QUESTION SIX

What Constitutes Quality in
Qualitative Internet Research?

MNancy K. Baym
g

o5t of us wold Snd it easier to conduct research if there were a
set of rules bo follow, if we could be 2ssured that fhe pachs
of Jeast resistance would be the most nzitful, or i wene we guaranieed
! Jeasst oo “zha” momerd in which # all fell into place and the right
soute wes revealed (hoalitative sesesech is never going 10 ofler thoss
Shings. As the writers in. this collection show, doing quabtasive research
well = a masier of finding practcal and defersible balancing points
betiween opposng tersions. e always make frade-offs in our reseand
chaioss. The trck & to mnderstand the tradeoSs we aoe maicng wel
encugh fo dieferd theo o others.
The introduction and sulsequent chapters and responses show
that the indemes presents novel dhallenges 10 quaktative researchers.

problematize issues germane to af quabtstve neearch Nose of oo
#uthon was asioad to divectly address the question of what made qual-
Rative internet seseanch good, but taken together, Beir writings oler a
rumber of guidelines. In this concluding chapter, | offer some geide
Enes for condocting “good” qualitative indermet seseanch. To do this 1
hmﬁedwuﬂmhﬂihﬂ,nrmm
Saxting and supervising qualitative projects sboat the mtems!, and a
selection of writers who have been pacticularly helpfol s me as Fve
learmned about and taeg2t the issue of quabey m quakstve pesearch.
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& DUALITATIVE BESEARCETERS MUST
CONTINIADLSLY BALAMNCE TENSHONS

The wirikers: in thss oollection 2l discuss dheir researnch e a contirmoes:
poocess of dacsson malking in whddh they =t sesees and balaros
wited & o be gaimed and lost with each hwaice that Fes before Sem
Dirwringg on the dialogac sppeoech of Meldhael Balditin jeg., 1587, 1965),
researdhers bave descrbed a dialectic apperosch o relationships: that
wiows relabional mesndesance 25 2 contiwous dynamic process of
2007; Baxter & Monigomery, 307, Montremerny & Baxier, 1935 The
goal of reabonal seseanch. from thes perspective “is mot o catalog B
definitier wet of contractions in pecsomal relationdhips, But o con-
tribezte 4o the understanding of the prooesses by witidh ocouples create,
readize, and deal with dialectcal temsions”™ [Monigo=ery & Baoter,
1558, p. 158}

Quaktative pesearch & ako a dynamic process in which, on an
msearch. goals and peocesses. As Montgomesy and Baxter suggest,
while oo coreld develop typologies of dialedi tensions i qualitative
research, each might have mert, yet al woddd be inovmplete. What's
importard is understaading processes for dieafing with these lensions.
Mometheless, dentifying particalar dislectics at play in particnier coe-
bexts B extemely indormative. Beflecting on what a dialogic spproacds
o methodology might meen, MMontgomeny and Baxder (1998, p. 172)
ity, and vivicabion and verication.™ In this collection, the dalertics
and comlbort.

Ciree of the most Basic terndions 0 be mansged, a5 Hine drews om
Law b discoss i Chapler L = the edent o which one develops an
epproach and inkerpreteSion that foom 2 Bdy whole in the faoe of
when escmined dosely. In 3 meview of my book, Thees b Log O,
Weemdy Robinson (AM1] orificzed it for being too mmch Bie: the mest
brEm worldis of fame Austen nowels and not desling adegrately with the
and other Enportent matiers. 1 Gt disagree (nor cn. | frd oomrgpar-
son o Amstes a bad $ing) Thoogh | do not think 1 oversimplified,

| — -
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[ certainly did err on the side of neatness: over messiness by exchading
maay relevant potensal analyses. This exclusson was ol as [ dsoess

studying b 2 Sme of globalized networked a
iovolving e iakeruet can gm limcet espwehene el o sop o aras,
¥et, indlefinite expansion is ranely practical and—even if it were more
mm'—-m#np'mmﬂqhﬁ thun 3 sesespcher can
manage. Morecver, the dise samiraton of small thirgs Sat under-
P 50 many of gualitetve research’s greatest contribetions mesns B
diﬂ.m—ﬂ'll'gl- st be beft tnewplored. As Hine puts it. some
queshions ame always “lefl dangling” As & practical master, one has no
choice but o beund the poojert and offer 2 reasorably tidy nterpreta
Flnu{lmiutﬂic:cfimﬁ&d,ﬂunﬁm:" ing oher mterestng and
riegral routes of stady along te way.
“‘hﬂ'l“tﬁlﬂﬁi;ﬂ*:tﬁhq:ﬂmqﬂkmdﬁxmmﬁm
the kands of disse exarrination that quaitative research pffers, or alsa
Faces fhe mevitable tereion between explaning 2 spect phenmenon

_ﬂlhrﬂﬁe?ﬂﬂ-&mhﬂhbmmﬂip&hnﬁ'm
izability * For instance, [ fhink my stodents ask how Ty wainects they
need fo poenview or e miny observations they mst make of oo
qwh}qﬁhlﬂ@fhmmmm
ensumes generalizabdity. However, from 2 gualitative i
Scoulerty a dEdogic mmﬁﬂum‘w;
u;mpu-mmsm‘_-dhm" by ffer anahses
ﬁ:ﬂ_l:mﬁtn::n:lu'm:l' wt&-cd'usﬂn&ﬁgm}-&ﬂnﬂ:.]mm
wiiens in thes. coBiection inm:;:&&d':ﬁshmﬂlﬁum
dﬂ:_ﬁmﬁnﬂ:um-q&ﬁm&qmﬂhnj
specificby is essenitial o reaking senese of the infermes in
%.‘J‘ietﬂ'lirwni-:&us'um#' Sat are of value outide of the spe-
¢ contexs of their stady. As Scinivasan pais it in Chapser 5, “Global
mﬂmmmuwmm
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Asyer tersion the sathors i this colledtion Seguentdly nole &
betwesn, sticidng to what B cemfetable, essy 2nd predicestile s
ways of seeing things and S Inlerpretations they baild freooghor
the reseanch process Inteilechial besefits se often aoowed feough
sarvelly agmirst prediciainSiy In s bock, Lally in (Rapler 5 adwo-
iafes for risk, e does boyd, wio writes in Chapier 1| abouot spending
e looking &t the unoenfortable babe hesed soves of Frendsier 1o
writes i Chapter 4 aboart the ways ber mnbsrpretstions might bave been.
ricer had she attended to ber cwm. emotional sberposiations rather
thas seeking a more scenfie distance fros Shose she studied To bering
one’s owm emaohiors: and seomality Bio the apalysis 25 Beodall end
othess in s collection adwpcate & 80 potons’s sel atrisk in s b
only ko one's reseanh sshiects But aliso to @ academy el may be
incozasmply comiforiahle with the conoept of self-reflexivity in
reseany, bl wiknse o often mterpret tos degree of personal dis-
cisure @5 nappropriste Dratborality o self-focss, rafer than a
fhocghtful snalvtic strategy

