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This article addresses issues relating to rigour within qualitative research, beginning
with the need for rigour at all in such studies. The concept of reiiability is then
analysed, establishing the traditional understanding of the term, and evaluating
alternative terms. A similar exploration of validity and proposed alternatives follows. It
is suggested that there is nothing to be gained from the use of alternative terms which,
on analysis, often prove to be identical to the traditional terms of reliability and
validity. Alternative or novel means of addressing these concepts in interpretive
research are, however, welcomed. A review of some of the strategies available for the
pursuit of reliability and validity in qualitative research is undertaken. These are clearly
identified as means to establish existing criteriz and are found to have variable value. ®
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THE NEED FOR RIGOUR IN
RESEARCH

There is general agreement that all research studies
must be open o critique and evaluation. Failure
to assess the worth of a study — the soundness of
its method, the accuracy of s findings, and the
integrity of assumptions made or conclusions
reached — could have dire consequences. Ambig-
wous or meaningless findings may result in wasted
time and effort, while findings which are simply
wrong could result in the adoption of dangerous or
harmful practices. Evaluation of studies, then, is an
essential pre-requisite of the application of findings.
Traditionally, such evaluation has centred on assess-
ment of reliability and validity. However, while
these terms have distinet meanings which relate
well to other concepts and assumptions within the
logical-positivist paradiges, their use in qualitative
work has been questioned. A variety of positions is
to be found. These inciude dismissing any attempt
to establish rigour; using existing terms and criteria
in the traditional manner; using existing terms and
criteria with modification to their interpretation; and
rejecting traditional terms and criteria while substi-
futing new terms and criteria. 1t the last of these
which is challenged here,

RELIABILITY

Taking two commonly used sources for the tradi-
tional understanding of reliability. this concept can
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be described as “the consistency or constancy of a
measuring instrument” (LoBiondo-Wood & Haber
1998, p. 338), or ‘the degree of consistency or
dependability with which an instrument measures
the aftribute it is designed to measure” (Polit &
Hungler 1995, p. 651}, Hammersley {1992, p. 67)
suggests that reliability *refers to the degree of con-
sistency with which instances are assigned 1o the
same category by different observers or by the same
observer on different occasions.” Surprisingly. in
view of their different philosophical approaches.
there is little disagreement among these definitions.
The first two indicate the detached nature of the
researcher, while the third acknowledges the active
involvement of the researcher, but all relate to confi-
dence in data collection,

The traditional understanding  of  reliability
focuses on standardizing data collection instruments
{Mason 1996, p. 24). However, ‘this is premised on
the assumption that methods of data generation can
be conceptualised as tools, and can be standardised,
neutral and non-biased” (Mason 1996, p. 145).
While this may be acceptable for guantitative meth-
ods, though Hammersley (1992) guestions even
this, the non-standardization of qualitative methods
and the determination to seek greater validity
through retention of context makes it impossible in
qualitative work, Brink (1991, p. 176) proposes
three tests of reliability for qualitative work, each to
be used as is appropriote for specific studies.
Stability is  established when asking identical
questions of an informant at different times pro-
duces consistent answers, Consistency refers to the



integrity of issues within a single interview or ques-
tionnaire, so that a respondent’s answers on a given
topic remain concordant. Fguivalence is tested by
the use of alternative forms of a question with the
same meaning during a single interview, or by con-
current observation by two researchers. These
approaches appear to do no more than apply stan-
dard approaches of replicability and inter-rater reli-
ability 1w qualitative interviews or observation
studies, seeking inappropriately to standardise
highly variable data collection methods.

There seems to be a growing popular movement
within qualitative cireles 1o insist that “dependabil-
ity is a more appropriate term than reliability for
qualitative research (Sandelowski 1986; Hall &
Stevens 1991; Robson 1993; Koch 1994), The ori-
gin of this movement was the work of Guba and
Lincoln (1985), but the authors’ thoughts were
refined in their contribution of 1989, In this they
explain that “dependability is parallel to the conven-
tional criterion of reliability, in that it is concerned
with the stability of data over time’ (Guba &
Lincoln 1989, p. 242). However, the concern at the
root of dependability is the same as that for reliabii-
ity: 1o ensure that data collection is undertaken in a
consistent manner free from undue variation which
unknowingly exerts an effect on the nature of the
dmta. A specific strategy of dependability audit is
suggesied by which 10 enhance or demonstrate
dependability, but this is clearly declared by Guba
and Lincoln (1989, p. 242) as a means to an end
rather than a criterion in itself.

