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We’ve Come a Long Way...

® Academy of Management Journal, Administrative Science Quarterly, Human Relations, and
Organization Science currently have multiple editors whose primary area of methodological
expertise is qualitative

® Other major empirical journals in management and organizational psychology have either
qualitative editors or advisors

® 50 of the last 100 manuscripts published at ASQ included historical or other qualitative data

®Qualitative research continues to be impactful (Bartunek, et al., 2006; Rynes & Bartunek, 2015)
— and this year’s winner of ASQ’s Scholarly Contribution Award was a qualitative study (Carton,
2018).
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l.  How has qualitative research methods evolved in
organizational studies?

II. What are some critical issues moving forward?
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Setting the Stage

® Some decisions (e.g., where to start? what to consider?)
= 1979 ASQ special issue on qualitative research as starting point
Focused on work published in organizational outlets or by scholars working in business schools
Looked at all qualitative articles in ORM from founding until early 2024 (thanks Mary, Nitin & Shannon!)
Focused primarily on case studies, grounded theory, and ethnography

Made some decisions on what are considered “core texts” regarding those methods in adjacent fields (note:
we are relative newcomers to qualitative research compared with anthropology, education, and sociology)

®These decisions shaped by:

= Socialization and experience doing qualitative research in the U.S. — but | consulted with individuals outside of
North America on the ideas presented here

= Editorial experience (approx. 15 years as associate editor at AMJ and ASQ and decisioned over 700
manuscripts, mostly qualitative)
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Two Areas of Development

® How we think about “doing” qualitative research

® How we think about assessing “quality”
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Doing Qualitative Research




Two Main Areas of Progress

Translating and extending methodologies from
other areas

Focusing on issues typically not covered in depth
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1a. Existing Methodologies: Case Stu

® Core Text(s): Yin (1984) Case Study Research (though | would also recommend Stake (1995))

® Development Trajectory:

= Translation: Eisenhardt (1989) combines insights from Yin (1984) as well as insights from grounded
theory

= Further Development & Standardization: “Eisenhardt Method” (Eisenhardt, 2021) applied in template
fashion (Langley & Abdallah, 2011)

= Pushback: calls for more creativity (e.g., ORM special issue Kohler & Lambert, eds. 2022)
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1b. Existing Methodologies: Grounded
Theory

® Core Text(s): Glaser & Strauss (1967) Discovery of Grounded Theory: Strategies for Qualitative
Research—and later iterations of grounded theory (e.g., Charmaz 2014, Glaser 1992, Strauss &
Corbin 1998)

® Development Trajectory:

= Translation: Locke’s (2001) Grounded Theory in Management Research (see also Martin & Turner 1986,
Suddaby 2006, Turner 1983).

= Further Development & Standardization: “Gioia Method” (Gioia et al., 2013) is applied in template
fashion (Langley & Abdallah, 2011)

= Pushback: calls for more creativity (e.g., ORM special issue Kohler & Lambert, eds. 2022)

Pratt 2024 ©



1c. Existing Methodologies: EthnOgraph«

® Core Text(?): Spradley (1979) The Ethnographic Interview

® Development Trajectory:

= Lack of standardization “there is still not much of a technique attached to ethnography despite the last
twenty years of trying to develop a standard methodology” (Van Maanen, 2010, p. 251) (cf., Pratt, 2023)

= Pushing methodological boundaries either by focusing on particular dilemmas or challenges in using
the method, or by drawing upon new technologies that allow ethnographers to gather new types data
(e.g., video) and change ethnographic practices in new ways (e.g., no longer single research at single
site — see Marcus, 1995; Smets et al. 2014; Jarzabkowski et al. 2015)
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2. Contributions to

+ What are my ontological and epistemological assumptions?