DEadectic fensions carswd be made o go away; ey can ondy be
managed. The dhallenge. a5 Shrerman (1999, p. 127 reminds =, is
o “avoid chocsing betwisens all polar oppositions ™ “Good. dialingic
Eary,” weie Montpomery and Bader (1558, p. 173], “shoold bave s
bothrand rather than an effer-or ozimtation.” We need o acoept thad
we will mevitably b some things: segandiess of the chodoes we make
and, given Sat fack mrost make corsidensd dhofes we c2n arficulete o
others thet puide s srward what we s fere o urderstznd
wisether there g be szndands For quaky bom 2 dtogic perspertive
Ehat takes $he saubiplicly of sodal mesning 2« a basic premsse. [ then
move e 2 moce concete disarssion of recommendasors. AlSwragh
the book's Soces &5 osteraibly on infernet pesearch, none of the guide-
b Ehat emeTRy regaeding quality are specific o thet domais: Instead
all of ws in thes volume have Sound that oo internet seseacch. quan-
facing pecple behaving = styles that call for many of S same ways of
thmheng thas were called for befone there wis an infermet
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@ CAN THERE BE QUALITY STANDARDST

Qualitstive pesearchers agree $at maling wise msearch choices bas
mubm&ﬂﬁ:hgﬂi&grﬁ#thmmhiﬂmﬂbg
the mast appropriate path given the sperific point in e specific prowert.
Mhﬂ;&ds&hﬂq?hlﬁhﬁtmhﬂmjsmfgpuﬁf
“These are no night or weong methods,” writes Sverman (2005, p. 112}
'H'mueaﬂjme&nﬁduluwm!.mmh:gkm
the model with which Fou are working, ™ Some might take the mosion,
nf'mmuzﬂ:nds’hmn&ufaﬂmﬂhﬂﬁﬂ:grﬁ]' hwices are
=pproaches o gualnrtve neseanch [somme of which work oot better than
others), bot it also provides a wide opering Sor orits of gualitative
methods to cheSenge fw cgor end theredore the valme of pesearch
[ ii="H

e incenitive for putting this ook sogether was Annese’s and my
serse fhat oo e of the quabtative indemet reseanch we szad could
use 3 healfy dose of rigor Sdverman, along with Hammersiey and
Atlanson: [1895), are among the qualitative methodologists who argue
hhmﬂf#ﬂﬂudimaﬂu}'hﬂmjrmmﬁzﬂm
erlogical trouble specifying the exact nahoe or ustificsSen for sten-
dards Sverman (2005, p. 15), for instance, argues thay "quaStative
Tesearchi shoubd offer no protection from the Sgonous, criticel standaeds
‘et should be sppliad o sny ecterprice tonoemed B oot Bact frge
“Bameye™

This bock’s Sntroduction rasedd seweral issoes the! protlemarioe
Fe quastion. of what standards might be applied. We live m a tize
marked by cocvergence, matability, and overlap, which greativ com-
plicases our sesesoch objecs. When our sebiects cam be wiewed foom so
many valuatle perspectrves, 20 of which: are desply intercormeried o
oes amoer and each of which i Hsell ever chunging, oo what bedrock
£an per avalyses he evalzated? Descipbrary traditions have often pro-
vided that Soumdation, but scsderdc porms and instinrbons are nok
Imre=ne to the cultiral pressures that push o sowcend mulplicity and
refativity. The role of disciplines in setting stedarnds for S evaloasion
iof research in 1 ip domaine such a5 infermet researth is

EaTeasngly problematic 25 oo work tust be groendad in and speaic
o mulfiple tndisiers.

We argue that the problems. of gualitative internet research are fim-
Sanenealy questions of quabtative methodology, Fet 2s the Dirodac-
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possibiliey, bet alone specites, of stendaods While Sfivenman urges us
i soet “fact” from “fancy” ofers reject the peesise that theoe are “Eacts™
that can be discovered or found theough inguiry. This disagreement is
particilarly apparent in a bine of interreiated quaktative methododogy
texts, heginning with fhe Erst adition of Dienzin and Lincoin's Hemdook
of Crmbste Resesh (1554, which offered orifical and postmodem
and Atkirson (1995] asd Silverman (2005) cite that text and, in
stand by & muere pestpositivist Ene Sat believes @ and val-
uﬂ]m- of pelahiity and validity I the second edition of the
Hamdbook of (Jusitetior Resesck (Derzin & Lincoln, 20001 Smith
and Deemer (2000, pp. 428-42%) criSque Hammersiey and Aticnson,
admorishing readers that “the epistemclogicall project is over and
relsivism must be accepled. We mst change our imageries and
metapioes from those of discovery end fnding o fhose of constrocting
ard making ” Seith and Deemes do not denry hat we make jodgments,
raxr do ey argee that we should suspend judsment; rather, Sey angae
thit these cannod be predenermined stamdards dor those [udgments. In
their view, fudgmers coseria “miust be seen as always open-ended, in
part unarticelated, snd, ewen wihen & characieritic s mooe o bews artic-
ulsted, . . . abways sved ever subject fo consiest seiderpretation” (Smith
e Deernee, 2000, p. 4451
From a perspective thai takes fhe meitiphcoy of moden e sed-
sty enough. bo dio sway with appealks o 2 onitary bnoth e the arbeser
of quality & perspective with which | 2m symzpatetic, e question
becomes how c2n we “make and Sefend fadgments when there can be
mo appeal o SramdaSons or bo semething ootside of the sockl processes:
of nowiedge constraction” (Smith & Deemer, 2000, p. 438). How can we
“Bonor plurabsm end melitiplicity while aveiding its enoesses™ [p. 452}
M there i oo truth, isn't doubt always fustified? Can “accurate” be
a messure wien reafily & sodally corstracied and multiple? Aren’t
quality standlanis witimately Secided ot by what is ciosest 1o truh, bat
ey the norms of the scentfic seseanch commaraty? These sse eaellent
questions, but the practical issue pesains Sat even a cursory stmdl
theough the balls of 2n acaderric conference-=-progress will convinee
alered soyoene thad nol all work is egeally good. Thet there & oo doect
AL of v meke jadgments besad on stamdands, even if oo standands
are tack and open o nefommelaton.
One: pash %0 pesoiving this philosphical difemena is o take the
pRencmenologica] problem as irresohable and fhen to shift the fooss
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from whether we have really foind the troe state of fhings 8o whether
wzhﬁthﬂthﬂr@ﬂhﬁmdﬁsﬂ:ﬂmﬂtﬂmanﬁhﬂm’sm
mfﬂmﬂﬂﬂqﬂma-hﬂhmmhm}mﬂ
&ﬁﬁuﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂ;%ﬂmhp@hm
Emﬂummhﬂmwﬁnﬂmhmﬂ
ane’s ssandards get to “The Tl is e hasic stafe of Buman, affairs.
Hmhﬁrfﬂfhlﬂiﬂn’:ﬂﬂ}ﬂh&dﬁqm
wwmmlmwmmuhﬂm
ﬂmshﬂ:m&ﬁmhﬁahmﬂwhhﬂu
Hmiiaﬂg;hh‘uﬂ:m&mhh-fﬁm'miu:uﬂﬁﬁrhﬁduﬁh-
ing & be coostructed, 10 be persuasive, researchers must coevinee
o of 2ll Seir data” (Silverman, 2006, p. 211}
hm&m.]hﬁapqﬂnjq:pmb&hhngquﬂr
hmmmw&mﬂmw
tative research that call for pragmatic jad gments about whas 1o do. e
need standards to guide o as we resclve the inberent dialecsics in
qﬂmmﬂuzﬂmmn&uﬂmm;m
dards muset be flexitle and sivcated and that othess may hold other
iaududal:zdhuﬂu.jrﬁfmcﬁmh.utuwdlmmim
m.lh%:ﬁadm&mimmmh'wm
qualiative infernet research In an amalysis of exemplary qualitstive
miternet studies, 1 argued thes their quality wes doe i at least six inter-
mwsiljﬁqmmm&mmdmﬂjﬁq
dmﬁrumndmﬂhﬁmdmﬂ&q.mm@h
Wummmmmmmuﬂmd
mﬁ]mm:m.mﬂndsdfﬂﬂﬁrh
mﬁ;mﬁ?ﬂ[ﬁammmm
2 e i,

