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INTRODUCTION

L ITERATURE IN THE FIELD of qualitative research that seeks to 
defi ne this realm presents a list of dozens of signifi cant terms, 

some of which are parallel, if not identical. Among the terms we can 
randomly fi nd are “case study,” “action research,” clinical research,” “eth-
nography,” “content analysis,” “discourse analysis,” “descriptive study,” 

“discussion analysis,” “documental analysis,” “ethnography,” “fi eld re-
search,” “focus group,” “grounded theory,” “hermeneutics,” “interpretive 
research,” “narrative research,” “life history,” “life stories,” “naturalistic 
research,” “participant observation,” “qualitative assessment,” “phenom-
enology,” “constructivist research,” “post-modern research,” “biogra-
phy,” and “autobiography,” to name just a few. Tesch (1990) presented 
perhaps the most comprehensive list, numbering over 40 diff erent types 
of qualitative research. Each of the terms refl ects diff erent emphases, 
traditions, attitudes and preferences. Some of the terms actually parallel 
one another; others present diff erent variants of the same or close types 
of research, while some probably refl ect disagreement or controversies 
between diff erent researchers. 

Researchers and research students facing the long list of terms often 
wish to know where to position their own research and themselves 
as researchers. Although all terms belong to the qualitative research 

“family,” one may ask which of the terms are related (or perhaps are the 
same), which are completely diff erent, and to what degree there is a 
similarity or disparity between them. Will the literature dealing with a 
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particular qualitative term be relevant to other qualitative research types? 
The importance of defi ning the research type is not only theoretical, but 
has practical implications as well. Researchers and student researchers 
want and need to know which research practices are relevant to the study 
type of their choice.

There is some extent of ambiguity about the question of what is qual-
itative research, what diff erences exist between it and other research tra-
ditions, and where (if at all) the boundary lies between diff erent research 
traditions. Denzin and Lincoln (1994) noted that “qualitative research is 
diffi  cult to defi ne clearly. It has no theory, or paradigm, that is distinctly its 
own. Nor does qualitative research have a set of methods that are entirely 
its own.” (p. 3). Under the aegis of qualitative research itself are many re-
search traditions, some of which are diff er quite radically from one another.

We can sort the terms that identify qualitative research into four “fam-
ilies,” each of which refl ects a diff erent aspect of qualitative research: the 
research approach, genre, method and methodology. These represent four 
diff erent ways of looking at four diff erent faces of qualitative research.

The term "research approach" refers to the research paradigm. This is 
a set of beliefs and assumptions used to guide the thoughts and actions 
of the researchers. Paradigmatic assumptions shape the way researchers 
approach the problems and the methods they use to collect data and 
analysis. Research approaches are based upon a system of beliefs and 
insights about the world and how it should be understood and explored. 
These beliefs relate to issues of ontology (“what is the nature of reality?”), 
epistemology (“what is the relationship between the knowledge and the 
object of knowledge?”), and methodologies (“what are the ways to fi nd 
information?”). (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000; Guba & Lincoln, 1998; Maykut 
& Morehouse, 1994; Sciarra, 1999; Shkedi, 2003, 2005)

Guba & Lincoln (1998) suggest a distinction between four qualitative 
research approaches: positivist, post-positivist, critical and constructive. 
Although we can certainly propose additional approaches, it appears that 
these four approaches refl ect the range of qualitative research paradigm 
references. Frequently accepted is the dichotomous distinction between 
positivist research and constructivist research. "Qualitative research is 
a name for a reformist movement that began in the early 1970s in the 
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academy. The movement encompassed multiple epistemological, meth-
odological, political, and ethical criticism of social scientifi c research in 
fi elds and disciplines that favored experimental, quasi-experimental, cor-
relational, and survey research strategies.” (Schwandt, 2000, p.189)

However, although qualitative research is largely associated with the 
constructivist paradigm in all its variants, there is no absolute similar-
ity between constructivist and qualitative research. All four research ap-
proaches exist in the traditions of qualitative research, and the paradig-
matic aspect is not even the basis for distinguishing between qualitative 
research and quantitative research. Guba & Lincoln (1998) emphasize 
that quantitative and qualitative research methods may appear in any 
research paradigm. Many qualitative researchers conduct their research 
under a non-constructivist approach, while many others are very loyal to 
the constructive approach. 