A re a S C O I I I I I l O n a C rO S S :x:::\is[:]i;:;::?:emﬂi::ll{z:iamtoanswer _,-"L_
my RQ (need access)? {_ '\l
the Research Process™ f":351‘:s;:z*'::Lﬁ;sz?ﬂ:::i:;";?am

| "l Does my data collection

\+ or analysis suggest
®Focusing on issues typically not covered in depth Collcting data ! b
(e.g., designing research questions, gaining access) to g alogalisisarir iy NS i
help make implicit craft knowledge more explicit ) ot e et
o
®Thinking more deeply about coding (not just “NOW  pusymspssaaes 1/
to” code) and how to move from analysis to fetdmnated f, | AR (it ol o faoreng

“~....| + What analytic approaches are needed to answer my RQ

th eo rizi ng (e . g ., a bd uct | on ) (e.g, case, grounded theory, ethnographic, bricolage)?

\
S What coding practices are needed to answer my RQ
oge e L “- ” (eg, line-by-line or larger ‘chunks"to code)?
®Writing and publishing (“induced” lessons) ol Inore oy ity emegng o

(2.9, induction, abeluction, discovery)?

AR

®Carving out new (or relatively new) areas e
= Process theorizing (not exclusive to qualitative) e | Eﬁgi;ecf:n'zzﬁ?ﬁ;s
+ Given myemerging theorizing, what theoretical |~ process thus far?
- VideO & dlgltal eth nogra phles? conversation(s) am | engaging with (framing)? I

« How will | write up my article
(2.9, realist, confessional, impressionist tales)?

Figure |

Asstylized overview of the qualitative research process: iterative phases and questions to address within each.

* From Pratt (in press), On the Evolution of Qualitative

Methods in Organizational Research, AROPOB Pratt 2024 ©



What We
Have

Accomplished*

Table 1 Ewvolution in how we do research

Area of contribution

Description

Ilustrative example(s)

* From Pratt (in press), On the Evolution of Qualitative

Methods in Organizational Research, AROPOB

Designing research and
collecting data

Research questions

Alvesson & Sandberg 2011, 2013; Pratt 2015

Comparative research design

Bechky & O’Mahoney 2015

Case replication logic

Eisenhardt 1989, 2021

Qualitative restudies/reexaminations

Kéhler er al. 2023, Prate ec al. 2024

Managing difficult informant dynamics (e.g.,
withdrawal, resistance)

Dundon & Ryan 2010, Thorpe 2014

(Gaining access

Feldman et al. 2004, Petcca-Harris et al. 2016

Global and team-based multisite ethnography

Jarzabkowski et al. 2015, Smets et al. 2014

Collecting observational dara

Pratr & Sala 2021

Darta collecdon via video

Gylfe et al. 2016, LeBaron et al. 2018

Immersion in the field

Dumont 2023

Role identity/researcher stance

Bolade-Ogunfodun et al. 2023, Cunliffe &
Karunanayake 2013

Video and digital ethnography

Akemu & Abdelnour 2020, Hassard et al.
2018, Jarrett & Liu 2018, Smets er al. 2014,
Whiting et al. 2018

Analyzing (including coding)
and theorizing

Abduction

Bamberger 2018, Behfar & Okhuysen 2018,
Locke et al. 2008

Coding and analysis practices

Grodal et al. 2021; Locke et al. 2015, 2022;
Pract 2023

Analyzing process dara

Langley 1999, Langley & Ravasi 2019

Member checks

Locke & Velamuri 2009

Translating and extending grounded theory
for organizational studies

Gioia et al. 2013; Locke 1996, 2001; Martin &
Turner 1986; O'Reilly et al. 2012; Suddaby
2006; Turner 1983

Translating and extending case studies for
organizational studies

Eisenhardt 1989, 2021; Hoon 2013

Translating and extending ethnography for
organizational studies

Prate 2023

Pushing back against overly narrow views of
cases, grounded theory, and methodological
templates

Locke et al. 2022, Mees-Buss et al. 2022,
Piekkari & Welch 2018, Pratt et al. 2022,
Welch et al. 2011

Writing and publishing

Ethnographies Van Maanen 1988, Zilber & Zanoni 2022
Case studies Gibbert & Ruigrok 2010
General Bansal & Corley 2012; Golden-Biddle &

Locke 1997; Jonsen et al. 2018; Kohler
2016; Langley & Klag 2019; Pratt 2008,
2009; Rockmann & Vough 2023

