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Abstract

Research methods are not paradigm specific but should be selected on the basis of whether they fit with the purposes of an investigation.In the postpositivist, interpretive, and critical paradigms, both qualitative and quantitative data or a combination of these may be used without violating paradigm assumptions. Attention to the four basic issues of quality of the data, investigator bias, quality of the research process, and usefulness of the finding is necessary to produce valid research. Although researchers in each paradigm deal with these differently, combining strategies across paradigms may enhance the scientific value of a study and result in new methodologies to address the health needs of all people.


  During the past 10 years a multitude of diverse opinions concerning the development of a scientific body of nursing knowledge have been expressed. While nurse scholars and researchers generally concur that a scientific body of nursing knowledge is an important goal, there is little consensus as to what this body of knowledge should consist of, what qualifies as legitimate forms of "scientific" knowledge, or how this knowledge should be generated.

  Within the nursing literature extensive debate has emerged concerning the nature and role of a paradigm. [1-6] Throughout this discourse, important questions have been raised about the implications of embracing one paradigm over another and the possibilities of multiple paradigms coexisting. A consistent theme that has been raised is that the research methods chosen depend on the paradigmatic assumptions that guide a particular investigation. [7,8]

  This article extends the dialogue by challenging the notion that paradigms are method specific. Rather, the authors argue that although paradigms help to shape a study and provide a general approach to research, the methods are selected according to the specified purposes of the investigation; that there is an important distinction to be made between method and methodology; and that failure to acknowledge this distinction has resulted in a misguided and arbitrary polarization between advocates of qualitative and quantitative approaches to science.

  This discussion will begin with a brief overview of prevailing and emergent paradigms that have received attention in the nursing literature. The purposes and ontologic, epistemologic, and methodologic assumptions of each are incorporated into this presentation. Although there is no definitive list of paradigms, three will be considered in this article: the postpositivist, interpretive, and critical paradigms. To understand the implications of these paradigms for the generation of scientific knowledge, the authors draw on Harding's [9] distinctions between method and methodology. The ways in which it is possible to use different methods in each paradigm to meet research goals without violating paradigm assumptions will be considered.
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  THE POWER OF A PARADIGM

  In her book Doing Participatory Research: A Feminist Approach, Maguire shared the following excerpt from her personal journal:

  Opening the door to the office we shared, she found me at my desk, sobbing. She knew I'd had a meeting with one of my professors. Pulling her chair up next to mine, she asked, "What's wrong?" Through tears and sniffles I blurted out, "I don't understand what a paradigm is." She laughed softly. "You're crying because you don't understand what a paradigm is?" I nodded yes and continued sobbing." [10] (p1)

  The sentiment described by Maguire is a familiar one. However, the confusion is not surprising given the diverse and contradictory ways in which the term has been used in both the nursing and nonnursing literature. [2,5,7,10,11] Even Kuhn, [12] who is largely credited with demonstrating the relationship between paradigms and science, has acknowledged the inconsistent use of the term in his work.

  According to Kuhn, paradigm refers to the "entire constellation of beliefs, values, techniques, and so on shared by the members of a given community." [13] (p175) As used by researchers, the term generally implies a worldview and comprises a set of assumptions about the nature of reality. Although these assumptions are not always explicitly stated, they have considerable influence over the way knowledge is defined and pursued. The real power of a paradigm is that it helps shape, in very fundamental ways, what issues we choose to look at, how we look at these issues, what issues or concerns we consider worthy of pursuit, and what methods and approaches are preferred for investigation and action. Likewise, a paradigm influences what we choose to exclude, what we do not see. In essence, paradigms are based on a set of assumptions that help shape the form and purpose of any inquiry and provide the lens through which the results of the investigation are viewed and interpreted.
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  PARADIGMS AND NURSING SCIENCE

  In nursing, two paradigms-the postpositivist and interpretive-have been well received as guiding knowledge development. [14] As two distinct worldviews, these perspectives coincide loosely with Parse's [6] depiction of nursing theory as emanating from either the "totality" or "simultaneity" paradigm. Using Newman's [5] schema, the "particulate deterministic" perspective is closest to the original positivist orientation, the "interactive integrative" paradigm closely resembles descriptions of postpositivism, and the "unitary transformative" orientation is similar to the interpretive paradigm.
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  Postpositivist paradigm

  Although the postpositivist paradigm has its roots in the traditional science perspective of logical positivism, the assumptions of postpositivism are not the same as those of its predecessor and represent an attempt to respond to the many criticism of the previous approach. In Schumacher and Gortner's extensive discussion of the similarities and differences between these two paradigms, they point out that although the tenets of logical positivism are often used to critique the contemporary version of traditional science, in the human sciences the assumptions of positivism are "as dead as the philosophical movement." [15] (p2) Major contrasts in the assumptions of positivist and postpositivist paradigms are summarized below from previously published works. [15,16] For a more detailed description of these differences, the reader is directed to these sources.