The distinction between the diff erent research approaches, in all its 
importance, cannot provide us the key for a clear distinction between the 
diff erent practices of qualitative research. Researchers who adopt the con-
structivist approach may conduct research via life stories or ethnography, 
action research or case studies, a grounded theory or discourse analysis, to 
mention only a very partial list. But researchers who adopt the post-posi-
tivist approach, the critical approach or even the positivist approach may 
also conduct their research within the research genres mentioned above. 

It seems that most researchers identify their work according to research 
genre rather than research approach. The term "research genre" refers 
to the general framework of the study, as refl ected in the focus and the 
nature of the fi nal report. If the fi nal report is focused on the description 
of a phenomenon or a subject, then the research genre is the case study 
(Merriam, 1998; Stake, 2000, 2005; Yin, 1994). If the fi nal report is a broad, 
extensive description of society and culture, the genre is probably ethnog-
raphy (Creswell, 1998; Fetterman, 1998; Gall, Borg & Gall, 1996; Geertz, 
1973; Woods, 1996). And, if it is a theoretical explanation or theory about 
the phenomenon being studied, the research genre could be grounded 
theory (Charmaz, 2000; Dey, 1999; Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Shkedi, 2005; 
Strauss & Corbin, 1990 ). The same applies to other research genres such 
as "life story," "action research," "biography," "autobiography," and "study 
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calls," to name only a few.
Although in most cases, researchers tend to identify their research with 

one of the accepted genres, this identifi cation does not make it easier to 
distinguish between the diff erent types of studies. While some researchers 
would categorize their research type as ethnography, it could be referred 
to by others as case study, while other scholars would call it narrative 
research, still others would prefer to call it life story, and so on. Identifi ca-
tion with a particular research genre is largely a refl ection of the research 
tradition in which the researcher has grown or developed. Moreover, even 
if some researchers use the same genre name, each may conduct a diff er-
ent study. Some researchers may choose to pursue ethnography which 
focuses on a post-positivistic approach, and others base their ethnogra-
phy on constructivist or critical approaches. Researchers employing three 
diff erent perspectives may conduct ethnography, but they each execute 
a completely diff erent research process. The same is true in grounded 
theory, where some researchers can adhere to a post-positivist approach, 
while others follow the constructivist approach (Charmaz, 2006; Strauss & 
Corbin, 1994). Although all of these researchers will identify their research 
as belonging to the genre of grounded theory, their research processes and 
products will vary greatly. 

The term "methods" (or "research tools") refers to the means by which 
we conduct our research. The variety of research methods is very extensive, 
including diff erent research functions of which data collection and data 
analysis are the primary examples. We can recognize the research methods 
identifi ed predominantly with quantitative research (for example, a struc-
tured questionnaire), as compared with research methods identifi ed pri-
marily with qualitative research (e.g., an in-depth interview). Quantita-
tive methods will tend to emphasize the numerical expression, whereas 
qualitative methods emphasize verbal expression. However, qualitative 
research methods may also be combined methods which are identifi ed 
more with quantitative research. It appears that the identifi cation of the 
diff erent types of qualitative research with specifi c methods will not help 
us to distinguish between the diff erent types qualitative research. 

We thus reach the conclusion that with all due respect to the distinc-
tion between research approaches, genres and methods, it is diffi  cult to 
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employ them as practical guides for conducting specifi c research. Thus, 
we suggest another guideline: the distinction between qualitative research 
methodologies. Research is not a philosophy, nor an art genre. Research 
is primarily a purposeful, deliberate practice. The diff erent types of qual-
itative research may be clearly distinguished by focusing upon method-
ologies. 

This book will focus upon methodologies, or rather a methodology 
pattern of qualitative research, in the conviction that this focus can be 
very helpful for those wishing to learn about how to conduct appropriate 
qualitative research while adapting it to their preferred research approach 
and research genre.

With regard to research methodology (sometimes called "research 
strategy" or “research type"), our objective is concentrated on the design 
operative of the study, its direction and components, and the way in which 
to employ the methods throughout the research (research tools such as 
interviews, observation, analysis, etc.). Creswell (1998) defi nes methodol-
ogy as the overall research process, from the stage of defi ning the problem 
to the point of writing the narrative summary. (Yin (1994) indicates that 
methodology is the design of a logical set of stages that link empirical 
data to the initial research questions up to the fi nal stage.