&:|'-:lr|':::n:lar-e-rtm:u:ns_tli between the inferres and the life-woeld within wiich
Enwhat Sollows, [ tum Som sbstract issoes o the concrets, elabo-
nqm:i?m' i2 2nd making others expBoit. First, [ argae that
Bood wock i historicadhy grounded. Second, such work is Focused.
Third,, whartever B ideals, grven the focms, work must be fadged in
berms of what it = practical to accomplish Fourth, a good resesscter
Fas persuasive shility by anticipating others’ counter-arguments and
mlm;i!-@mhiﬁﬂ}e:mm:ﬂﬁm Firadly, good
_q'u-lﬂ:r-'e' dermet seseanch nuhs:ts-ﬂ-h]rp'crﬂdng Tesonant
Wmmmu@mwwmhmm
ew Sechrologies and how research oo mew technology connects S0
oSwr aveas of inquiry
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& COMNECT TO HISTORY

Too often infexret researchers ke the stance that, snwe the inlemet &
rasthing to ofer . 3 exploration. Bul, & Christans ad Caney (1R85
adwocabe, the best rrtemed research attends - earSier scholarship about
social peacsoes, and about methodology, & point echoed by resessdhers
in ihds vollome Hammersley sugpests we would be better served by
mowing in “a silmation wihere there i fess emphass on. the vestige-
thon of new phencmena or Se generation of new idess [Important as
15998, po 121} For intermet researchers, thes can be a Eherating imsaghs
45 we arpgued in the indrodoction, one can teoedy keep up with the
Ervherneet’s nowelty even © one abends: o # Saly, lef dlone within the
Emmewcerk of academic publshing, Fethermors, oormecting with his-
of e cordesds I which our work can be pelevant, and  poosides &
mears for maders o indegrade what the reseancher has fo offer min
what they may already kmow

In Baym {2006}, 1 Ssoes=ad how Brends Denet's: (20012) asalyses
iof play 2 online spaces berefiled e=endivesly from the comnections
she foumdd with theory and peseanch on the history of Eypography, aes-
thetics, and dolk art, asong other 2rezs. My wirk with enderstandirg
social ocpararaton in an online sosc-opera disosstion group (Eg.
appmoads. Both Lymn Cherny, whose stady of & MO [1795) was one of
the: sarfiest infermet calture monographs, end §dresr on. the ooncept of
‘the “speech oooarmily™ om S ethnogrephy of commonicaton o
male secme of the language practices we were seeing i our onkne
omrmrmrtes. As [ wroke in Baym (G006].

Thee: ghyaaries thok we bopes deweliopesd oo expiain sockll orpeication need
o e e o gelidoesis e iy Benting sheceies mray mot be perfecs
Bes. Thes i, in fcL @ way iin which stesmes reseanch cn contribete oo
aontind dhmary ds. well 2t o our undersanding of e e
H5 memer researchens fnd the woyps i which ol thegry does and
dosot weori, we are shiz o refine and proee ool o But new
tedfwciopy o pot renvest the socall workd O smucores have
senply not colupsed ane been repliced by mew ores ine wake of de
i o BT
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Hm;mdm&m&wmmm
3 mesesst t:ﬁcmhhmﬁﬂeﬁmruﬂmhem
N ecsting Heratures, theonies, or methods. Anadysts learn fhe most
&nd aor most persusive when ey are able to make theis contribretion,
clear by artSculating the comnections between what fhey have fousd
and whal we aimady inow: '

& FOCUs

Clear grounding in resesoch from other traditiors: 25 well as B fera-
Fure most germane 10 one's specific Sopic can also belp one SdAll the
second puideline, which = %o denelop 2 dear focus and stick Bo i
Frojects need “leey guiding principles™ {see Hire i Chaster 1)—a diear
sense of wiat @ is that we are seeking %0 undesstand. Messiress is
ineviable, Bu witen one starts from 2 vaggue beginning, one will never
mqmammdhlm&mm-rw
32 it 2l we mast Bt our attenSors to 2 domain sred enough Sat
W Can examine it with some degree of Boroughness. A reseancher’s
hmn%m.nﬂ}ﬂm&umg:mﬂrm brst wohen: wee have 2
Ernams @ spedific inquiny from: the start, # &= considersbly pasier
b note when & fascinating sideline i o0 much of a digression
hﬂ].irn{i]‘:ul:lbtinigu:l;ﬁhmw}a:ﬂ wianled o knows, i we
mraalce the choices with the most posential %0 e 1us?

When we are clesr on cur sesearch obyects, goals, questions, and
#mmiﬁﬁhﬂwﬂﬁMMmcﬁﬂtm
%nmmwwmmmﬂmm
hmmmmﬁ&&mﬂtmﬁn Lor Kendall's
wmm'&mcdwmhﬂfﬂﬁmm-
mgu'm-m.asml'irlﬁdui s did Stani Orgad’s esergent focms on
nafﬁmthmmmumﬁmm’ Humtluludmhﬂjl
nesther knew Sat ths was goisg to emesge 2s her oore focus, but ooce
wmwmmms&tum the Emportanoe
and walue of those pracres, Sheir analyses remained cersesed on thesn.