  The postpositivist paradigm focuses on the discovery of a reality characterized by patterns and regularities that may be used to describe, explain, and predict phenomena. Based on the ontologic stance of critical realism, truth can be discovered only imperfectly and in a probabilistic sense, in contrast to the positivist ideal of establishing cause-and-effect explanations of immutable facts. The postpositivist emphasis on the conditions under which certain patterns occur contrasts with the focus of positivism on universal, context-free facts. Finally, a postpositivist approach rejects the dualist position of objectivity between the researcher and that which is to be discovered but continues to emphasize the need for control over environmental influences to understand the phenomena under study. [15,16]

  Although positivism limited scientific discovery to that which was observable through the senses, proponents of the postpositivist paradigm reject assumptions of an ultimate source of knowledge in favor of more diverse types of data. [15,16] Thus, the interpretation of what is considered to be "empiric" includes not only sensory experience but also perception of these experiences. In the processes of discovery, emphasis is placed on gathering a variety of forms of evidence as a way of falsifying hypotheses and, thus, providing support for a particular theory; this is achieved by confirmation of findings primarily through replication or triangulation. Accumulated evidence is therefore critically used to support and, when appropriate, develop and replace existing theories with new ones. [15,16]
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  Interpretive paradigm

  The second paradigm, typically referred to as interpretive, humanistic, or naturalistic, is more concerned with understanding the meanings give to social interactions by those involved. Although this paradigm is now an accepted worldview within the discipline of nursing, its affirmation is more recent than that of traditional, postpositivist science. Stemming from the ontologic position of relativism, reality in the interpretive paradigm exists as multiple, sometimes conflicting, mental constructions of everyday life experiences that are situation and context dependent. Thus, truth is both complex and alterable based on ongoing experiences and their meaning to the person. [1,7,16,17]

  Methodologically, interaction between the researcher and participant is necessary for discovering the meaning of these experiences, and this process itself contributes to the construction that is created. Using a process of comparison and contrast, the researcher seeks input from the participants to create a representation of reality by consensus that is more sophisticated than previous understandings. The progress of science is thus reflected by the depth, richness, and authenticity of these individual understandings. [16]
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  Critical paradigm

  In recent years a small but growing number of nurses have begun to posit various "critical paradigms" for nursing knowledge. [1,14,18-21] Knowledge derived from the critical theoretic perspective has been described variously as an alternate model of science, [14] as a third paradigm, [1] and as a branch of the postmodern or poststructuralist perspective. [2,22,23] The aim of research within the critical paradigm is the development of approaches that have the potential to expose hidden power imbalances and to empower those involved to understand, as well as to transform, the world. In this context, the term "empowerment" is similar to the concept conscientizacao described by Freire [24] in Pedagogy of the Oppressed. According to Freire, empowerment involves a process of being submerged in reality, critically reflecting on that reality, and moving to a state of active intervention, individually or collectively, to change the conditions of that reality. Implicit in this concept is the idea that as people learn to perceive social and political contradictions, they become able to take action against oppressive structures in their lives. As Freire observed, the essential task for critically oriented researchers is to encourage people to reflexively examine the everyday realities of their lives. Empowerment is, in essence, a process by which people come into their own sense of power, a self-emancipation.

  Guba and Lincoln [16] maintained that critical approaches assume that truth exists as a taken-for-granted reality that has been shaped by social, political, cultural, gender, and economic factors in an ontologic stance of historical realism, wherein these structures are the source of oppression of the participants. However, it can be argued that since the participant and researcher are linked in the simultaneous processes of discovery and action (ie, praxis), reality is also coconstructed and evolving. The values and beliefs of the researcher as well as the participant influence both the process and outcome of the inquiry. According to Freire, [24] praxis reflects one's consciousness within the world, which leads to understanding and change beyond the self.