Some accounts lack any suggestion of explana-
tion of the need for an allernative eriterion. Robson
{1993, p. 403), for example. provides no description
or explanation of dependability other than to state
that “dependability is analopons to reliability.” The
account continues to describe how dependability is
established through auditing of the decision trail. As
Hammersley {1992) suggests is often the case, the
focus is upon means rather than criteria. A fre-
quently quoted article by Koch (1994), which in
fairness is intended to be a discussion only of the
decision trail. makes no attempt to define or
describe any of Guba and Lincoln’s alternative cri-
teri, but is often cited as evidence of the need for
such terms (e.2. Holloway & Wheeler 1996),

The inescapable conclusion is that the terms con-
sidered above have the same essential meaning, and
nothing is to be gained from clouding the issue with
alternative fabels for what have been argued to be
identical concepts. Reliability, recognized as per-
taining to the stability of data-collection measures,
remains an important notion. Rather than attempt-
ing to hide behind a smokescreen of synonyms, per-
haps interpretive researchers ought simply to accept
that reliability is unlikely to be a demonstrable
strength of their work, Although efforts may be
made 1o enhance a study's reliability, in most
cases the nature of the data and the sample make
this practically hopeless.

Rigour, reliability and validity in qualitative research
VALIDITY

In quantitative terms, validity is taken to mean “the
determination of whether a measurement instrument
actually measures what it is purported to measure”
(LoBiondo-Wood & Haber 1998, p. 561). or ‘the
degree to which an instrument measures what it is
intended 1o measure’ (Polit & Hungler 1995, p.
656). Hammersley (1992, p. 69) provides a qualita-
tive perspective; “An account is valid or true if it
represents accurately those features of the phenoms-
ena that it is intended to describe, explain or theo-
rise.” As with definitions of reliability, there seems
litile discrepancy beiween these perspectives.

While in guantitative studies validity is con-
cemed specifically with avoidance of type | and
type {1 errors, Silverman (1993, pp 144, 153) argues
that the refutability proposed by Popper (1979 is
the standard approach to testing the validity of any
research findings. Hammersley (1992, p. 69)
accepts that no knowledge coan be counted as cer-
tain, and the best that we can do is to seek means of
Judging claims to knowledge in terms of their likely
truth. These means are laid out as considering the
plausibility of the claim, the credibility of the claim,
and the weight of evidence for each of these.
Silverman, noting that claims to credibility may be
no more than a reflection of uncritical public igno-
rance, agrees that the only useful option is 10 con-
sider the quality of the evidence which upholds the
claims, Hammersley (1992, pp 70-72) refers to the
realities of life and differing degrees of need for
confidence dependent upon the significance of the
claim, He suggests that some claims are within our
common experience, leave little room for error on
the part of the researcher, or are in no way central to
the main issues of the study. These may be accepted
without much concern. Other claims allow more
room for misinterpretation by the rescarcher and
therefore require stronger evidence. Where a claim
is of particular significance to the study the most
convincing  evidence 15 called for.  Although
Silverman (1993, pp 155-156) shuns all but the
most  demanding of these, it is clear that
Hammersley is committed to any claims (including
those based on plapsibility or credibility ) to knowl-
edge being supported by evidence. It is the nature of
the claim and its centrality to the study which
decide the degree of evidence required.

Validity is normally established through consid-
eration of three main aspects: content validity, crite-
rion-related validity and construct validity. The first
of these depends largely on sampling and careful
construction of the instrument and refers to the
degree to which the entirety of the phenomenon
under investigation is addressed. A sub-set of this is
the weak concept of face validity which assures
only that the instrument and findings appear to be
therough and accurate 1o reputedly knowledgeable
reviewers. Criterion-related validity is concerned
with comparison of the instrument and findings
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with an established standard to determine the corre-
lation between measured performance and actual
performance. Finally, construct validity is associ-
ated with consideration of the proximity of the
instrument o the construct in question,

As with reliability, those who accept the need for
tests of validity in qualitative research commonly
insist on the use of allernative terms, often asserting
that these explain alternative concepts, Guba and
Lincoln (1989, pp 236-237) adopt the term ‘credi-
hility” instead of validity. They argue that validity
refers to the naive reality of positivism and an
attempl to establish *isomorphism between findings
and objective reality.” Their substitution involves
replacing this with ‘isomorphism between con-
structed realities of respondents and the reconstruc-
tions attributed to them” (Guba & Lincoln 1989, pp
236-237). The only difference between the terms is
the presumed objective reality of positivism and the
constructed realities of constructivism. The underly-
ing concept appears 1o be identical: to march what is
reported by the researcher to the phenomenon under
investigation, As suggested by Hammersley (1992,
p. 67}, the notable difference lies more in the means
to establish achievement of the criterion rather than
in the criterion itself. However, the assertion of the
need for a new criterion is accepted in a fairly
unguestioning manner in a number of texts directed
specifically at nurses (e.g. Holloway & Wheeler
1996).