"Methodology usually involves specifi c guidelines based on 
particular principles, while method is the technique used for col-
lecting and/or analyzing data" (Grbich, 2007, p. 17)

"Methodology is a more practical branch of philosophy (espe-
cially of philosophy of science) that deals with methods, systems, 
and rules for the conduct of inquiry." (Guba & Lincoln, 1989, p. 83)

The challenge we face is to suggest a comprehensive defi nition of qual-
itative research that can place all the qualitative research traditions under 
the same roof. It seems that the most comprehensive defi nition is the 
one which emphasizes the methodological aspects of the study, as it can 
contain all the paradigms (approaches) of the qualitative research, all the 
research genres refl ected in qualitative research, and all methods used 
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by qualitative researchers. Despite the signifi cant diff erences between 
the qualitative research types, one can point to several methodological 
elements which are common to all qualitative research that distinguishes 
them from quantitative research.

Denzin & Lincoln (2000) proposed a comprehensive defi nition of qual-
itative research:

"Qualitative research is a situated activity that locates the ob-
server in the world. […] This means that qualitative researchers 
study things in their natural settings, attempting to make sense 
of, or to interpret, phenomena in terms of the meanings people 
bring to them." (p. 3)

Another defi nition, which partially overlaps the defi nition above, was 
off ered by Maykut & Morehouse (1994):

"Qualitative research […] generally examines people's words 
and actions in narrative or descriptive ways more closely repre-
senting the situation as experienced by the participants." (p. 2)

Strauss and Corbin (1990) suggested a broader defi nition:

"By the term qualitative research we mean any kind of research 
that produces fi ndings not arrived at by means of statistical pro-
cedures or other means of quantifi cation.” (p. 17)

These three defi nitions, and certainly many others, identify qualitative 
research, fi rst and foremost, via terminological descriptions, with close-
ness to the phenomena under study in its natural environment, and by 
avoiding the use of sophisticated statistical-quantitative tools. It seems 
that these defi nitions emphasize the methodological aspects, which are 
indeed the main characteristics of qualitative research.

Based upon these and other defi nitions of qualitative research, this 
book off ers a defi nition based on the following three components:
• Research based on intuitive human research skills, focused on 
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closeness, participation, and empathy with the phenomena 
investigated. 

• The use of analytic human research skills, focused on distancing, 
refl ection and control of the process.

• Research utilizing the language of words, a natural human language 
in the context of the natural human life. 

The emphasis of the book will lie within the methodological aspects 
of qualitative research. The book is divided into three parts:

Part One is devoted to the characteristics of qualitative research. Each 
of the fi rst three chapters is dedicated to one of the three main character-
istics of qualitative research, as presented in the above defi nition.

Part Two presents six methodology patterns of qualitative research. 
This is an attempt to off er a useful typology encompassing all the many 
methodological types of qualitative research. Each separate chapter is 
devoted to a certain methodology pattern: criteria-focused methodol-
ogy (Chapter 4), participant-focused methodology (Chapter 5), partial 
criteria-focused methodology (Chapter 6), critical-focused methodology 
(Chapter 7), structural-focused methodology (Chapter 8), and self-focused 
methodology (Chapter 9). The tenth and fi nal chapter of this section is 
devoted to the issue of the “mixed methodology.” 

Part Three deals with detailed guidance towards data analysis in qual-
itative research, distinguishing the processes required for each of the six 
methodology patterns. The 10 chapters of this section off er detailed in-
struction, step-by-step, for performing data analysis, and direct the reader 
to the relevant chapters for each of the six methodology patterns. 

The analysis guidance is accompanied by software for qualitative analy-
sis and research organization, the “Narralizer.” To install the Narralizer, use 
the link www.narralizer.com or install the CD, if it is attached to the book. 
This Narralizer software version is limited in scope, but not limited in its 
research functions. Users will be guided in using the software, can study 
the analysis methods, and conduct a limited-scope research. Those who 
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wish to use the Narralizer for conducting research of a larger data volume 
are invited to refer to the Narralizer site, www.narralizer.com, where they 
can download the full version of the software, for a limited time. The 
software is also available for purchase at a discounted price for those who 
have purchased this book. 