  The use of critical theory in nursing research provides a context in which it becomes possible to go beyond the aims of description, explanation, and prediction (characteristic of the postpositivist perspective) and understanding (characteristic of the interpretive view). A critical nursing science provides a framework from which one may ask how social, political, economic, gender, and cultural factors interact to influence health or illness experiences.
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  PURIST VIEW OF PARADIGM AND METHOD

  The discussion of consistency between paradigm and method in nursing has been limited primarily to consideration of the two dominant paradigms. As articulated by Parse, [6] it is often assumed that adherence to the simultaneity paradigm necessitates the use of qualitative research methods, whereas a totality stance necessitates quantitative approaches. The presumed link between worldview and method is clearly evident in Leininger's [25] depiction of a "qualitative paradigm" and a "quantitative paradigm." The argument for the use of distinct methods in each paradigm is founded on the belief that paradigm assumptions provide clear direction in the discovery approach to be used. From this perspective, the postpositivist assumption that truth can be known only through observable, objective sensory data necessitates the use of quantifiable measurement. In contrast, the emphasis on the subjective, contextual meanings of a phenomenon to individual participants in the interpretive paradigm implies the use of qualitative approaches. Thus, the methods themselves are seen as extensions of paradigm assumptions and are therefore appropriate only for the paradigm in question. [8,25] The distinctiveness of each paradigm must be "understood, respected and maintained for credible and sound research outcomes." [25] (p101)

  The dualism created between the postpositivist and interpretive paradigms in the purist view has clear implications for the combination of quantitative and qualitative data. Because the assumptions of each paradigm are seen as incompatible with one another, the combination of qualitative and quantitative approaches is seen as a severe violation of the assumptions of both paradigms and a compromise position associated with less than rigorous research. [8] Leininger [25] cautioned that it is possible to "mix" research methods within but not across qualitative and quantitative paradigms. This stance is taken much more frequently by those adhering to the simultaneity paradigm. Postpositivists consider it appropriate to mix methods but clearly value qualitative data less highly or view such data as preliminary or as an adjunct to quantitative data.

  Missing from these polarized positions is a recognition of the potential contributions of studies based in the critical paradigm. Even some of those advocating a linking of qualitative and quantitative data have ignored the critical paradigm. Dzurec and Abraham stated that "all research is an effort to fulfill cognitive needs, to perceive, and to know." [3] (p75) This statement fails to recognize the critical researcher's effort to change the status quo and makes less useful an otherwise laudable linking of only two of the paradigm stances. There are remarkable similarities between the unitary-transformative paradigm and the critical paradigm also, and these have not been formally articulated. For example, some of the research and practice arising from the unitary-transformative paradigm extends to changing systems and structures, as well as intrapersonal and interpersonal change. [26] This thrust is often similar to the change orientation of the critical paradigm. Thus, although the identification of distinct paradigms has served useful purposes, it has also obscured some central issues, the most important of which is the difference between method and methodology.
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  METHOD AND METHODOLOGY

  In her discussion of feminist research, Harding [9] offered some relevant definitions. According to Harding, method refers to the particular procedures used to gather evidence in the course of research. Only three methods are used for this purpose in any research: listening to our questioning research participants, observation, or examining records. Each of these methods may result in quantitative or qualitative data depending on how they are used. Methodology pertains to a theory of how research is carried out, or the general principles about how to conduct research and how theory is applied. Epistemology is more broadly concerned with knowledge, one's beliefs about what constitutes legitimate sources of knowledge, what can be known, and who can be "knowers."

  Given Harding's position, the most significant limitation embedded in the purist stance is that it reduces the dialogue concerning fundamental paradigmatic issues to a debate over methods. [3,9] As Stanley and Wise observed, "methods in themselves aren't innately anything." [27] (p159) These authors added that although "positivist methods and world views are objectionable, sexist even,...what should be objected to about them isn't quantification or their use of statistical techniques." [27] (p159) In other words, to eliminate the use of quantitative methods because of legitimate criticisms about the way in which they have been used historically would be to eliminate a potentially powerful tool that can be used in many beneficial ways. What is more important than the selection of particular methods is the way in which these methods are used, the ways in which researchers interact with research participants, and the ways in which researchers attempt to represent the experience of research participants.
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  ALTERNATIVE VIEW OF PARADIGM AND METHOD

  As ways of collecting data, methods are not constrained by any particular paradigm, [9,28] and therefore, paradigm assumptions are neither upheld nor violated by the use of specific methods. What is critical is the use of methods that are best suited to meet the stated aims or purposes of the study. Thus, both "numbers" and "words," or the combination of these, may be useful in discovering knowledge in any of the three paradigms apparent in nursing. This position acknowledges the complementarity of quantitative and qualitative approaches in the development of nursing knowledge and extends Dzurec and Abraham's [3] premise that the process of scientific inquiry provides a link between these methods. As each of the paradigm stances continues to evolve, new methodologies will be created that address the goals of research within a particular paradigm.
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  Postpositivism and method