Further claims are often made for feminist
research, Hall and Stevens (1991), for example.
explain ten measures of “adequacy”. Adequacy is
preferred as a term to validity because it is held
that reliability and validity carnot be separated in
feminist research as they are in other approaches.
In fact, they also explain and employ the term
‘dependability”, which, it is argued above, is iden-
tical to reliability, and they discuss this separately.
The origin of the assumption that reliability and
validity are unconnected in traditional studies is
nol made clear, although Hammersley (1992, p,
66) provides more argument for this. He notes that
‘the findings of a study are either valid or they are
not ... The distinction between internal and exter-
nal walidity is fundamentally misleading.’
Adeguacy is explained as follows. *Results are
adequate if analytic interpretations fairly and accu-
rately reflect the phenomena that investigators
claim to represent” (Hall & Stevens 1991). This
appears to concur with the definitions of validity
already considered, thus calling into question the
assertion that “adequacy” is in some way differem
te, or more than, validity, In seeking means 1o
check credibility Hall and Stevens (1991) demand
a depth of trust, intimacy of setting, and sensitivity
to the language and life-style of the respondent in
addition 1o sufficient length and frequency of con-
tact in order to demonstrate ‘rapport’. The purpose
of this is clearly to ensure that the full story

unfolds and thereby to ensure what is otherwise
known as content validity.

‘Coherence’, say Hall and Stevens (1991}, ‘can
be recognised in the consistency of the whole with
its constituent parts.” Thus, the plausibility of the
findings is reliant upon the interpreted, analysed
data being recognisably drawn from the raw data
and is demonstrated partly by evidence of stringent
efforts to ensure this. In other work (Silverman
1993 ), this requirement is held 1o be of considerable
importance and is addressed, for example, by the
process of analytic induction. Although not
expressed by Hall and Stevens, there must also be
acknowledzement of the need for the daia to have
been collected in a valid manner. These concerns to
ensure that the findings appear believable and that
they are representative of the mass of raw data (and,
therefore, in turn, of the original phenomenon) are
directly comparable respectively to face and content
validity.

Two other criteria proposed by Hall and Stevens
(1991} are more problematic: ‘complexity’ and
‘consensus’. They justifiably demand that findings
are context-specific and remain sufficiently com-
plex to reflect accurately the true nature of complex
phenomena. This obviously expresses a commit-
ment to content validity. However, they also note
that ‘congruence among behavioural, verbal and
affective elements of particular observations, verbal
responses, and written records helps to suppont the
presence of consensus.” The suggestion is that cred-
ibifrty is enhanced when triangulated data concur,
and that arcas where congruence occurs should be
given priority. This must automatically limit the
breadth of data which is deemed 10 be acceptable,
thereby stripping the complexity of the data through
discarding contextual material. Silverman warns of
this danger when wtilizing triangulation. All
accounts or observations could be true within their
own context, and ‘counterposing different contexts
ignores the context-bound and skilful character of
social interaction” {Silverman 1993, pp 156-158).
Hall and Stevens (1991) admit that “inconsistency
among participant accounts does not invalidate their
perceptions, but instead illustrates the variety of
women’s thoughts, actions and feelings.” They seem
to recognize the apparent disparity between com-
plexity and consensus, but offer no solution.

‘Relationality” is the term used by Hall and
Stevens o address the group co-operation with
other researchers and participants which enables
larger samples, longer studies and more critical
reflection, Wider sampling, larger numbers and
greater depth of critical analysis of aliernative
explanations are principles held dear by positivists,
too, and are generally sought in order to enhance
content validity,

‘Reflexivity” is the term used by Hall and
Stevens (1991} for the recognition of the need to
incorporate the subjective value of the rescarcher’s



feelings and attitudes into consideration of the find-
ings. A word of caution is offered by Hammersley
(1992, p. 142), warning that “there is a danger of
various substantive values being smuggled in under
the disguise of the formal value of reflection.
Despite this. Koch (1994) notes that giving
sufficient detail of the researcher’s and participanis’
invalvement, together with existing knowledge and
beliefs, allows estimation of adherence to, or depar-
ture from the theoretical construct under investiga-
tion. Such concern is usually addressed as construct
validity, Although claimed as a eriterion for the new
concept of adequacy, reflexivity is really presented
as a means to the accomplishment of the existing
eriterion of construct validity.