PART ONE
THE PRINCIPLES OF QUALITATIVE 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
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INTRODUCTION TO PART ONE

T HIS BOOK DEALS WITH the principles of qualitative research 
methodology, focusing primarily on methods of analysis. These 

methods are common types of qualitative research, and clearly diff er-
entiate it from quantitative research and other written work. Although 
various qualitative researchers off er a large range of terms to represent 
the approaches, genres, and methodologies and to distinguish between 
diff erent types of qualitative research, this book seeks to present several 
common methodological properties of qualitative research. As will be 
described, qualitative research is not characterized by one global meth-
odology, but by many methodologies. Yet one can point to several clear 
and distinguishing methodological elements that are common amongst 
all types of qualitative research. 

Qualitative research is characterized by three elements: 
• Research in the natural human language, in the context of natural 

human life 
• Research based on the intuitive human research skills, focused 

on closeness, participation, and empathy with the investigated 
phenomena 

• Using analytic human research skills, focused on distancing, 
refl ection and control of the process

Qualitative research is characterized by using language as the 
medium of the research. The research does not focus solely upon literal 
data, but also upon the thinking process anchored in the language, 
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and the words as literal descriptions of the research. In order to hone 
this property of qualitative research, it is often compared to quantitative 
research (Hammersley, 1996; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Denzin & &, 2000, 
2005). Verbal discourse refl ects the culture and meaning that all partic-
ipants assign to their world, and the diff erences between human beings 
and human societies.

“Words are the way that most people come to understand their 
situations. We create our world with words. We explain ourselves 
with words. We defend and hide ourselves with words. The task 
of the qualitative researcher is to fi nd patterns within those 
words (and actions) and to present those patterns for others […]" 
(Maykut & Morehouse, 1994, p. 18)

The fi rst component of a qualitative research study carried out in the 
natural context of human beings is the use of the natural language of 
human beings, the language of words, a self-evident truth to anyone with 
a minimal familiarity with qualitative research. The two other elements 
needed for clarifi cation, however, appear to be in tension and apparent 
confl ict with each other. 

In order to clarify, Figure A1 illustrates the methodological elements 
of qualitative research:
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Figure A1: Methodological Elements of Qualitative Research 

The area inside the circle chart represents the “zone” of qualitative 
research. As shown in Figure A1, the study takes place in the language 
of words and within the natural environment of the participants. This is 
a common characteristic of all diff erent varieties of qualitative research. 
The chart also demonstrates that the two other components of qualitative 
research, intuitive and analytical research skills, are in opposition to each 
other and refl ect the dimensions that pull in opposite directions. 

Those who restrict their research tools to intuitive research skills and 
do not employ the remainder of analytical research skills create an ar-
tistic or literary work, not a research work. The analytic components are 

Language 
of word

Natural 
Environment

Philosophy

Artwork/Literature

Quantitative research

Journalism
Intuitive research skills

Analytical research skills
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essential to any research, and there is no a real research without them. On 
the other hand, those who restrict their research tools to analytic skills 
without employing intuitive research skills are actually facing towards 
quantitative research. As for other works with a certain external resem-
blance to qualitative research, we should distinguish them from qualita-
tive research. It is understood that a journalistic work, for example, that 
displays descriptions of human and social phenomena will vary in quality 
and composition from qualitative research, even if the journalistic report 
may resemble a qualitative research description. Works of philosophy, too, 
are not qualitative research, although they may make intelligent use of 
the language of words and present arguments using analytical standards. 

Any study or work which contains all three components - the language 
of words and the natural environment, intuitive inquiry skills, and analyt-
ical research skills- can be seen as associated with qualitative research. If 
one of the three is missing, we cannot characterize the work as qualitative 
research.

As will be seen in the chapters that follow, the diverse types of qual-
itative research methodologies diff er from one another with respect to 
the signifi cance each methodology attaches to the three components of 
qualitative research. This is particularly apparent for the intuitive and 
the analytical components related to research skills. Qualitative studies 
are disparate in the signifi cance assigned to each of the two components, 
but every research project which can be defi ned as qualitative research 
is an expression of the two components combined. One type of research 
may be more an expression of intuitive inquiry skills and less analytical 
research skills. Another study may contain contrasting characteristics. 
Others may maintain some kind of balance between the two research 
components. The nature of the language of words will largely depend on 
the importance attached to each of the two components of research skills. 
The language will be more narrative as the signifi cance of the intuitive 
skill increases, and will be more focused and concise as the signifi cance 
of analytical research skills grows. 