% BE PRACTICAL

¥ 5.2 point foo often forgotien, especially by those excited shout i
wirk, that we have to work within practicsl constrainss. The intermet
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lead to fnotal and fascinsting nterpretations, but we have o make
choioes: ar wie will never get past dat collaction. We oo anly woek
with what we have e tme, capital, persorsel, and background o
chserve and nesooably imerprel (Lindiod & Taylor 2000 see Hine,
Chagter 1, and Balardfeva, Chapier 1). It may be desirable, for
example. o conduc face-to-face interviews with people one bas stud-
ied onkne, but doing 50 may be peohibitiely expensive. There pay be
ey relevans historical matenial in other dscplmes than we can taike
in and synthesize We can ordy rescive tensions within the Enits of cor
cirTametanee.,

Wiz themefone Teed to think casefully aboct what we czn and cannot
di, and plas prosects i ways that make the most of the possibilites we
kave Thes planning shold happen st and foremost at the poind of
formuleng the reseanch quesson, 5o that what we seei 1o know can be
framd withiz the scope of dats we can ancess. Bepond Sat, | i per-
fectly legitmate 1o acknowledge thas, whcie it would bave been ideal
to, &y, Vst mare research sites, nesources precioded the abdlity w0 do
so. Indeed, & it is beliewable that it was 100 orenows 10 meke s vis-
its, fhat acknowledgment can enbance credibility s it shows fhat 2
researcher understood the situsson well encugh. 1o koow what migat
Bave elicthed betier data

& ANTICIPATE OOUNTER-ARGUMENTS

The oousder-arguments dor which qualitative reseacchers need %o be
ask are the following: How do 1 kmow this isn’t fost your opirsonT How
do 1 keow ghat poa didn'tjust go in and find what yoa expected o End?
How do [ know your ecsnpies are pepresentative sather San Swrry-
picked? Eiow 53 this different foom an anecdole? These are, in essence,
truth tests that are applied by lay and academic audiences aike. [ is by
attending o these kinds of questions tooughout fhe seseanch poocess
thet researchers are able b0 cormrinoe others of the velne of their work.

Research qualty can hence be seen 2s 2 rhetorscal matter o per-
suading ofhers by effectively aSdnmssing all their potertial guestions
within, tae sesearch and its presentation Foctunately. there are good
ways o aricipete these amguments, lears whas they hawe 1o teach, and
provide compeiling evidence that one s not guilty of sach alegatons.
As 1 dizorss helow, peearchers. can enter the Seld with an open muind,
dsmonstraied by problematining o concepts. The it of data col-
porcradictory ioformation feom members. cocdeats, and one’s S
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mmﬁ:tu'ﬂceh:ir |_.-._ data can be played off against each other
E = L h'lﬂ:h:gr = and N
peovess provides the tools b socomplich self.reflection and o el
"'H'E‘_Mﬂhﬂﬂ!dadmd-h}“d,d it. Frafy, feming a
mﬂ?mﬂﬁ’!-:itﬂmha ﬁﬂ??mﬂrm'eﬁmrmm
coenter-argumends for peseanchers %o comsider

Froblematine ¥our Core Concepts

It = both the task and responschility of qualitasve neseanch to
?mmﬂtmmhﬁmﬂmﬁtﬁ
(2589, p. 358) describe & 25 “a genenal task of qualitative sudes—io
rﬁenﬁlﬁ'ﬂ[ﬂ'&tﬂmmh‘hﬁﬂﬂ'ﬁzﬂmmnﬁ
ﬂﬁmﬂdﬁmﬂ;"&u@rmdmﬁh’h#ﬁi'ﬂh
duﬁyﬂmﬁhrﬂzdndmtruhbmwpmﬂy
lmuree, of the social workl™ ip. 355). This systematic darification begins
wﬂhmhg'pﬁbknuﬁc&umwmm‘iu}m
we Ciefine our variables and establish oer researdh problems [Sitvermn,
1595, p. 2%, see also Hammersiey, 1998).

Thés presenss a quandary since, as Sdvermas {1585 notes, in
mm'ﬂﬂmm-ﬁnﬂpﬁ'hﬂuwﬁ::&
mmnjﬁﬂmm&mﬂm
hmgdhwuﬁmgﬁthm&r
we ook for e internet,” the less Ekely we are 1o find such 2 thing,
H&E_ﬂnpﬁ%ﬂg'ﬂ!hﬁﬂﬁ‘iﬂﬂh&hﬂ@ml}ﬂ
#dﬁwuﬂhm%ﬂ&ﬂﬁimmﬂnﬁgh
aachilectore of the elemerdts of the isternet we stady and Bow & rom-
pares: and contrasts fo the aschilectares of intemet sedia ofhess Bave
wmmm&nmramhthmm&e
Efernrnectors among the ternet and Hhe Bfewnprkds with :
T e e el e
&-an-&:nﬂ e o . T L
= mﬂﬂmﬁﬂh:gﬁ'ﬂhim&mcmrﬂr
defined concepts hat we an apply corsistentiy .

lﬁlﬂ!l}l"ﬂhﬂpﬂh <

ing of the sociall contexs being stodied, most qualitstive seszarchess
mihmﬂmnmrm&zﬂmﬁugﬁﬁﬂmﬂn.

E. research, especially ethnograpty. = penenally concerned
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o arficulste the conoepls they know tactly bt sfenty However, 2 &
oorremen. By see stodies of onfine mederials, inclading deracaors
among people posted i publc spaces, that ignoce e perspectves of
those wiho: ssthored and consumes ] Sase Sexts. This s oot a problem i
stady langooae patterns ooline withoof reference 80 Dlent, sy as
st profitable wayps o boond thes shudies if they begin from the par-
tichpants’ orieniations. Yei, bistening 1o participants dioes not mean tak-
ing, their aoooumt &t faoe valoe (Sdverman, 1985 To the oontrary, as
Biigyzs (1966 weole aboot in Laoming Fiowr b Asi, wihat we hear from
thos: we mlerview—and observe a5 well—fas 1o be soen a5 situaied
peformances rether then dimect troth-dumps. Watrhing znd Hstening to
heosr ey define conoepts end how they fnime sEmabions o, however;
provide material for sbronger inkerpretations of sodal worlds and,
wien well documented (see below], can reste evidence B0 suppoct
those ferpretalions.