Hall and Stevens (1991) view credibility, how-
ever, from a different perspective, For them a study
“is credible when it presents such Gaithful interpreta-
tions of participants’ experiences that they are able
to recognise them as their own.” They appear to seck
credibility in the eyes only of the participants rather
than external reviewers, though this is, of course,
compatible with the principle proposed above by
Hall and Stevens that what women say is inherently
valid. For much qualitative research, thers is hnle
possibility of finding a standard against which 1o
test the study findings and respondent validation is
utilized instead. In this, the respondents themselves
provide such a standard., What is apparently pro-
posed here is precisely that, and thereby criterion-
related validity is being sought.

Two more criteria of *honesty and mutuvality” are
held to relate specifically to feminist research, It is
assumed that women are inherently honest and able
to ignore the effects of being studied, and it is then
sufficient to treat women subjects as equals for “the
subjective validity of participants’ statements,
affects and behaviours™ to be preserved {Hall &
Stevens 1991). This appears to be an unsupported
assertion that women guard a self~evidently valid
construct of a given phenomenon, but in any case
admits concern for construct validity, This is rein-
forced by ‘naming’: since “a study on feminist prin-
ciples is adequate if the active voices of women
participants are heard in the research account” (Hall
& Stevens 1991). Although this is clearly no guar-
antee that the researcher heard, recorded or inter-
preted those wveices accurately., it once again
confirms the value of construct validity.

Hall and Stevens™ (1991) final criterion of *rele-
vance’, which asserts that research is mot valid if it
fails to further the struggle for women’s emancipa-
tion, is clearly not associated with the concepts of
validity outlined above, but may be a specific exam-
ple of what Hammersley { 1992, pp 72-77) refers o
as ‘relevance’. While the assumptions made and ter-
minology employed by Hall and Stevens are merely
examples of alternatives 1o traditional terms of
validity, it can be seen that there is no substantive
distinction in meaning or concern.

Rigour, reliability and validity in qualitative research

THE MEANSTO ESTABLISH
RIGOUR

Hammersley (1992, p. 67) suggests that there is
great confusion between criterin of rigorous
research and the means by which the criteria may be
evaluated in qualitative research. Onee disentangled
the more common of these include, for reliability,
audit of the decision trail and triangulation. For
validity, the means include self-description and
reflective journal-keeping: respondent validation;
prolonged invoivemeni; persistent observation; peer
debriefing; and triangulation.

Self-description and reflective journal

Reflection is an essential part of qualitative
research. Porter (1993) seces  reflexivity as
researchers reflecting on their own beliefs in the
same manner as they examine those of their respon-
dents, These beliefs and values are made explicit
and taken into account so that ‘rather than engaging
in futile attempis to eliminate the effects of the
researcher, reflexive researchers try o understand
them” {Hammersley & Atkinson 1995, p. 18).

Respondent validation (member
check)

Brink {1991 ) suggests the use of respondent valida-
tion {Bloor 1978) 1o ensure stability, Checking the
results on completion of data collection or of the
whole study with the respondents would, it is
alleged, meet the requirements of dinchronic relia-
bility (stability over time). However, significant
elements of raw data are made up of field notes,
observation of non-verbal signs, and recognition of
unconscious changes in tone and emphasis. These
may not be acknowledged or accepted later by the
respondent, Furthermore, even if validation is to be
undertaken at the end of the study the time lapse
involved is unlikely to be sufficient to demonstrate
stability in a meaningful way. Allermatively, sup-
posing that respondent validation were to be under-
taken two or three years after a study. it might be
expected to provide more security regarding the
stability of the findings. There would, however, be
considerable problems associmted with such an
attempt, such as respondent morbidity, lack of
access, and alteration of the respondent’s situation
and views, perhaps even as a result of participation
in the study. “Member check” has heen used an
alternative  term  for  respondent  validation,
However, while Schein (1987, p. 51) suggests that
this relates to researchers being able to pass them-
selves off as a member of the studied group
(accepted by Bloor { 1997) as one of three possibili-
ties), the most common understanding of this
would appear to be identical to the principles of
respondent validation as above. The accuracy of
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the findings is checked with members of the
studied group.

Both Hammersley and Atkinson (1995, p. 227)
and Mason (1996, pp 151-152) warn against plac-
ing too much faith in the results of respondent vali-
dation. The former note that ‘we cannol assume
that anyone is a privileged commentator on his
or her own actions, in the sense that the truth of
their account is guaranteed” (Hammersley &
Atkinson 1995, p. 229). Participants” memory may
fail, they may be unconscious of some of the
non-verbal clues that they transmit which forms part
of the data, or they may simply (consciously or
unconsciously) deny less altractive aspects of their
behaviour, Mason (1996, p. 147) adds that each
individual respondent has no true insight into the
experiences of other participants. Examples of all
of these problems are provided by Bloor (1997,
pp 41-48), who is emphatic that *member validation
is 8 many-splendoured thing, but it is not valida-
tion.” Hammersley and Atkinson { 19935, p. 230} con-
clude that ‘Such feedback can be highly
problematic. Whether respondents are enthusiastic.
indifferent. or hostile, their reactions cannot be
taken as dircet validation or refutation of the
observer’s inferences.’