Green = focused primarily on case studies; yellow = focused primarily on ethnography; blue = focused primarily on grounded theory.
} ¥ } ¥ } ¥



Taking Stock: Doing Qualitative Resea

® From map to territory -- foundational texts lacked the specificity needed, especially as
gualitative research moved into the mainstream and away from more idiosyncratic, craft
knowledge

® Standardization vs. creativity -- codification has lead to standardization and pushback to allow
more diversity and creativity in how qualitative research is done (see JOM special issue)

= Methodological bricolage

" |ncreasing number of methodologies used
= Technology
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Assessing Quality




—oundations™

Building on and Questioning

® As with “doing” qualitative research, initial
forays into quality built upon work in other
areas.

® Two particularly influential texts are:
= Yin (1984) Case Study Research
" Lincoln & Guba (1985) Naturalistic Inquiry

® Currently a highly contested area in
qgualitative research

* From Pratt (in press), On the Evolution of Qualitative

Methods in Organizational Research, AROPOB

Table 2 Traditional means of establishing trustworthy qu.LJil.zLi\L research

Meibod/approach

Arsetrmient

Defining guestion

Iifuserative practice

Case studies/positivism
(Yin 1084)

Conseruce validisy

Can the dasa be verified® Thisisa
qualicy of the daza, not che
MVCSCIZINT,

“Use mubiple souroes of evidence;
establish a chain of evidence; have
key informants review drai” (p. 34)

Internal validiey

Is there 3 causal relacionship berween
variables or construces?

*Do parem-marching: do
explanason-building; sddress rival
cxplanasions; use logic models™
34

External validiey

Can findings be generalized and w
what domain?

=Use theory in single-case studics; use
replicasion Jogic in muleiple case
stddies” (p. 34)

Relabiliey

Can 1t be rephicased across coscs in
the seudy?

“Use case seudy prowocol; develop case
sty daeshase™ (p. 34)

Naturalistic inguiry
(Lincoln & Guba
1985)

Later reconsidered

Credibility

Tt what degree has the investigawor
given voice to the different
constructions of reality found in
onc’s dea? Credibilicy is assessed
by those one has sudied.

“Prolonged engagement” (p. 301);
“persisecnt observation” (p. 304);
riangulation (c.g., different daza
sources, methods, mvestigaoors,
exc.); “peer debriefing” (p. 30B);
“negative case analysis” (p. 309);
“referensial adequacy” (p. 313%
“member chedks™ (. 314)

Transferability

Is there conwextual similanity beeween
the context one is studying and
other contexes® The burden of
proof for such 3 comparisan lics
with those who want to Complarc
findings o ocher contexts more
than with the original investgasor.

Providing 3 lot of deeals (e.g
description) w0 "show™ not “wll” the
reader the findings

Dependablicy

Has the invesagator aken into
account “both factors of inssabilicy
and factors of phenomenal or
design induced change™ (p. 208)

All the pracoces of credibuliey phis
“seepwise replicasion” within the
dazaset (. 317) and “inquiry
p.3

Confirmabilisy

Was there 2 process for verifying the
daza® Confirmabiliey is a
characeerisec of the dac, not the
VSO,

Ineuiry sudiv; eriangulavion; *reflexive
journal™ (p, 319y “audic erail”
(p. 319); “audit pmcess” (p. 320)
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Reconsidering Quality

® Interpretivist researchers, in particular, have been at the forefront of articulating quality
criteria that are not direct analogs found in positivist research

® This articulation has been challenging since there are different types of interpretivist
researchers (amos & silk, 2008):

= Quasi-foundationalist — quality is inherent in the techniques one uses
= Nonfoundationalists — quality is inherent in intent (right moral reasons)

®O0ne challenge for many (especially the quasi-foundationalists) is to acknowledge the
limitations of objectivity but not succumb to relativism

® Another challenge is how to communicate quality
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What We Have Accomplished

e Although much qualitative research continues to draw upon
foundational texts for legitimation, at least two trends have
occurred:

1. Standardization/ “templates-in-use” (isennardt, 1989, 2021; Gioia, et al., 2013 >
Langley & Abdallah, 2013)

2. Articulating new criteria (sometimes induced from published
research) that fit with different ontological and epistemological
assumptions