The tension between these research skills, and the expectation that 
qualitative researchers will “recruit” their intuitive and analytic skills of 
inquiry, are compatible with the idea that humans have two systems of 
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thought: one intuitive, fast, associative, automatic and relatively eff ort-
less, and the other analytical, slow, deliberate, strenuous and controlled 
by a set of rules (Kahneman, 2011; Kahneman & Frederick, 2002; Sloman, 
2002; Stanovich, 2004). The intuitive system encourages becoming close 
to the research objective phenomena, while the analytical system requires 
a certain amount of distancing. Both systems can operate simultaneously, 
as two experts and their responses can diff er as well. 

It seems that the language of words, with its inherent richness and 
wider use among all people, can better express the overall features of qual-
itative research methodologies and the tension in which they are steeped. 
On one side, they operate close to the participants’ world and perspective, 
and on the other, a distance is required for a more profound examination.
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THE INTUITIVE RESEARCH SKILLS

Or: 

Why Should We Base 

Our Investigation on the Human 

as a Central Research Tool?

T HE GREAT PHILOSOPHER MARTIN BUBER distinguished between two 
types of human relationships, "I –It” and “I –Thou." "I -It" expresses 

a situation in which a person is not really attentive to the existence of 
others, referring to others as objects rather than people. The human rela-
tionship of "I-Thou," however, is characterized by subjective attention to 
the existence of others - an attitude of empathy for others (Buber, 1964). 
For our purposes as researchers, an "I-It" relationship refl ects keeping 
a distance from others and attempting to examine properties from the 
outside, without trying to see the issues investigated through the partic-
ipants’ own eyes. The quantitative research tradition will argue that re-
moteness and alienation are necessary conditions for a rigorous, objective 
research. In contrast, qualitative research, as emphasized and clarifi ed in 
this chapter, seeks not only to identify the characteristics of others, but 
to get involved with the subjects, see the phenomena under investigation 
through their eyes and develop empathy for them. Such a relationship 
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would be defi ned by Buber as "I–Thou."

"…Quantitative studies emphasize the measurement and anal-
ysis of causal relationships between variables... from within a val-
ue-free framework.” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005a, p. 10) This refl ects 
the tendency in quantitative research to maintain a distance from 
the objects under study to ensure a research process characterized 
by objectivity. To assure objectivity and the absence of bias, quan-
titative research equips the researchers with a set of external tools 
intended to guarantee the optimal management of research at a 
higher degree of objectivity. Qualitative research, which seeks to 
approach the investigated object as long as possible (Angrosino, 
2005), does not only see the external set of research tools as the 
ultimate answer to the quality of research, but relies on human 
intuitive characteristics as the ultimate tool of the research.

The human brain's ability to identify others, to read their thoughts and 
feelings, and especially to develop empathy for them - characteristics that 
are clarifi ed in this chapter - allows us to become more closely acquainted 
with the subjects and see the phenomena under study through their eyes. 
Qualitative research uses the ability of the human to get closer and closer 
to the world of the participants, so that Lincoln & Guba (1985) coined the 
concept "the human-as-an-instrument" to demonstrate the natural human 
inquiry skills. These skills are "recruited" for the existence of a proper 
process of qualitative research. As indicated by the title of this chapter 
and as will be explained throughout, these skills are intuitive human skills, 
but diff er from human analytic skills, which are also “recruited" for qual-
itative research and which will be clarifi ed in the next chapter. Figure 1A 
emphasizes the function of intuitive inquiry skills in qualitative research, 
in relation to the two other elements of qualitative methodology.

Although qualitative research has become more prevalent in recent 
decades, it is still fi ghting for legitimacy, and not merely among research-
ers who prefer conventional quantitative research, but even among qual-
itative researchers. Much of the criticism against qualitative research is 
grounded from its dependence upon the human as a research instrument. 
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Support from philosophy, psychology and researchers’ personal experience 
is seemingly not enough. This section seeks to illuminate the human intu-
itive skills enabling a person to be a major tool of qualitative research--a 
tool that no objective instruments can replace. It seems that displaying 
these characteristics may help researchers and research students use their 
personal potential to carry out better qualitative research, without fear or 
apology. Over the past three decades, a great deal of knowledge about the 
brain, evolution, and human behavior has been amassed. This knowledge 
can be established and validate human characteristics, strengthening the 
arguments that claim the human is a major research tool.