Atend to Context

Reseanch obiects come to mesn i condext flhoistians & Ceosy
19891 and: one way B0 prodhace bigh-qguabsy work & 50 males dacisions
=at are Bfoemed by thoughetel corsideration of the sesesnch onedends
s Oegad im Chapes ). We cannot krow 1 advance which oontiends
sible sites that orezld be shodied, 2nad Sroughout a sudy we may have
it mmathos faxdgrments shourt which ones ace most “valuazle for stadving
e soemes thal stroctore fhe socsl seabty of 2 perticulsr groap”
(Limciof & Tayloe, 2000, p. B0} e mxerst be semsiSve by the bounderies
that e constrocted by parScpents o frame thes activities, though we
=ay have good resson to substne participant pesspectives withen a
Larprr Frammework n the context of Ertemet reseanch, Bose Boundasies
may be tracksd by following the onlkine taces that ane lefl n Geld sites
isee Hine and bayd i Chapeer 1) Peshaps most impartant, thoogh, is
e peed 0 Enmerse ore’s w0l in a fHeld over Goe whils sxekisg o
understand fis many contexts. The scholees In this collecos all ook
monthe, if not years, o amas date from & reege of aress of oeline
spaces or in a rnge of Stuations both onlne e=d off. The usderstand-
ing of condext thai ooces 25 2 pesult enables them o explein for their
readers why one amalytic soude made more sanse Ean another or winy
a few esampies should be taken o pepresent a bacger phenomenon
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Aftend %3 Yoooself

&E&maﬁ&ﬂhp&:mmmmm
E::ddbtzﬂadmﬂﬁbuﬂ:ca:hmnamﬂﬁﬁmafm
Hrﬂbiﬁﬁ}m&fﬂ-muﬁaqm&ihﬂﬁfﬁg
one's assumptions and brases op front so that seadens cin make nda
Fﬁ:mdﬂhhmmhm;mndm-
g SEpremtors. That 3, indeed, mportant Bos these
Mﬂmm&hma@mmbuﬁrqm}yhﬂm—
Efy bases for, &t the opposite extonee, o write autobiograshy) Cur
work is shemgehenad when we second-guess ourseives and Sink
research Socas, spproach, and nterpretation: [see Hine and Kendall in
Chapler | and Maridham in (hapter 5. To do this well, reseanchers
must not only engage in continearos horest reflection on ther own
experimoe but they maust also show Bow fhose referctions lead 1o
insights. For stance, Kendall in Chapier 4 shows howe she comld have
people and conversations she stodied a5 2 source of coosidershie
pared to risk Seir discussion

Seek Centrasts in the Data

lﬂmmmnﬂ&mmmmhm
&= underiying principle able to soooent both for the pattemn and devia
m&hbﬁbmm&ﬁmm%h
hm&daﬁtﬁy.iﬁg@uhﬁnmumﬂhmd}-
argoe agzinst their misal seamptions 1959, 2005). “Interpestations need
mheuairac_:ﬁctta:df;l]ahmgezﬁulfteh}mﬂm{ﬁum
rﬂﬁmm&&hﬁ:rdmmahm&m'ﬂhuﬁhf&
A&maﬁip.mmmmnmmmaa
mierpreizhon i 2ble o acooem fre ecareples thet do not seer 40 52 fhe
patern {Stverman, 2005) Shani Orgad’s discossion in (hapter 2 of
wommen who Sid pot use She intemet in handing heir breast cancer
hammﬂ;malﬂ;&mﬂumwm”ﬁ
Hi&wmtm.drwiﬂemg:inhﬁ#dhbhhﬁﬁﬂtmﬁ:r
spaces on which she Socused and take 2 mone crifical stance toaand e
chams o ddusveress
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Lima% Your (Raims

An othenwise Sne paece of geefitstive reseanch ca be endone by
orverstated chdme, and an Inporfent comporent of thenking, throagh
bhe arpumenis ore might make against an misrpreiation: is determis-
ing, B0 what exterd claims are supported by the evidence brooght 1o
ez W recxd 0 remain Booesed oo whist we actusly asoesced and on
what we oo demonsfmate to ofers with systematicaly oollected
exzrrrples (End comnter-eaamples]. Fven as qualitative researchers rec-
ogrize the bocal perSularnty of theis study, most steve 20 peodoce
striving for “generalirabiity™—a coccept that assumes a stable repla-
abie werkd in wrhich one set of mesnings prevail —quabBative researnchers
naad 4o focus on providing Shick desoriptioes agaims! wihich other con-
kexts can be oempared and on ertimilsting peocemses and Syraeics that
can be wsed as beses g exploring other domains. As Mostgomesy and
Baxter {F995, p. 100) write, "The purpose [of dislogic inquiry] & ko elad-
craie e potential for ooordinalion ”

Docamess Yoar Besearch Process

The Lest bwy prridelines | offer seganding. coundar-argemenis per-
Ein fo writig It's essental o documen? your research project.
kb our chotoss (Markhes in (apter 5], and fom “Senbative Gor-
wys ... into defensible dacsions, and peimit reseseclh questions
emesgent Held sites” (FiEne, Chapter 1, p. &) Wiriting down what we-da
af e Hmee, neveading Bwose wTitings, and considering e oW nEac-
Hons b e 2o essential pects of seflede practior and also peovide
the means o aecretely demonsirate o readers how and why we made
the choices hat we did.

Sedh repoedis can. also enbance our deims tn relisbility {Siverman,
2005). We should nut be in the besiness of promising Sat other people
will see ety the same things we did shocld Sy retumn o cur feld
3t imdiesd, ey shoold exqpect change Bat we should be in e buss-
ness of corvindng. neaders Sak kad they been these when we were,
looking st ihe thangs we looked &t using the analytic perspectoves we
usexl, Een fhey woulkd bave seen things that were exdremely closs o
whal we saw. Keeping oopioos nobes malbes 5 far eosier b arbiocisbe
our process bo others so that they have groends on which: to makes this
and ocber padgments.

mm%nﬁmﬁ L7

Fraowe the Stady for Divesse Readers

Rmn-hahﬁ:mnmmhnm
wmﬂh‘!ﬂy%ﬂmw&ﬁ—
Fﬂdﬂﬁﬁﬂ@‘“ﬁﬁﬁiﬂﬂtﬁﬂ.ﬂiﬂﬁ“ﬂmm
tn Chagpter 5, qrualitative researchers need %o corsider how their work.
will be read by distant and differerd andiences, 2 thetorical {and ethi-
cal) challenge for which we are rarely if ever trained. Every audence
m&mn;ﬂm:ﬁrmmm
ad claims timmwuﬂm:'mﬁmﬂrﬁt

explained i relation %o fhe perspective’s ideals of inguiry, and the
reporting sheeald e accessibile o other scholars” (Montzomery &
Haxter, 1998, p. 173). Researchers owe & b seaders o make clear wehat
“analytical or peactical sigrificance [they are] being asked i attach to
2] "Ending ™ [Sitvenman, 2005, p. 701

¢ DEVELOP COMPELLING EXFLANATIONS

Hﬂﬁﬁmmm&mmm&? ; a
mafer of pecogmiving Emitsbors =d being mmgl'lmllll'i

ways of thisking that change how we understand and perhags act in
mﬂmﬂ_hm:lnimgnymﬁunﬂ:n,tmh
mhﬁlﬂﬂmﬂmhmﬁtﬂdl:p“cﬁe;
hﬂﬂﬂ'&]ﬂshﬂﬂﬁ:@.ﬂfﬁﬂ.ﬂﬁtﬂ,qﬁ" tree analysishas
an “snalytic depth® (Sehverman, 05, p. 135] that achieves “poete reso-
w'iﬂﬂuﬁ*&@]ﬂ,gﬂlﬂﬁlﬂﬁhmﬂnﬂd
mi&:mhn&utcdnmh'ﬁqﬁqﬁ:mtﬁﬁzhsm’