  The traditional reliance on quantitative methods and statistical analysis in the postpositivist paradigm has been related to the goal of prediction for a group and the ability to generalize findings to the larger population. Although an expectation for the use of quantitative methods has developed over time, paradigm assumptions do not in themselves contravene the use of qualitative methods to achieve the purposes of description, explanation, and prediction. The purist position that only quantitative methods may be used in this paradigm has no philosophic or historical basis; naturalistic observations have been used in traditional science for centuries and represent a "uniquely human form of data." [15] (p5)

  Postpositivist science aims to gather a breadth of empiric evidence to support or refute a theory. In recent years, the term "empiric" has come to mean more than directly observable sense data; it includes both perceptions and symbolic meanings that may be accessed through self-reports, stories, or observable behavior. [15,17] Thus, on the basis of paradigmatic assumptions about the nature of scientific evidence, both quantitative and qualitative data may be appropriate forms of information.

  Qualitative data may be extremely useful in achieving the research goals of description, explanation, and prediction in combination with quantitative data in a program of research or in a single study. Morse [29] referred to these two approaches as sequential and simultaneous triangulation. When viewed from the postpositivist perspective, triangulation of quantitative and qualitative data may help overcome the limitations of each and provide stronger support for a hypothesis than could be achieved with either method alone. If evidence to support a hypothesis is provided through diverse methods, the findings are more likely to be valid and not dependent on the method that was used; the strengths of each method help compensate for the weaknesses of the other. [30,31]

  Methodologic triangulation has become a fairly common approach in postpositivist research. The purpose of qualitative data is most often described in terms of providing confirmation or enrichment for quantitative study findings. The richness of qualitative data may be particularly useful in refining existing descriptions or explanations by revealing new insights into the phenomenon under study. This perspective implies that qualitative data are an adjunct to traditional quantitative methods but that "words" alone are not sufficient for the progress of science in this paradigm. However, a growing acknowledgment of the value of qualitative data as a partner to more traditional methods in this paradigm is clearly evident.

  Qualitative data are frequently used in the postpositivist paradigm as an initial step taken prior to conducting larger, quantitative investigations. Qualitative data may also enable the researcher to step back or interrupt a program of research to try to find new insights in an area where quantitative inquiry is not providing sufficient prediction or explanation or if an intervention is found to be without efficacy. This approach may be particularly useful when a line of inquiry is being extended to understudied or marginalized populations (eg, because of diagnosis, cultural background, or developmental stage). These uses of qualitative data are clearly preliminary to more "highly valued" enterprises, with the inquiry often described as a pilot. Content analysis is often used to develop a coding scheme or instrument that can be used in a more definitive quantitative analysis. An example of this pattern is evident in the use of grounded theory methodology in a new domain with insufficient theory or in an emerging area to develop a theory that would be later tested or used as the basis of an experimental intervention trial.
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  Interpretive paradigm and method

  Consistent with the goal of understanding individual experiences in context, the stories of participants have been regarded as the best way of capturing the richness and diversity of subjective experience in interpretive research. However, this position fails to consider the possibility that subjective experience may also be captured using quantitative data. A variety of quantitative measures have been developed that tap into individual perceptions of phenomena of interest to nursing. If these measures do indeed reflect some sense of subjective experience, their use as a way of describing individual variation does not violate paradigm assumptions. In fact, statistical analyses of repeated measurements of these phenomena using growth curve analysis along with interview data may result in deeper understanding of the variations in individual patterns over time.

  Although convention dictates the use of qualitative methods in interpretive research, there is evidence of scholars in nursing and in other disciplines experimenting with new ways of combining different qualitative approaches as well as qualitative and quantitative methods. Numbers may be used to complement, rather than compete with, qualitative data. For example, numbers may be useful in providing some sense of the frequency of patterns that emerge from qualitative analysis, thereby enhancing the goal of understanding. The data display strategies proposed by Miles and Huberman [32] provide a unique perspective on ways in which quantitative and qualitative data may be combined within the interpretive paradigm to meet research goals. The use of data matrixes that summarize qualitative themes, their frequencies, and the conditions under which these occur may enhance traditional qualitative analyses by placing these findings within a broader context.