Language 
of word

Natural 
Environment

Analytical research skills

Intuitive research skills

Figure 1A: Intuitive Research Skills in Qualitative Research Methodology
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The Human as a Research Instrument

People, that is to say, researchers (and also participants and readers of 
research), are perceived as being the only research tool fl exible enough 
to accommodate the complexity, sensitivity and constant variability that 
characterize the human experience. The claim that human nature has 
the best possible research instruments with which no external tools can 
compete, is based on the assumption that human and social phenomena 
are dynamic and variable, and their components are not defi nite or fi xed 
in advance. In its favor, the existence of research based on external meth-
odological tools which are pre-selected or fi xed is not possible, because 

“only the human instrument has the characteristics necessary to cope with 
an indeterminate situation "(Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 193). In light of 
this, Kemmis & McTaggart (2005, p. 562), coined the system based on 
the human as a research instrument as a “soft system" methodology, as 
opposed to the “hard system” methodology which characterizes quanti-
tative research.

Humans have the ability to quickly respond to their surroundings and 
adapt to changes around them, and they are characterized by a sensitivity 
and ability to relate to cultural and personal environmental cues. People 
are able to simultaneously collect information from multiple factors (at 
some levels). They are able to understand multi-disciplinary concepts, and 
capable of putting the pieces into one holistic phenomenon. People have 
the ability to rapidly analyze information from the moment it becomes 
available, and to raise assumptions to test relevant hypotheses in those 
contexts. People are able to clarify and summarize, and to deal with sur-
prising or unique reactions. They have the ability to function simultane-
ously and to change tacit knowledge into conscious knowledge (Green-
wood & Levin, 2005; Polanyi, 1967). All these characteristics are important 
to qualitative research, and I doubt if there are any "objective-external" 
tools that can assemble all these characteristics simultaneously. 

By defi nition, qualitative research refers to the social and cultural 
context that characterizes the subjects and their environment (Jorgensen, 
1989; Woods, 1996). The social system and its linguistic and cultural man-
ifestations are characterized by the most rapid development and by great 
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diversity. People belong simultaneously to diff erent cultural systems that 
refl ect their national and professional affi  liations, their origins, status and 
more. The expression of each of these cultural systems in every person 
may be varied, and the relationship between these systems may con-
stantly change. Thus, if we examine the linguistic expression of culture, 
we see that today’s languages are not only diff erent from the language 
that was acceptable in the past (for example, the language of the Bible or 
of Shakespeare), but even within one generation, language and culture 
refl ect major changes that they have undergone.

Given that the social-cultural context is dynamic and subject to fre-
quent changes, researchers need to approach their study with open re-
sponses in the context, and with a willingness to change the modes of 
study depending on the circumstances and in accordance with the insights 
arising during the study (Merriam, 1998). It seems that in light of this 
cultural dynamic which is refl ected by subtle changes, often unexpected 
and unseen, there is an advantage to using the human as a research in-
strument. Though, qualitative researchers "recruit" their intuitive per-
sonal characteristics and personal experience to realize the potential of 
the "human-as-a-research instrument” and to deal with the research task 
without barriers posed by external tools.

Eisner (1985) assumes that the human has the natural traits to be a 
“research tool," but he believes that they are potential properties which 
must be nurtured, enhanced and constantly improved. He said, "One can 
look without seeing, listen without hearing, eat without tasting, and touch 
without feeling” (Eisner, 1985, p. 151), but people have the ability to see 
(and not just to look), to pay attention (and not just listen), to taste and to 
feel. Sight, hearing, and other human senses contain abilities that enable 
the human brain to gather information and clues that are not necessarily 
picked up by using external tools and standard measuring techniques. It 
thus seems that the “human-as-a-research instrument” is the only tool 
for gathering information with the richness of dimensions that allows 
grasping the entire components of human social and cultural activities 
and life (Maykut & Morehouse, 1994).

Though Lincoln and Guba (1985) summarize, “There is no reason to 
believe that humans cannot approach a level of trustworthiness similar 
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to that of ordinary standardized tests - and for certain purposes… even 
higher levels” (p. 195), we can assume that most people, certainly those 
who wish to engage in qualitative research, agree with this statement.

The Involvement of Researchers in the Research Process

As emphasized above, people and their actions are too complex to be 
fully understood by external devices. Qualitative researchers, who serve 
as research instruments, investigate the signifi cant aspects of reality by 
their involvement in the reality under study. Experienced qualitative re-
searchers recognize this situation and work with, rather than against it. 
The human being is diff erent from all other living things by achieving the 
highest social research exploration and investigation of themselves, which 
no other living creature can equal. Qualitative research does not expect 
the researcher to develop a "research tool" out of nothing; qualitative 
researchers, whether consciously or unconsciously, "recruit" the social 
research capabilities that characterize people in their daily lives for the 
purpose of research. 

