis on the life course, it integrates longit-
udinal and cross-sectional analyses. In addition to traditional elements
of clinical psychological assessment, elements of the profile include
management style, negotiating style, strategic decision-making, crisis
decision-making, rhetorical style, cognitive style, and leadership style.
By combining them and specifying the political context in which the
leader is operating, the Political Personality Profile produces a fuller
picture, which identifies how the leader’s core personality influences
these important leadership characteristics. Another major difference is
that the clinician interviews the subject directly, whereas leader assess-
ments are developed indirectly. The interview of individuals who have
met personally with the subject has been found to be extremely valuable
in remedying this shortfall, and by interviewing a number of inform-
ants, one can reduce the likelihood of observer bias. In my profile of

131
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Saddam Hussein, for instance, I was able to interview, either directly or
by telephone, six former diplomats and business executives who had
had personal contact with him.

The term ‘personality” connotes a systematic pattern of functioning
that is consistent and coherent over a range of behaviors and over time.
To identify these deeply ingrained patterns, it is essential to integrate
the life experiences that gave form to that political personality. But not
all political situations engage the political personality, so the Political
Personality Profile also seeks to identify which political issues are espe-
cially salient. The task is to identify which issues ‘hook’ the leader’s
political personality, but in so doing one must always analyze the leader
in context. We must go beyond the family environment to encompass
the historical, political, and cultural context as well.

Since the method I will be describing modifies the perspective of
clinical psychology and psychiatry, the aspiring profiler may well ask:
does this mean I have to be a psychologist or a psychiatrist to employ
this method? The answer is distinctly No. I have been teaching the craft
for some 35 years now, and most of the students have a background
in political science and history, having taken few or no psychology
courses. What is necessary is psychological mindedness. What I teach
is the manner in which the life course influences the development of
personality and how to draw psychological inferences from behavioral
observations.

Let me give an example. A number of years ago, I was asked to develop
a profile of the president of a Latin American country. In developing
the psychobiographic study of the subject, his prior academic career
was a rich source of psychologically relevant material. The Latin Amer-
ican president under my lens, during his academic career, had written
extensively, and I had read all of his writings that I could get my hands
on. In his major work, even his footnotes had footnotes, and there was
an introductory note to one chapter, which was quite remarkable: ‘“The
reader is advised to skip this chapter. It is dull and boring to the extreme.
But for the sake of completeness, I must include it.” This punctilious
concern for thorough scholarship to the point of perfectionism, even
to the point of tedium, had alerted me to pursue behavioral observa-
tions that might confirm my hunch that the president had significant
compulsive features in his personality. On my visit to the capital city
to debrief key informants, I met one afternoon with the deputy chief of
the US mission (the DCM), who had met frequently with the president
under study. When I interviewed him, he was still fuming. The notori-
ously gridlocked traffic was particularly bad that day, and although he



Jerrold M. Post 133

had left in what he thought was plenty of time for his one o’clock
appointment with the president, he arrived at 1:03, by which time the
agitated president had already called the embassy to complain about the
DCM'’s lateness.

Primed by my working hypothesis that the subject of the study was
probably quite compulsive, and struck by the exaggerated emphasis on
punctuality in a country where time was usually treated very casually,
my first question was, ‘Describe his desk.” ‘Interesting you would ask
that,” the DCM responded. ‘The president had two neat piles in front
of him, which he kept straightening to ensure they were perpendicular
to the desk’s edge. And, in the midst of our conversation, he looked at
the wall, leapt up, saying, “Excuse me, but that picture is tilted,” and
proceeded to straighten out a picture on the wall that was no more than
a quarter of an inch out of kilter.”

The combination of punctilious scholarship, identified in the prior
psychobiographic research, and the president’s emphasis on punctu-
ality and neatness suggested to me significant compulsive features in his
personality, which could have important implications for negotiations.
He could be expected to be conscientious and live up to his commit-
ments. Moreover, his written words probably could be taken to reflect
his dominant political goals, including the probability of nationalizing
his nation’s natural resources.

Most personality assessment systems attempt to assess three different
dimensions: cognition, affect or feelings, and interpersonal relations.
Different theorists will emphasize different dimensions, but under-
standing all three dimensions is important to addressing political
personality. One distinction between the Political Personality Profiling
method and the other profiling methods is the emphasis on psycho-
genesis and psychodynamics; it seeks to answer questions about both
events that shape personality and psychological forces within person-
ality that drive political behavior. The framework described is neither
strictly Freudian, Jungian, Adlerian, nor Lacanian; it strives to help the
policy consumer understand ‘what makes this leader tick?’

In this chapter, I will first describe the manner in which a psychobio-
graphy is developed. I will then describe aspects of the personality study,
emphasizing three political personality types. Two are quite common
among political leaders: the compulsive personality, referred to above,
and the narcissistic personality. The paranoid personality is much rarer
but can be extremely dangerous when it occurs. Because of space limit-
ations, I will only provide examples from profiles of how inferences can
be drawn both from life course events and from behavioral observations.
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More details on each element of constructing a Political Personality
Profile can be found in the outline at the end of the chapter.

The psychobiography

The leader can be envisaged as residing within a series of fields, the
cultural, historical, and political context of his country, the specific
aspects of the leader’s background, which shaped the individual, and
the nature of the current political situation. The importance of that
context cannot be overestimated. There is a profound difference in
how personality will affect political behavior between a leader func-
tioning in a collective leadership and a dictator in a closed system. The
manner in which culture shapes expectations of the leader also shapes
the formation and selection of the leader. The political leader who viol-
ates cultural norms will not long survive. In constructing a Political
Personality Profile, the degree of constraint upon the political behavior
of the leader by his role, the culture, and the nature of the political
system is regularly examined.

The psychoanalytic framework of Erik Erikson (1963), which relates
personality development to the cultural context, is extremely helpful
as a model. It emphasizes the intimate dynamic relationship between
the developing personality and the environment, and highlights the
importance of the context in which the leader develops. Leader person-
ality does not exist in vacuo; it is the leader in context that is our focus,
both the context that shaped the leader’s development and the contem-
porary context that continues to shape and influence behavior and
decision-making. Thus, before even considering the particular circum-
stances surrounding the development of the future leader, one must
understand thoroughly the culture, especially the political culture, in
which the family was embedded.

The Political Personality Profile draws on the clinical case study meth-
odology known as the anamnesis, which combines a psychobiography
with a cross-sectional personality analysis. But the goal of the psychobi-
ography devel