E!'mmrermms;muﬂum
resexrcher mops out terriocies br Brdog semiral ideas thar Become
of events or srstions. (Chvissans & Carey, F5E%, . 3000
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schemes aoe not merely Ests but are “integramng schers” that oeveal
“immer chacaer ®

Too aften for my tastes, gualitative seseanchers develop bsts of cat-
egories or emergent themes or gemerate sypologees, but Jo nwd go dar
encugh by understand the underlying dymamacs that socoun? for those
categnries. “Emergent grounded theory™ is used %o "genente themes™
rat ane then amalvoed piscemeal ratner than indegrated min an Tssght-
#ad explanation of the dyramocs sesponshie fue Sese pabems.

1 have foursd Boesdieu's writings on the logic of pradsce (1990)
pasticalariy helpful i thnking about how calegorizations ave not
ressarch ends in thermselves bt evidence of an underiymg soc® loga
&mwuctm}r&zlﬂh:nﬂ:ﬂmm[nﬂuimg
those not chserved) as well Mentifying logacs lets ome ofer explca-
Kioos that are, 1o quote Christians and Carey (1989, p- 367) both “well
roursied and parsinceiooes ™ The peactices 1 hawe oatiined above for
fhinking sbout dats and fhe research process should all belp guide
reseacihers ioward bogacs. The ke is to examine Zuts not 2s cumyulatve
et 25 mutmd contewts for one another (see Orgad m Chapler I
Lociking to bogic eather than types alsa keeps the Soces on peocess. Dar
Focuzs shuntld e on the * processes theough which: the nelations berween.
dements are arsculsted™ [Sthrerman, 1385, p. 126)

Importantly, e dalect apoooad: positions the understandmg of
Gifererce aod Se imterplays of difference & maee imporiant than
sriwings for urity, Our goal 3 not to firad 2 single explanatory elemem
(Sitwerman, 1969), but 1o seweal the complexity of oz sobject, = part by
identifying fhe dialectic pulls in the field. Baxter (2007, p. 138) writes,
“The vexing peoblem it an orientation towasd ity and the intelec-
tual problem is how 1o embrace dfference.” Oie mressure of guality
foom this perspective is finas fw exdent o wividh oor appmactes and
Endings speak 4 the bterplay among differerd wooss rather thae: tak-
ing & mnifed peth doa sy ouboome.

I zmy wooek (Bayre, 2000), 1 identified (lsted) strategies Sat partic-
Fﬁhawd'ﬁ:ﬂmlﬂ.mm&w’s
seif-idetity as 2 bunch of friends.” Howeves, T weas also able tn =se
&&mmwtﬁ:nmmmm&mmumﬂr
lying ratiorale foer musnhining that identity—it allowed peopie to
woioe both corsradictory opirions shout the television show they were
wﬂ:lu:ggzrdpmmﬂ setidasciossres: that could enhance othess”

of the showe Friendliness wes s @ Wiy o mediate
m&mmﬁmmmﬂw“hhﬂ
& ecvimormend sake encugh that people seald be willng toengazein

Wi Comssromes Qindity i Resers 0E9

can ofer should go teyend eqplaining the Beld bounded By one's
stady 8o offer nsights St can be applied outside of their consexts of
origin amd coréribule o an eshesced onderstanding. There ane mamy
ways n offer imaizbie of relevanoe and e beyorad the sperific area od
inquiry. A whork may generste new sensetizing consinects. [t may gere
erate new theory, o i may sefine older theodes. Value may be pro-
waded Srough novel dedms or Sroogh afirmation of B applicabihy
of old ones in other oondects.

We carmof poedict the ways & whidh othess may Brd oo work
osefal However, 3 we ase dear in S decsions we male Sroughom
eer pesesnch practices, documendt our proceduses and seflections well,
have given: them the materials fo find thesr oum valoe inour work

En closing, [ returs: lo my daim in fhe introdction. and begisnieg
of this chaprer that we benef from thinking, of qualisssve friemes
resezrch 2= a process. of mareging dialecia] ensons, This conclesion
hﬁﬂgﬂﬁﬂﬂhﬁamhmmﬂme
&s: we malke dheices showt how By collect, imdexpret, and present our
datz. However, dialectic thinicing & also impartant in cndessaeding
oz very understandings of quakey. From 2 dislecticall perspertive, our
poel & mot to oorvert othess b our own wary of seeing. Wee ane mod afier
oo e eogplanetion Rather, we ane after 2 Soeough, proorded, trost
wiarthy woice thal maiors mesningful contribetions & ongping dis-
logmes and on wiich others can build.

Fazally, | note again thet notSing | have written hees i ited o
Hhe irdesrwedt Thiai bs 2 it shold be. The inderret s an srociting and ever-
chunging cesranch focus. [t 5 @ resesctiy ool that offers. onbwidied
acxess by new iinds of date and may offer exciting newe warps o prese d
mesearch Certaialy, Sw indarmet magrifies and fosves s o oonon
wihat seemn Elor perwr challerges in oo researdh. Yet when we: coniorn
those dellenges, a5 e voioes in s book have done, we End tha
these are challenges al pesearchers face, not just itemet researchers.
Bringing inferret seseanch: into the dialogue serves o highiight ques-
oS of doncers: ol bt seaffims hat o do good qeaiilalive demesl
p=eerch & fodiv good qualitative resesi




Response to Nancy Baym

Annetie M. Markham

e

trap in gealitafive nternet tnquary o qualitative inguiry of
sy sord, not fest infemed related] is b Believe that qualtative
methods bestow a materal miecpeetive clarity and self-reflexave
awareness on the neseancher. As Mancy Baym apidy points out, the
myriad appmadhes f2ling &xto this broad categoey, maesy of whick
are fexible s adaptive, 2n lead researchers o believe Bas “any-
Ehing goes.” This ceersimplificabion: & exacerbated whes ressarchers
pew o tRis form of inguiny read poblicetions in whach the auSor
buries the berature review, application of procadirmes, analytical
poocesses, and theorctical development within the story asd
betwresn the fnes The inlerpretation can seem o Bow sfforSeshy
Erom the wriler, and the unigue cese ca seem unbaked from any
other plenomenon or ase
Add fo this e fact thet even anong meondolingices. "gualitative
of infexpoetation The workdview of the esancher? (uabistive imqoiry
cobinnes bo Smorver and embrace its diversite, eccompessing, 2 mmlfi-
pidty of wordviews, procedures, and approsches. Wishin s beoad
eeseacch conbexdt, it & diffcul o koow wihese & partioslar author &
coming o in e research: undess he or she spells oot in great detadd
the proceduores he or she followed, the: inciusion of witich can dash
with cuerent rmodes of wiSng e the ability 1o present reseanch =
Bowing carmtive forme. Nancy Bavm's discussion of & Soalecticed
sppocach to finding quality in qualiative interowd nesessech ofers & osedol