A further issue relating to this is that respondent
validation is normally conducted by the researcher.
It might add strength to the process if the check
were to be undertaken by a third party. The difficul-
ties associated with this would be the lack of rappont
with the respondents (likely to affect their
responses), and the possibility of re-interpreting the
findings during the process. An imermediate posi-
tion might be for the researcher 1o present the find-
ings to the respondemis, either by telephone
follow-up to written details or by means of a simple
questionnaire, and then for a third party io under-
take analysis and companson with the study find-
ings. While this might go some way to answering
accusations of researchers sitting in judgement on
themselves, it would do nothing to address the main
problems highlighted by Hammersley and Atkinson
ot by Mason. While respondent validation may be a
useful addition to the means of assessing the rigour
of a study, the results, whether supportive or not,
must be treated with caution.

Prolonged invoiverment and persistent
observation

Kirk and Miller {1986, pp 30-31) argue that pro-
longed involvement in a community under research
enhances sensitivity *to discrepancies between the
meanings presumed by the investigator and those
understood by the target population.” Simply being
in the respondent’s environment enhances the likeli-
hood of their meaning emerging and being recog-
nised. It is a means 10 enhance validity, then, if the
researcher can spend a significant length of time in

contact with respondents individually and with the
topic generally, This allows time for emerging con-
cepts to develop and for potential implications 1o be
recognized. It also allows for more opportunities to
fest out tentative explanatiops. Guba and Lincoln
(1989, p. 237) recommend prolonged engagement
in order to build trust and overcome the difficulties
presented by perverse constrictions and misinfor-
mation on the part of respondents. Persistent obser-
valion enhances the effect of this involvement by
enabling the researcher “fo identify those character-
istics and elements in the sifuation that are most rel-
evant 1o the problem or issue being pursued and to
focus on them in more detail” (Guba & Lincoln
1989, p. 237}

Peer debriefing

Robson (1993, p. 404) briefly describes peer
debriefing as "exploring one’s analysis and conclu-
sions to a colleague or other peer on a continuous
hasis.” He sugeests that being explicit in formulat-
ing something for presentation to a peer fosters sub-
sequent credibility. However, this is the limit of the
explanation. Similarly, Holloway and Wheeler
{1996, p. 163) mention only that supervisors have a
key role wilh research students 1o ensure rigour in
their studies. Peer debriefing may be pursued in
numerous forms. One of these is w0 discuss the
emerging findings at intervals with knowledgeable
colleagues, a second to present and defend method
and findings at national research conferences, and a
third to present the findings and implications to
interested  groups. Review  with colleagues is
intended 1o stimulate consideration and exploration
of additional perspectives and explanations at vari-
ous stages of the process of data collection and
analysis. In particular, it is aimed at preventing pre-
mature closure of the search for meaning and pat-
terns in the data. Presentation at research
conferences is a recognized means of submitting
method and findings to other researchers so as to
attract and answer to critical comment. This is the
process which Hammersley (1992) refers 1o in his
discussion of levels of evidence to substantiate
claims to knowledge. Presenting findings and impli-
cations 1o interested users offers similar opportuni-
ties but with particular emphasis on the relevance of
the study.

Triangulation

Triangulation may take several forms, but com-
monly refers to the employment of multiple data
sources, data collection methods, or investigators,
In general, the purpose of this would be to reduce
the disadvantages inherent in the use of any single
source, method or investigator. Kirk and Miller
{1986, p. 30) note the usual concerns about avoiding
type | and type 2 errors, but introduce concemn for



“ype 37 errors since ‘asking the wrong question
actually is the source of most validity errors.”
Triangulation of method is held o be an effective
device to prevent this. However, Hammersley and
Atkinson (1995, pp 231-232) warn against the
assumption that triangulation provides evidence that
some data are true while other data is false.
Observations from differing sowrces or resulting
from different methods may well be observations of
a different phenomenon. This alteration may not be
immediately apparent. Although the new guestion
may not be *the wrong question’., it could well be a
differemt one. 11 it is accepted that there are horses
for courses,” suggests Bloor (1997, p. 38}, "and that,
for any given topic, there will be one best method of
investigation, then triangulation may be soid 10
involve juxtaposing findings gathered by the best
available method with findings generated by an
inferior method.” [n this, he holds that triangulation
may illuminate different perspectives on the prob-
lem but does not provide any test of validity. I there
is a place for triangulation, Hammersley and
Atkinson (1995, p. 232) emphasize that it should be
“a matter not of checking whether data are valid. but
of discovering which inferences from those data are
valid.”