  Numeric measurement of specific characteristics may also be useful in further understanding the characteristics of individuals who demonstrate different patterns of a particular phenomenon. For example, Knafl and associates [33] inductively developed the concept of family management style from in-depth interviews with families dealing with a child's chronic illness. To refine and contextualize the family patterns that emerged from the qualitative analysis, they examined the characteristics of families demonstrating each pattern using selective quantitative measures. The use of quantitative methods in this primarily qualitative study did not compromise the quality of the research. Instead, this approach provided new insights useful for refining and extending the concept of family management style.

  Another example of combining qualitative and quantitative data within the interpretive paradigm is the use of ethnographic data in cross-cultural research. Data from hundreds of ethnographic studies have been coded into a myriad of variables in such data banks as the Human Area Relations Files for use in cross-cultural quantitative analyses. Sophisticated statistical procedures are used to test hypotheses using these data. Anthropology as a discipline does not consider this to be a violation of its assumptions about the world or science.

  In both postpositivist and interpretive paradigms, it is possible to justify the use of quantitative and qualitative methods to meet the purposes of the research without violating paradigm assumptions. Constraints to this practice in each paradigm include well-established traditions involving a single method, issues of the best fit of methods with the research purposes, and the openness of the community of scholars operating within a paradigm to experiment with alternative approaches.
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  Critical paradigm and method

  As an evolving paradigm in terms of methodology, the traditions of a critical approach are less entrenched. The critical paradigm, therefore, provides a new avenue for exploring the use of multiple methods in research while offering the possibility of enhancing nursing science and practice through the processes of empowerment and political change.

  The critical theorist is more pragmatic about the use of methods, using whatever means of data analysis or presentation is most useful for changing the status quo. Yet the researcher from the critical paradigm uses certain methodologic strategies. [9,28] Thus, Reinharz [34] detailed a feminist experimental method and a feminist ethnography, explicating how the more traditional method would be transformed by the methodologic imperatives consistent with a feminist epistemology. Critical theorists have used a variety of methods, although linguistic analysis has been favored by those following Habermas. [35] Some action researchers, representing still another critical paradigm strand, use experimental designs combined with more innovative evaluation strategies that use both qualitative and quantitative data. [36]

  Researchers from the critical paradigm are at least as interested in how their data are used for social change as they are in the results from a purely scientific viewpoint. The critical scientist may use a combination of qualitative and quantitative data because it is the most persuasive to policymakers and to the public. Just as congressional committees prefer a combination of stories and numbers-that is, hearings with both "ordinary people" telling their personal stories and "experts" presenting testimony of statistics and generalizability-researchers often make their most compelling cases with similar combinations. These combinations may be from different studies, but the most persuasive approach uses both statistics and illustrative examples from the same study. Presenting findings from equally sophisticated qualitative analytic techniques strengthens the impact of findings from multivariate statistical analyses.

  The statewide mental health evaluation project by Cox and colleagues [37] is an example of a large and complicated research enterprise that was undertaken from the critical paradigm stance but contains elements that could be considered separately from the postpositivist perspective or from the interpretive paradigm. The project used in-depth patient and family interviews, chart reviews, and statewide data sets as well as a large research team from a variety of backgrounds. This was an example not so much of triangulation but of the use of three different data sets, three different methods, different research questions, and different methodologies all aimed at evaluation of a statewide change in providing patient care. The research met the scientific standards of all three paradigms and therefore was not challenged on the quality of science, and the results were used to enhance and support the continuation of the system change that was being evaluated.
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  ISSUE OF SCIENTIFIC RIGOR

  Although researchers operating in each of the three paradigms are combining qualitative and quantitative methods, the question remains, "Is it good science?" Morse [29] proposed that for research that combines qualitative and quantitative approaches to be valid, each method must satisfy the methodologic standards of the paradigm from which it is drawn. Consistent with the view that methods are paradigm specific, this approach sets up two parallel evaluation systems-one based on the criteria used to evaluate quantitative studies and the other grounded in scientific norms used by qualitative researchers. This perspective does not take into account research conducted within a critical framework, nor does it offer a way of dealing with problems created by differences in the methodologic rules of each paradigm when qualitative and quantitative approaches are used in a single study. For example, the rules for sampling in the postpositivist and interpretive traditions are clearly distinct and incompatible, such that in a single study, a researcher cannot possibly use both approaches simultaneously. Does this necessarily mean that the research is poor science?