It seems that in order to reach optimal research capabilities, it is im-
possible to separate researchers from their objects of investigation and 
to take an objective stance toward the phenomena under study. "…The 
turn is characterized as a movement away from a position of objectivity 
defi ned from the positivistic, realist perspective toward a research per-
spective focused on interpretation and the understanding of meaning" 
(Pinnegar & Daynes, 2007, p. 9). Involvement of researchers in research is 
essential to understanding the world and the phenomena we study (Guba 
& Lincoln, 1989, 1998). "The viewer, then, is part of what is viewed rather 
than separate from it. What the viewer sees shapes what he or she will 
defi ne, measure, and analyze." (Charmaz, 2000, p. 524). In the truest sense, 
the person is seen as having no existence outside the world, and the world 
seems to be of no existence outside the person (Maykut & Morehouse, 
1994). Experience is the way in which we engage the world around us and 
within us, and is the foundation upon which we construct meaning. This 
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meaning, therefore, is closely dependent on our ability to communicate 
with the world we live in (Simons, 1996). Researchers "are always in an 
inquiry relationship with participants’ lives" (Clandinin & Rosiek, 2007, p. 
69). To understand the phenomena under study as they are perceived by 
those who take part in them, researchers must remain as close as possible 
to the unique construction of the world of the participants who experience 
the phenomena under study (Denzin, 1995; Maykut & Morehouse, 1994).

From the psychological and philosophical assumption that reality is 
created by way of construction, one can assume that researchers cannot 
understand human action by an outside observation which sees merely 
the physical manifestations of these activities. Instead, researchers should 
see not just what the “players” do, but also capture what they mean by 
their actions from the perspective of the “players" themselves (Moss, 1996). 
Researchers can never be excluded, but they assimilate themselves in the 
social context and in the minds of the participants (Sciarra, 1999). Qual-
itative researchers try to understand how the phenomena under study 
are taken up by those who experience and are involved in them (Jor-
gensen, 1989). If reality is constructed, and if the object of knowledge is 
not separated from it, as qualitative researchers claim, then researchers 
perceive not only the actions of the participants and their intentions and 
perceptions, but also the values   of all participants in the study, and these 
values   are relevant to understanding the phenomenon under investiga-
tion (Angrosino, 2005; Merriam, 1998). Moreover, because the researchers 
themselves are involved in the phenomenon being studied, even their 
values   can be involved in the study (Jorgensen, 1989; Seidel & Kelle, 1995).

Qualitative researchers try to absorb not only the conscious knowledge, 
but also the tacit knowledge of the participants (Greenwood & Levin, 2005; 
Polanyi, 1967). Tacit knowledge is the foundation upon which researchers 
build many of their insights and assumptions, which should ultimately 
support the research. Researchers’ natural inquiry skills and their involve-
ment in the phenomenon under study may allow them to discover that the 
participants’ knowledge is broader than the participants themselves are 
aware. Consequently, qualitative researchers encourage the participants 
to look into the depth of their knowledge, and help them to transform 
tacit knowledge to conscious knowledge, so that the participants can 
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pronounce and think about it explicitly, and pass it on to the researchers 
and others (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). People themselves are not always 
able to explain or describe everything they know and feel, especially their 
tacit knowledge. Tacit knowledge is acquired through assimilation into 
the environment under study. When researchers live in a situation, they 
learn to pay attention to what lies beyond the visible. We understand the 
meaning of things not just by looking at them, but by assimilating them 
(Arksey & Knight, 1999; Bishop, 2005; Maykut & Morehouse, 1994).

The sections to follow present the natural research skills of the human, 
the sources of their development and position in the human mind, and 
examine why we should "recruit" them for the purpose of conducting 
proper research. 

The Development of the Human as a Social Being

There is no dispute that Homo-sapiens rose above the other creatures 
in our universe. The question of why the human gained this advantage 
often evokes controversy. It is clear that with regard to physical traits, 
there are other creatures which overshadow the human. Yet the human 
being’s advantage lies in his cognitive and emotional characteristics. Many 
researchers distinguish the human fi rst and foremost as a social being, and 
suggest that our brain is designed from the onset to be social and diligently 
attracted to an intimate brain-to-brain connection at every meeting with 
another person. We are wired through the nervous system to connect with 
each other. This neural bridge lets us aff ect the brain of others - and thus 
also their bodies - when we come in contact with them, just as it allows 
them to infl uence us (Goleman, 1995, 2006).