Audit of the decision trail

This technique, first proposed by Sandelowski
(1986), involves the presentation of details of all
spurces of data, collection techniques and experi-
eneces, assumptions made, decisions taken, mean-
ings interpreted, and influences on the researcher.
This was nol an original idea, bowever, The notion
of honestly declaring the origins of value-laden con-
cepts and  publicly acknowledging potentially
rescarcher-centred perspectives was supported by
Myrdal (1970, p. 43). The purpose of declaring the
decision trail is to aflow others to decide on the
worth of the study by following the trial taken and
comparing it with their own conclusions made from
the same information. ft is a demonstration of the
degree to which the researcher has remained true to
the data and to the boundaries of the sample. There
is some obvious correlation between this and replic-
ability, the possibility of duplicating a study
determine if earlier resulls are repeated. The most
practical difference would appear to be that the for-
mer involves theoretical activity while the later
requires aciive repetition of the study in question.
Each tests whether assumptions are justifiable and
data collection has been undertaken rigorously and
reported accurately, However, Sandelowski’s pro-
posal allows for the uniqueness of each situation
and recognises the nature of the claim as one of a
perspective on rather than reproduction of the phe-
nomenon, Kirk and Miller { 1986, pp 55-56) include
the recording of field notes in this sort of strategy.
They note the importance of retaining socially

Rigour, refiability and validity in qualitative research

undesirable or irresponsible entries and distinguish-
ing verbatim respondent items from researcher
interpretations. The decision trail may be displayed
in the discussion of the method used (and particu-
larly issues relating to the sample), in the detailed
exposition of data analysis. and within the discussion
of findings.

CONCLUSION

There is a clear imperative for rigour to be pursued
in qualitative research so that findings may carry
conviction and strength. Reliability is a concept
applicable to qualitative studies without the need for
aligrnative terminofogy. While the catalogue of
existing strategies for assessment of reliability may
not normally be appropriate in interpretive studies,
reliability in interpretive work can be assessed and
presented using the existing terms but employing
different means. In most cases it will be exception-
ally difficult to demonstrate reliability. However,
this is to be expected. as perfect validity is the sole
guarantor of reliability. Validity has been found to
be the guintessential element of qualitative
research, sharing the same meaning and terminol-
ogy as traditional appreoaches, but bearing espe-
cially great significance. However, alternative
strategies for assessment and assurance of validity
may be required for such studies. Where existing
terms and concepis can be used without prejudice to
data and findings from qualitative studies alterna-
tives are superfluous and serve only to alienate
those with differing priorities or stances, For clarity
and utility identical terms and concepts should be
addressed. The need is not for new criteria or novel
terms but for different means of addressing existing
criteria.
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Responda as questées com base no texto intitulado
Rigour, reliability and validity in qualitative research.

O tema do estudo reportado no texto é

@ valorizacao da pesquisa qualitativa.

@ rigor na pesquisa qualitativa.

@ terminologia alternativa e rigor cientifico.
@ rigor nas pesquisas em geral.

@ qualidade e rigor na pesquisa cientifica.

No paragrafo 1, qual critério NAO é citado para defi-
nir o valor de um estudo?

@ Integridade das afirmacdes.
@ Coeréncia dos objetivos.
@ Solidez do método.

@ Precisdo dos resultados.

@ Integridade das conclusoes.

No segmento “It is the last of these which is chal-

lenged here” (§ 1), o segmento destacado serefere a
@ “dismissing any attempt to establish rigour” (§ 1).

@ “using existing terms and criteria in the tradi-
tional manner” (§ 1).

@ “using existing terms and criteria with modifica-
tion to their interpretation”{§ 1).

@ “rejecting traditional terms and criteria while
substituting new terms and criteria (§ 1).

@ “A variety of positionsis to be found” (§ 1).

o8

Nos paragrafos 2 e 3, os autores do texto apresen-
tam varias definicGes para confiabilidade. Associe
as colunas, relacionando a definicao a seu(s) res-
pectivo(s) autor(es).

1. LoBiondo-Wood ( ) Grau de corsisténcia ou
& Haber (1998) dependéncia com que um
instrumento mede um atri-

buto.