Pratt 2024 ©



What We Have Accomplished*

Table 3 Evolution in how we assess qualitative research

Assessment

Defining questions/defnidons

Source

Convincing

Awuebersicey: That the author was “there” in the ficld and was genuine
e the experience (i.e., did noe do violence o experience)

Plgusibidicy: Docs the academic andience =huy™ &t in dhat it (9) makes
sense and (F) makes a coneribudon®

Crininaliey: [Does it make you rechink your assumpeions aboue che field
OF your own works

CGolden-Biddle & Locke
1993: “Appealing work:
amn investigacion of how
cthnographic texes
convince™

Table 3 (Comtinned)

Assessment

Defining questions/definitions

Source

Truth as intendonal
Ffulfillment

Cromemuricasive validiey: Perceived ful@llmenes cssablished by (o) a
commaumisy of interprewadon and dialogical conversation in dasa
collection, (F) coherent interpresations, and {¢) discussing indings
with academic peers and pracridoners

Pragmeesic validiey: Viewing fulfllment in pracedoes in che ineerview
process (e.g., deliberately misunderssanding) or via
obscrvatons/participan: observasion

Tremsgresive validity: Showing the indeterminase nasure of fulGllment:
dhrough such ochmigques as booking for conradictons and ambdgwicy

Refighilicy: Are the procedures for producing eruch dhemsclves
eruszwordhys Achieved by fossering one own “inserpresive
awarcness”

Hanidberng 2005, po 59: *How
dio we justfy mowledge
produced within
ineTpretive approaches ="

Rigor

Logial comsistency: () Methodological coherence—consiseency of
ontological, empirical, 2nd methodological assumprions with medhod
and theoretical claims; 2nd (F) logical coherenoe—the cxtent
which there zre explicit logical links provided in 2 manuscripe that
lead from dats eo theoretical presuppositions, o candidse
theoresical frameworks, and wo aceual sheoretical inferences” (p. 244)

Imferemae of whe bere explamasion: (3) Considering multiple explanations,
(#) “contrastive ressoning” (p. 243}, and {f) convergence of likeliest
and lovelies: explinations

Harley & Comelissen 2022:
“Rigor with or withoue
wemplates? The pursuiz of
methodological rigor
rualitstive rescarch”

Walidarion

Frbion! valideeiors: Is one’s invesdgasion uscful o those soodieds

Swbsransive validation: Has the rescarcher mken effons o reflece on
dheir own bizses dhroughom she research process (e, design,
collection, analysis)?

Resegrcher gualiny: Has the rescarcher made a ®valid interpresdion of
their eopic™ (See also minimizing “violence w0 experience™)

Leivch et al. 2010, p. 74:
“The philosophy and
praceice of interpresive
rescarch in
entreprencurship: gquality,
validasion, and truse”

Convincing

Confidene, clegy, and condid yhesoric: “D¥ifferene narmasve seyles (from
highly personalized oo visual, vo realist) thar clegandy combine both
jourmney and rnesulting theory. . ™ (p. 33)

Solid @nd erensparen: merbodologiond o) ap: “Adhesion to canons
(e, in the basic Aow from ineroduction to problem smaement,
meshads, daza, discussion, and conclusion) on the one hanad, and
deviarion from them om the other hand. . .7 (p. 33)

Comepeliing, Foeky aurbenviciey and energy- nergy in narrating the
micanders of (pardculanized moments in) the everyday realidges
encountered in the ficld and conveying bodh the rich cognidve and
emodional prooss of immersion and the synchedcally substantiaeed
dheorics—and clegandy oscillates berween them™ (po 33)

Seromg reffexivizy: “Reflexivity in verms of dhe writing 25 2 cognitive
process designed o reflece and relate oo the readers” worlds, ver
asymmetrical enowgh to amerace the awdicnoe full asendon and
scrusny” {p. 33)