1500
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ioea et of some of these fensions. The ariteria e offers ace weloames
@nmmmmhm:wuum

rmmwmﬁmmmdmm
methads for more San 15 years now, first within the social scences
m&m:ﬁhﬂt&-d&.#iﬁmpﬂtﬁm!ﬂﬁsﬂ!ifﬂaﬁ
putting together a pazzle or solving @ mystery so ®at 1 can see the
whode Another, stronges parnt of me epjoys: the disfunchioe, the seams
&= g2ps 20d pomts of conmections: between elements or ideas. A, dis-
ng-ﬁwlimﬁrxﬁmlﬂrﬁmnmmpdmdmﬁgm
mwa&e;ﬁd}mdmﬂr!&n&&ﬁ;ﬂm
ExpeTiETICE.

Nancy and [ come from sémilar educational backgeounds, bt the
WY we sxperience qualitsBve nquiny and think shout method differs
1= both subtle and sharp ways. As I composed this fnal resporese of oer
bock, [ thed multiple variatioes on & Sheme finessing Nancy's argu-
ments, argzing about the details of dialngical and distectica) Huworics,
m&;ammnmmm@&; i medhods,
m&muhﬁdﬂmwudwﬂg.nﬂ
mwﬂmﬂ%wﬁmh]ﬁmﬂm&nﬁﬂmm}
head. T beard not just a dialogae but 2 cacophony. I foeand ovyself writ-
ing i cinles.

[ firaly pealired that, althougs I wansed to embrace the notion of
ihjmﬁhmgedidmm%hmq{mwﬂ
mmuzmwm]&dﬂzwm
ye:i]shiﬁ:mhjmdmﬂﬁtmﬂ]mmur.&ﬂjmdlhc
ﬁhﬁd;mhddﬂm&rmﬁmﬂfjﬂdanﬂgmmd
et is Trash. In later comoeptions, the dialectical process yields 2 thind
aRemative, drawing on and also strocger than both elements. The
Ezgmented postmodernist in me resists the dualism A dualien i

the Ermits of 2 two- or thoee-sided image. Also, a5 [ refect on my o
reseacch, aimost every moment during the course of & sturdy ilkes-
trates pet ancther dialectical semsion that camnot be mamaged or bal-
mhwﬁmm“;ﬂmwﬁmmwn{
jiehﬁ;gmtd-s:ipan:fﬁ.ﬁﬂrﬁuhdmﬁi;mrgmm
berause of &mhﬂ‘ﬂhﬁeme&d[mﬁdmﬁm
@-mm&qﬁymmm-mmm
= my workdl
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& CEYSTALS VERSUS TRLANGLES

mmmthﬂtﬁﬂﬂfrﬂTwmm'
taposision of dislectical tensions in my own seseasch seem to yield Te
Nancy discusses in the second part of her essay Sowhile [ might begin
ammwﬁ}hmrﬂ'ﬂt&wﬂm“
evesobvable and, fhepefore, we should get on 50 the more practical issue
of determining what might make a study mooe or less compelling, in
fhe same beear®, | 5ind | disagpee—becacse strggling with this prob-
leem i part of sihist pields reflextve pesearcs,  key 5 genemating reseasch
M{ng‘:pﬁnmﬁmwmmyﬂﬂml res-
orates stronghy Laurel Richardson {1964, 13997 Richasdson & 5t Plere,
N progoses that the central image for qualitative ingeiry should be
f4e arystal. Her metaphor is worth quotng at lengh here

Mmmghmﬂmm_ﬁ_ﬁ
it varery of shapeers. whemenges, TePsTLGTo. PUGGIment i,
and amghes of approach Crysmis prow, change. and are aloered, but they are
within, thermehves, crestng $ifierent OSOM. BATEMS, MTap. Gsting of B
difierer Sreccrs Wiar we e deperdl on oor ngle of repoe—ace
n & orysml, Bght can be boch woves. and pertaes. Crpslinason,
ithaoet losing Soroctsre, deroasmas the mrasisong] dex of validiny e
el how there is e singhe Dt wee see how t=as widae therades]
a opsimemen provices us with 3 desprred, comges, Thonoagh
partil undersanding of the topic. Paradkoscally, we koow more and
douist what we lnow (Richandscn, 1357, p 51
This. zmage is compelling becasse & valoes both Terics and oxte-
rior aspexts of the reseasch: process, giving credence to the fact that ak
sesearch s stusted and persosal—s thoroaghly human endeavor Yet
order and rigar are necessary to preserve the integrity of the oatoome.-

& CRITERIA VERSUS STAMNTVE RS

To skifi ko a sightty different poird, rao master what setaphon or poo-
#m—wﬁqﬂﬂpﬂﬁdlﬂwﬂfmﬁ
ol Oow's work s assessed = cordext By varioes: aodienos, wiho
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have their owm seis of standards and comtent-specific criteria Sor eval
mMmmmmmmmmm
resescth vy widely, depending on the conbext within wihich [ am
mlmmmmmMm

explanations and jestifications of approach. On the other band, & |
berurwr & sesearcher has previcasly conducted what is commonty per-
mmhﬁmm:mhﬂdmﬂﬁl@'h
besilt iy my reading of a5 that persen’s wosk. | more readily accepe
experimental or parmative work from someone who has pooven her-
!HE:EFrEI'I-Du.Ll-

Where mas e resesrck: pablahed? [F somence writes about & ool
f==al practios in a piece labeled “Fossom™ ard ¥ End medsiny in Hes
wm‘i.[fndg:rﬂﬁuléﬂlpﬁnf:d:h&hﬂmﬁthmwhﬂmq}ttﬁ-
erwise be “merely” a story [scare gootes %o denote [ understand the
iromy]. Sure, 1 might question e methods, but since he published
something as fiction, 1 don't quibble with the dstaik. On the other
hand, if someone writes a good story and labels & “ressarch.” 1 am
m:hmﬁlﬂrhq:ﬂjmﬁmmr&ndsmdummaqﬂr
masson of how and on what emeirical evidence that resesscder derived
ber conciusinns.