2. Polit &
Hungler {1995)

{ ) Grau de consisténcia com
3. Hammersley

ue ocorréncias sao atri-
(1992) .

buidas a mesma categoria

4. Mason (1996) por observadores diferen-

tes ou pelo mesmo obser-
vador em situagbes dis-
tintas.

() Padronizacao dos instru-
mentos de coleta de dados.

() Consisténcia ou constan-
cia de um instrumento de
medida.

Assinale a sequéncia correta.
(@4-3-2-1.
(b) 4-1-3-2.
(6)2-3-4-1.
(@) 3-2-1-4.
(&)1-4-2-3,



Sobre a confiabilidade, indique se os segmentos a
seguir estdo em acordo (A) ou desacordo (D) com
0 que apresenta o paragrafo 3.

() Ao se fazer perguntas idénticas a um informan-
te em diferentes oportunidades, verifica-se a
estabilidade.

() Consisténcia € a coeréncia das respostas de um
mesmo informante em dois instrumentos de
pesquisa diferentes.

() Ao se parafrasear uma pergunta em diferentes
momentos de uma entrevista, testa-se a equi-
valéncia.

Assinale a sequéncia correta.
@Db-A-D
b)A-A-D
()A-D-D

Sobre a validade, indique se os segmentos a seguir
estdo em acordo (A) ou desacordo (D) com o que
apresentam os paragrafos 7 e .

() Na pesquisa quantitativa, a vaiidade & ¢ grau
com que um instrumento mede aguilc que se
propoe a medir.

() Na pesquisa qualitativa, a validade permite de-
terminar até que ponto os resultados sao gene-
ralizaveis a todos os fenomenos.

( ) A validade de contetudo depende da amostra-
gem e da elaboracao do instrumento de coleta
de dados.

() A validade de critério é obtida ao se comparar o
instrumento de coleta de dados e os resultados
com um padrao estabelecido a fim de aferir a
correlagdo entre desempenho calculado e de-
sempenho real.

Assinale a sequéncia correta.
@AA-D-D-D
(b)A-A-D-D
(OOD-A-A-A

Assinale a alternativa cujc fragmento sublinhado
indica alto grau de certeza do autor em relagdo ao
que afirma.

@ “There is general agreement that all research
studies must be open to critique and evaluation”
(81).

@ “Failure to assess the worth of a study - the

soundness of its method, the accuracy of its
findings, and the integrity of assumptions made
or conclusions reached - could have dire
consequences” (8§1).

n

@ “These may be accepted without much concern
(88).

@ “The suggestion is that credibility is enhanced
when triangulated data concur, and that areas
where congruence occurs should be given
priority” (§13).

@ “Alternatively, supposing that respondent valida-
tion were to be undertaken two or three years
after a study, it might be expected to provide
more security regarding the stability of the
findings” (§21).

09
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Assinale o segmento que NAO inclui uma relagdo 16-
gica de CONTRASTE entre as ideias.

@ “The first two indicate the detached nature of the
researcher, while the third acknowledges the
active involvement of the researcher, but all
relate to confidence in data collection” (§2).

@ “While this may be acceptable for quantitative
methods, though Hammersley (1992) questions
even this, the non-standardization of qualitative
methods and the determination to seek greater
validity through retention of context makes it
impossible in qualitative work” (§3).

@ “Although efforts may be made to enhance a
study's reliability, in most cases the nature of the
data and the sample make this practically
hopeless” (§6).

@ “As suggested by Hammersley (1992, p. 67}, the
notable difference lies more in the means to
establish achievement of the criterion rather
than in the criterion itself. However, the assertion
of the need for a new criterion is accepted in a
fairly unquestioning manner in a number of texts
directed specifically at nurses (e.g. Holloway &
Wheeler 1996)” (§10).

@ “The suggestion is that creditility is enhanced
when triangulated data concur, and that areas
where congruence occurs should be given
priority” (§13).

10

Os segmentos destacados em “For them a study 'is
credible when it presents such faithful interpretations
of participants' experiences that they are able to

wr

recognize them as their own'” (§16) referem-se, res-

pectivamente, a

@ participants — Hali and Stevens — participants —
interpretations of participants' experiences.

@ Hall and Stevens - interpretations of partici-
panis’ experiences — participants — participants.

@ Hall and Stevens - participants — participants'
experiences — participants.

@ interpretations of participants' experiences -
participants — participants' experiences — partici-

pants.

'E‘ participants — Hall and Stevens — participants —
participants' experiences.

O segmento destacado em “This appears to be an
unsupported assertion that women guard a self-

evidently valid construct of a given phenomenon
(8§17) pode ser traduzido, no contexto em que é em-

pregado, por

@ um dado valor de um fendmeno valido e indiscu-
tivel.