Temch of imrginaion, some brove abduwcoive Eaps: “A truste in onc’s mind,
inszinces, and inzuibon to rigger generative, msighoful momenes; the
sxracionsness o umderstand and value such momenss no: merely as
introspeceively sasisfactony, bur 35 daw in cheirown righe, and,
conjecuared from them, novel skewches of secing and organizing the
waorld” (p. 33)

Jomsen e al. 8:
SConvincing gualitadve
rescarch: Whae
COTSEEIEES PETSIasive
writings™

Interpresive rigor

Dasg-imeerrogaeing bewrizeics: “What is really going on here?” E.g., “dats
problematization, .., focusing on breakdowns and clues™ and
“skepeicism towards dasa” (p.421)

Theory-generaeing bewrisnis: “What docs this mean in theoretical
terms?" B, “cyle of posing, verifying, rejectng thoughe wrials, wo
produce plausible theories™ and “skepeicism wowards theoretical
imerpresations” (p.421)

Plannihiliey besriseicr: “How mighe I be wrongs" E.g., “theory
interrogation: focusing on conflicking evidence™ and “skepticism
towards scicnufic credibility of theories™ (p.421)

Mees-Buss ex al. 2022
“From templazes wo
heurissics: how and why
w mowe beyond the Ginia
methodology”

Truseworthiness

Compesence: Do rescarchers know what they are doing® (externally
validated, such as citing appropriaee sources)

Integriey: Do the various methodological chosces and moves “6t
together”™ (e, showing timeline for longiuding] research)

Bemeoalence: Do the researchers show Adelity wo their dots? (e.p., not
doing violenoe w0 expericnee; long time in field, using long quotes)

Pratt ez al. 2022): “Moving
beyond wemplates: 2
bricolage spproach w0
conducting qualitative
research”

* From Pratt (in press), On the Evolution of Qualitative Methods in

Organizational Research, AROPOB

[(Comzirmed)

Pratt 2024 ©




Taking Stock: Assessing Quality

® Moving beyond criteria that are analogs to positivist quantitative criteria for all
qualitative research (e.g., reliability and validity)

®Quality should be assessed within the ontological and epistemological
assumptions of one’s methods

® Commonalities across efforts:
" Importance of transparency in all phases of the research process

= Importance of “triangulation” either to demonstrate consensus or differences

= Some agreement that good interpretivist research should reflect multiple
voices and not do “violence to experience”

Pratt 2024 ©



Taking Stock: Looking Back

e We have or are making progress in:

= Articulating parts of the research process that were not well-explored in the
traditions we borrow from

=" Thinking more deeply about analyzing and theorizing (process)
=" How we write
=" How we assess quality

But there are challenges ahead
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Part II: Looking
Forward B

Three Issues to Ponder
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Challenges

® Global proliferation of qualitative research
= Double translation problems

= Further challenges

® Threats to positivist social science
= Uninformed/ mindless application of ‘solutions’ to qualitative research (see Pratt, et al, 2020)

= Faulty research (handled via socialization of authors, editors and reviewers)
* Fraudulent research? (Is it a problem? If so, what is the scope? When could it likely happen?)

® Emergence of Al
= So many questions....

Pratt 2024 ©



Some questions involving Al

® Will researchers codesign their projects with Al, including sampling decisions?

®If we use Al to transcribe our interviews, do we know where that information goes, especially if the software uses
inputted data to influence Al machine learning? Could Al undermine confidentiality?

®How might Al influence the coding and analysis of data? Can Al “make sense” of the data for someone? How might this
work, and what assumptions should be in place when making these decisions? For example, would a researcher view an
interview text at face value and use Al to look for obvious patterns?

®Regarding the above, who might program Al to do this, and/or who might serve as experts in advising Al programming?

®Alternatively, if you believe that informants lie or do not know themselves enough to provide “truthful” answers, can a
researcher use Al to ferret out inconsistences, ambiguities, and “what isn’t being talked about”?

®How might Al affect the standardization-creativity tension?

®How might Al be used to fabricate data or possibly detect such fabrication?
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If you would like more detail on the topics | discussed today, please see
my forthcoming article that will be published in January:

Pratt, M.G. (2025) On the evolution of qualitative
methods in organizational research. To appear in the
Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and
Organizational Behavior.
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