H?I!it'tgﬂ]lfiﬁrmﬁ?j'hhhxitﬂ:aihﬂf?m
mmhgﬂﬁmmmm&iﬁmaﬂpﬂ»
pﬂmhmwmh&mim
tributng 1o 2 body of knowledee is not 2 ureversal or all-enoompessing

mmmmmmmmap&m&m
EaSve Iapriry 2s a periloos howse of cards, where the critena adways
w&m&Tm-mmeE
wasnt o fooos atETton on the ides thal criteris and standards are inder-
afrite or behavios, which shen serves 2c 2 meastee for judgmene A
standand can be ﬂ:raghﬁutsd{inihazurtp'hﬁ;&emhﬁ
asserrTwenis pely,

Whille one’s criteria mary change for varioos: seasors, one’s stan-
of reseanch becaose each resescch project isa umigree, stuated, aufhoced
Ferrdy esmbedded & one’s ortobogical and axiclogical frasmeworks dor
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imderstnding what it mesns to do “good” research within fhe vast
urrkeels we call “qoaitative gy

[ drame atention. 4o this distnction because 7t helps clarify the idea
Mqﬂiﬁﬂn@mm&ﬂﬂw&t&emmlﬁ
mixing of methodological approaches, and yet. at the same Sme, par-
tcuier criteria st Titemn one's worke As Nancy emphasives, 3 575
fhas—even i not apparen! by the reader—uwill hawe high resonance,
thezs markieg the prosect as one that s cedible and trustworhy.

m&ﬁhmﬁummﬁuamdﬂﬁg
about gquality: Order and migoe exist i 2 Foormn thest endeibats: meadiipie
ﬂtﬁqnuﬁnagpﬂnﬂﬁ:mﬂpiq:ﬂd'ngmr:vfmbi:i
or what bype of kght is targessd at it, and meveals both proossses and
mdﬂfmauﬁmmuzhﬂmmdgﬂfﬁhﬁeeﬁzﬁa
hhxfdmhpmiﬂeabe;&ﬂngpﬁﬂh&fnﬁgbuﬂhnwn
u@mmw@ammmmmm

& DMPROVISATHIN AND A FULL TOOLBOK

Grmh-mnthuéjmiﬁnmdrgzﬁhah[&mkmﬂ“ﬂi
@Htﬁhnﬁﬁtﬂi‘ﬂt’ﬁtm?whm.ﬂuhemuﬂymn'
Hmmmmmwmmmwm
1md|'=1=:emgﬂiagd:isﬁlttﬂiﬂuﬂafmi:ﬂh;m]uf
mué.hfqumhutaﬂuﬂhd@gﬂﬂu'ﬂpﬁtnﬂyh
most commaon objective held by peaders of this book), you should be
uﬂhﬁnﬁhaw#ﬁaﬁrmdaﬁ—rﬂuﬂgmﬂm?mmﬂpﬂ
dniﬁﬁwﬁebeg'ﬂn'ngmmdmﬂﬁumhwh:tben;hh
your decisions later. Maskery of multiple methods allows one o mave
with, ezse in multile directions. lmprovisaSon = easier if one has a
m#dﬂnmmmumhﬂynm
Fuiyputﬂaﬂnmadhﬂ:wmuqmuﬂ:udngﬁmhﬂn
raosrer 25 we frderact with ithe conexs of shudy.

O corarse, 25 we grow mooe mwane of the mraitipie perspecsves Sat
miuﬂnhﬂmﬁhml&rﬂhﬂﬁmtmm
2! and siclogxcal discossions withn diferent cultanss, =y method-
wkogical dhoices andy becume e hewildering. Un the one band, we
wand more tools 2nd techniques tn draw oo, so that we don'™t B28 poey
bo e axiom, “When the oaly wol one bas is 2 bammer, everything
books ke 2 rail ™ O the ofher hund, when oer toodboo indhades &n
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EFEr-gFoWing mix of inferpeetive, riical. queer, femimist, postmod
u@dl@hmdhmﬁgarﬂm“mﬁm
entizely, which can open =p possibilisies Sor political and resistive acts
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mmﬂmm iry begatsmn xte or pubSstabie?
Costinzing, ¥ we emirace these contemporacy lenses, the goat of
meetng some authority’s criteria beoomes increasingly daffirul
Nancy’s st is extremely practcal—a mseful and fruitful stating poi
e those idess, what models or concepts amociated with
methodologinal sigoe would be more weful? P i
YOur own work, if not these? it PPy o
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As Maria Choistina Gonsaler articulates beestifully in o brief essxy on
the ethics of a posirolonial sfhnogzaply (0] the term “acooamisbil-
ity™ has lost i strength a5 an ethicl pride becansse in the academy, i
is s Farndliar & 5 almeost Be cliche i oar miteferhe] pariance™ (30 TEL
IF we Jook mose closely 2t what scroorfshifty mesns, we o= padis-
oower s strength =5 3 guade

From a oolonigier pertpaccies, when we chisk of dhe coroept of
barving Soliowed “the rudes™ 25 set forth by the mperal force. Let go of
chis mening, nsosad, fook 2t e word Acvours-akiiny The abiigy s
aonoost To tell a sy |[Gonssles, 7003, p 7]

Imxportantly, the ethic of accountability' continoes Gonzzles, “b
o s the iellng of the ethnographec talde. I8 b the teling of our shory,
of how we ame o owow the sthnographic ie Thene & no natural
boandary between a story 2od e lraming of & [p. &2} This goes
beyond simple explaneSon, became it is an scrounfing of dhoioes
arming, Ve allermatives, s well 25 2 story of miscleps, shorioots,
shifts, revelations, and hatties [t s only possibie if we 2ne able o axtic-
ulste the befefs underfying rach choice. Smoe duice mecessardy
irrrolves: competing: optiors, the accoenishility part comes nlo play
whern we e bl ln eaplin why we dose fhis mefhod stead of
enother equatly aoceptable method We cin: onby engage i s leve] of
pefiexive arelysis of our methodnioey when we koo 2 ot about meth-
speaking Whether or nod acopentability i fully expressed i every
pesearch sepont, it 5 2 qualty Sat can be aliad on at any poing, when
we shanald them e zible to tell e story of the story As Gonzaler notes,
“T's modt 5o ey [p. BEL

By and [ steadiastly agrer Sat quesSions of guality munt be
adifrecssd, bat that o some Eevel, one shoold nofe & distinctive diffes-
wiallenge of making argrmends. I is Enportant o be able 8o eoplain
ioneself oo posempt some of the andience's qoestions, bul thes. type of
improvisation pequises a sald knowledge of e possitle choioss, &
ke awaoeness of S riteria appied to ome’s oW wWiork, and @ peie-
ity of cur work Pandodally, perhaps, | bebeve thes prooesss i bess
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Al e pcisionss of e Hisaliook of {Jusisting Breperrs (Dlerain & Lincobn,
95, 000, 2005 e o vt resteccy For orderstending e oo nes. of
ke gy

readg ceeiily the Etodcsion ke ghe Bisd ediSor By Dern a0 Lo,
“Iztsoduction: The Descipline and Practics of Quaiitstive Ressardh™ [2005). For
3 coniresing pesspectve that more algms with MNanoy's perspectse, | recos-
merd Sivermmas’s ecifed volirme uebierey Resord Thery Method. gad
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