@ um construto indiscutivelmente véalido de um da-
do fendmeno.

@ um dado fendmeno pertencente a um construto
indiscutivel.

@ um fenémeno pertencente a um construto indis-
cutivelmente valido.

@ um construto valido de um dado fenémeno indis-
cutivel.



A fungdo do segmento destacado em “Checking the
results on completion of data collection or of
the whole study with the respondents would, it is

alleged, meet the requirements of diachronic
reliability” (§21) é

@ atenuar o grau de comprometimento do autor
em relacdo ao que é dito.

@ estabelecer relagdo l6gico-semantica de condi-
gao-resultado.

@ sinalizar alto grau de certeza do autor em relagao
ao que é dito.

@ estabelecer relacdo légico-semantica de causa-
consequéncia.

@ esclarecer o sentido de um segmento menciona-
do anteriormente no texto.

Considere as seguintes afirmacbes sobre a técnica de-
nominada Respondent validation (§21}.

I - Busca confirmar os resultados carri os informan-
tes de pesquisa.

IT - Envolve problemas como dificuidade de acesso
ao informante e alteracdo do posicionamento do in-
formante.

III - Permite que outros pesqguisadores recuperem a
trajetoria de pesquisa, comparem suas conclusGes
com as do autor da pesquisa e, assim, decidam
sobre o valor do estudo.

Estdo em acordo com o texto

@ apenas L.

@ apenas II e III.

@ apenas I e III.

(&)1, eIl

(c) apenas I eI,

+
13

Qual das alternativas se refere a técnica denominada
Audit of decision trail (§27)?

@ Envolve o empreao de mais de uma fonte de
dados, mais de um metodo de coleta de dados ou
mesmo mais de um investigador.

@ Permite que o pesquisador observe a comunida-
de investigada por periode de tempo maior que o
usual.

©®

Prevé gue o pesquisador pondere sobre suas
proprias crencas a medida que verifica as cren-
gas de seus informantes.

=)

(

Envolve discutir os resultados e problemas de
pesquisa com colegas que tenham conhecimento
sobre ¢ tema.

®

Implica o registro de detalhes sobre o processo
de pesquisa e sobre as tomadas de decisao pelo
pesquisador.

O texto constitui um exemplar de um(a):
@ Artigo de revisao.

@ Artigo experimental.

@ Editorial de periddico cientifico.

@ Resenha académica.

@ Resumo académico.
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Relacione o nome de cada técnica (em Inglés) com o

beneficio que ela promove em termos de rigor na

pesquisa.

1. Self-description ( ) Reduz as desvantagens ine-

and reflective

journal (§20)

2. Prolonged

involvement

and persistent
observation

(§24)

rentes ao uso de uma unica
fonte, método ou investi-
gador.

() Permite que o pesquisador

entenda como ele préprio
afeta os resultados da pes-
quisa ao invés de tentar eli-
minar sua influéncia.

3. Peer debriefing () peduz as discrepancias en-

(825)

4. Triangulation

(§26)

tre os significados pressu-
postos pelo investigador e
aqueles que sao reconhe-
cidos pela comunidade in-
vestigada.

() Estimula o pesguisador a

considerar e a2 explorar ou-
tras perspectivas e explica-
cOes potenciais para os
dados.

Assinale a sequéncia correta.

2

1

3

2

Z

Qual alternativa sintetiza a CONCLUSAO (§28) a que
chegam os autores do texto sobre o tema?

®

-

®

O)

Para os autores, é imperativo que se busque
rigor na pesquisa qualitativa, mas, para isso, &
necessario propor terminologia aiternativa, uma
vez que a terminoclogia existente ndo parece
apropriada a todas as abordagens de pesquisa.

E necessario gue se busgue o rigor na pesquisa
gualitativa e, para isso, s autores defendem que
se usem oS mesmos conceitos de rigor ja exis-
entes, mas adotando-se meios diferentes para
se avaliar e garantir critérios de rigor.

Para que a pesquisa qualitativa garanta o mesmo
rigor adotado em pesquisas quantitativas, é
necessario ndo apenas propor conceitos especi-
ficos sobre o que determina o rigor cientifico,
como também estratégias para avalia-lo e
garanti-lo.

Existem termos e conceitos sobre rigor cientifico
que se aplicam tanto na pesquisa quantitativa
quanto na qualitativa e, portanto, os autores
consideram supérfluo investir em novos estudos
sobre rigor.

Os autores consideram que a validade é algo
inerente ao rigor na pesquisa qualitativa, mas
sua esséncia e significado ndo podem ser os
mesmos adotados em abordagens tradicionais.