  We contend that there are four basic issues that must be considered in evaluating the quality of any research: (1) quality of the data, (2) investigator bias, (3) quality of the research process, and (4) usefulness of the study findings. These concerns transcend paradigm boundaries and are therefore useful in each of the three paradigms under consideration.
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  Quality of the data

  In the postpositivist paradigm, quality has traditionally been assessed in terms of reliability and validity of the data and the measurement instruments. From the interpretive perspective, the quality of data is related to its trustworthiness. [38] Diversity of data sources and theoretical schemes is used by critical researchers in conjunction with "designs which seek counter patterns as well as convergence" [23] (p67) to yield high-quality data.
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  Investigator bias

  The interactivity of the researcher (interviewer) and participant is of issue, with the three paradigm viewpoints represented on a continuum from undesirable but inevitable to optimum. The postpositivist perspective holds that interactivity is a form of investigator bias that threatens internal validity by influencing the usual behavior of the respondent. Interactivity is avoided (controlled) as much as possible by using highly structured interview protocols, standardized instruments, physiologic measures, or undetectable observation. The interpretive position is that interactivity is not only inevitable but also sometimes very useful in gaining data (eg, use of participant observation or group members as investigators to best obtain the emic view) but needs to be acknowledged and minimized so as not to impose the researcher's viewpoint. [39] In the critical paradigm, interactivity is one of the most powerful and therefore potentially beneficial aspects of the research enterprise, and a dialogic interview style is preferred.
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  Quality of the research process

  Postpositivists attempt to ensure a rigorous process primarily by controlling for extraneous variables and dealing with threats to internal validity. In the interpretive paradigm, confirmability is most often sought through the use of audit procedures and validation of the study findings with the research participants, although some phenomenologists do not consider it appropriate to return to the participants for validation. [40] In the critical paradigm, the degree of change brought about as part of the research process is of primary importance. Lather referred to this as "catalytic validity" and suggested that this be judged by how much "respondents gain self-understanding and ultimately self-determination." [23] (p68) Change may include both system change (structural transformation) as well as personal change if this is part of the research aims.
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  Usefulness of study findings

  Postpositivists emphasize the degree to which the results obtained with a sample are generalizable to the population at large. When random sampling is not used, caution is taken in applying the findings and then only to populations with characteristics that are similar to those of sample participants. Although researchers using an interpretive framework aim to represent the subjective and often diverse views of individuals in their investigations, a rich description of the context and sample participants is sought so that transferability of the study findings to other contexts may be made. In the critical research tradition, usefulness is judged by the applicability of study findings to other areas of oppression. Care is taken to ensure that oppressed groups and their concerns are adequately represented in terms of sample composition, cultural sensitivity of the research, [41] and the interpretation of data within appropriate historical, ethnic, gender, political, and economic contexts. [16]

  When combining methods, researchers must address these four basic concerns for the research enterprise to be considered good science. Yet how those concerns get addressed depends on the paradigm of the study. The paradigm in which an investigation is situated clearly dictates the most important issues related to each of the four concerns. However, the rules for generating "good science" need not be rigidly adhered to. The scientific value of a study could be enhanced by considering strategies from the other paradigms if these are helpful in achieving the purposes of the study. For instance, postpositivists might consider validating their interpretation of statistical results with a subsample of participants as an additional part of their attention to validity. From the postpositivist view, the informant is not necessarily the best interpreter but is one source of ideas for explication. Similarly, Guba and Lincoln in 1994 added "catalytic authenticity (stimulates to action), and tactical authenticity (empowers action)" to their criteria for judging the constructivist paradigm, sounding very close to the critical paradigm. [16] Certainly, it is well recognized that all research needs to take into better account cultural and political contexts and avoid gender and ethnic bias and blindness to be considered good science.

  As nursing research moves into a poststructuralist era, there is more of a recognition that multiple paradigms are acceptable for research and that rigid boundaries are limiting and often dictated by historical and political considerations rather than scientific or purely ontologic concerns. [2] Nursing researchers are finding that some of the insights from one paradigm can be useful for the conduct of investigations in the others. Paradigms influence nurse researchers' priorities, but their basic concern is the same: to produce good science that, at least ultimately, improves the health and well-being of people. Collaborative and interdisciplinary enterprises often include multiple research methods and methodologies as well as multiple knowledge backgrounds, resulting in dynamic changes in investigative approaches. [36] We are not arguing so much for "reconciling paradigm assumptions" [4] as for recognizing the value of other paradigm insights in developing new and evolving paradigm-directed methodologies. Nursing research can be on the forefront of developing methodologies that combine numbers and stories in novel and exciting ways to maximize understanding and the impact of the knowledge that is created, regardless of the paradigm perspective used.
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