The human mind has evolved over the ages through the process of trial 
and error of natural selection. The mental components of modern man 
have passed the test of survival and development under diffi  cult condi-
tions. Our ancestors were almost never alone. Alone would be too risky for 
such a physically weak creature as our species, who could not cope with 
many predators. Being in a group gave them security, as they wandered 
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in search of food in constant fear of predators, rival groups and the like. 
Our ancestors managed to survive and grow and become our ancestors 
because they had all they needed to survive and reproduce. Millions of 
hominids lost the competition and became extinct. (Rich Harris, 2006).

Even today, after we became the living creatures that rule the world, 
we still carry along this genetic heritage. When we watch a football game 
on TV, for example, we prefer to do so with friends and have the experi-
ence with them. In fact, we are interdependent and need to be in touch 
and to interact with one another to live a sane, happy life. In the absence 
of contact with other people, we fall into distress and despair, and our 
health is negatively aff ected. We hug when we meet, when we wish each 
other good luck, when our football team wins, and when students receive 
a diploma, but also in times of sorrow. The need for physical contact is 
inherent in the depth of our being (De Waal, 2005).

The human is not the only social creature. Many mammals are charac-
terized by a social ability. But the human has brought these capabilities 
to the highest degrees. Even if we fi nd animals, especially the great apes, 
with social skills similar to ours, none have reached the total accumulation 
of human capabilities (Milo, 2009). According the accepted assumptions 
of evolutionary researchers, only about fi ve or six million years ago did 
the human being part from the common ancestor of chimpanzees and 
bonobos (dwarf chimpanzees) to begin the evolution toward Homo-sapi-
ens. Creatures walking on two legs, which after many vicissitudes became 
the human, are now well-equipped with social features. It seems that their 
unique life continually improved these social abilities (Rich Harris, 1998).

Over a relatively short evolutionary period of about six million years, 
the human brain expanded fourfold and more. The question of what 
sparked this phenomenal growth spurt intrigues scientists, some of whom 
maintain that it was the tool-producing skills that encouraged the transi-
tion of the creature earlier called "hominid" to become more “human-like” 
and to earn the moniker "homo" (man), though still not "Homo-sapiens." 
However, an examination of the tools that man created and used shows 
that they have not signifi cantly changed in a million years, while the brain 
grew exponentially. We also can’t point to environmental or climatic up-
heavals to have provided the impetus for adapting brain development 
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for new physical conditions and/or new climates. While researchers may 
be divided about the "Archimedean point" that sparked this growth of 
the human mind, they all point to the growth of man’s social skills. The 
tendency among many researchers is therefore to explain the dramatic 
growth of the human brain as a result of the need to develop social skills 
(De Waal, 2005).

The Social Investigation of the Human Brain 

In order to understand the human social-investigating skills which 
qualitative researchers can "recruit" to investigate social and human phe-
nomena, we must understand the properties of the "social brain" and the 
origins of its development. Which social needs caused the human brain 
to develop in the way it has? It seems that the most likely explanation 
lies in the need for survival. This need spurred the constant growth of 
the human mind, which enabled the brain to provide social tools to fa-
cilitate the human’s survival in competition against other living beings. 
Hunting is an excellent example of this social imperative. In the absence 
of a powerful rifl e, a successful hunt depends not only on physical fi tness 
and personal skills, but also requires cooperation. It is diffi  cult to snare a 
large animal alone, especially since the prey is probably faster and stronger 
than you. But the need for cooperation did not stop with the end of the 
hunt. Distribution of meat and other foods acted as a kind of insurance 
policy in large groups. If you couldn’t catch anything today, others will 
share their food with you, assuming that tomorrow they will share your 
food. Thus our ancestors, who lived their entire lives in a group, had to 
decipher the intentions or desires of others and convince them to choose 
certain directives. They had to understand the social power structure of 
the group and their relationships within it. Creating alliances were vital 
to success (Pinker, 1997, 2002).

Reproductive needs and concerns for off spring also required social or-
ganization, and thus accelerated the development of social skills. Ancient 
human groups were built for "cooperative breeding," to use the biologist’s 


