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Résumé :

Cette communication examine la question de la iélitks recherches qualitatives dans diffé-
rents cadres épistémologiques, dont notamment daus€alisme critique et du constructi-
visme pragmatique.

Elle offre un panorama des paradigmes épistémalegidréequemment mobilisés dans la re-
cherche contemporaine en management et met eméeidles raisons pour lesquelles certains
types de méthodes de recherche qualitative soptésla la conduite de recherches dans cer-
tains cadres épistémologiques alors qu’ils ne @ament pas a d’autres. En outre, pour
chaque tradition épistémologique considérée, aunsnan type de méthode qualitative adapté
a la conduite de recherches dans cette traditiomiesen exergue a des fins illustratives.

Les explications apportées concernant la maniéssdrer une cohérence entre méthodes de
recherche et cadres épistémologiques constituentrafeeres utiles pour se repérer dans le
maquis des différents types de méthode et dessdpeiceptes methodologiques pour con-
duire des recherches qualitatives rigoureusespdiBfes dans la littérature. La communica-
tion offre également diverses indications précaestinées a aider le chercheur a prendre des
décisions mutuelles cohérentes tout au long d'wjepde recherche qualitative, a partir du
démarrage du projet jusqu’a la publication desltétsu

Mots-clés :recherche qualitative, validité, cadre épistémajagi réalisme critique, construc-
tivisme pragmatique



“Underlying any form of research is a philosoplfiycience (...). Itis
better to choose a philosophy of science thanherinone by default.”
Van de Ven (2007, p. 36)

Introduction

Even though the amount of qualitative researchdoperformed has soared over the last forty
years, few qualitative papers end up being pubdishetop tier academic journals. For in-
stance, only 22 case-study based papers were Ipedblisetween 1995 and 2000 in AMJ,
ASQ, and SMJ (Gibbert et al., 2008). Accompanyimg development of qualitative research
has been criticism concerning its rigor (Gibberalet2008; Pratt, 2009). These critiques have
generated reflections on how to improve qualitatresearch quality which, in turn, has
sparked numerous contributions on how to rigorousigduct qualitative research. For in-
stance, Avenier & Parmentier (2012), Dialogical Met; Charmaz (2006), Gioia (1994,
2010, 2012), Glaser (2004),Grounded Theory; De®ihincoln (2003a, 2003b), Silver-
man (2011), Qualitative Inquiry; Lincoln & Guba @%, Naturalistic Inquiry; Denyer et al.
(2008), Pascal et al. (2013), Design Research;nkaésdt (1989, 1991), Yin (1989/2009),
Case Study; Schwartz-Shea & Yanow (2012), Intengetsearch design.

As noted above, a great variety of methods ardablaiincluding single case study, compara-
tive cases study, grounded theorizing, interpredivelies, design studies, etc. This diversity is
a source of richness, but it is also a source afusion when it comes to deciding how to
conduct a qualitative research project in practitere are a few examples of confusions that
are frequently cited: mimicking quantitative resda(Pratt, 2009); inappropriately mixing in-
ductive and deductive strategies (Pratt, 2009)takisg descriptive studies with grounded
theorizing (Glaser, 2004; Suddaby, 2006); mixinglglines offered by various authors (such
as, in an example cited by Pratt (2009), strivimgantrol for variance in an inductive narra-
tive study). These confusions are often prejudiciaksearch internal consistency and, conse-
guently, to the soundness of research results.

This variety of methods is also a source of diffigwvhen it comes to evaluating qualitative
research (Pratt, 2009), because of the lack otiatiah standards it generates. This absence of
evaluation standards stems not only from the dityeo$ methods but also from the variety of
epistemological frameworks in which these methaishe carried out (Gephart, 2004 ; Lang-

ley & Royer, 2006 ; Pratt, 2009; Yanow, 2006). ledeany research project takes place with-
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in an explicit or implicit epistemological framewo(Van de Ven, 2007). If the research
method mobilized is not consistent with the redeamistemological framework, the research
results will be limited and superficial (Gephar®02), if valid at all. However, scholars who
develop research methods do not always explicplgcgy the epistemological framework
with which their method is consistent. Becausehas tack in practice, it is fundamental and
practically useful to investigate and clarify transistency between research methods, quality
criteria, and epistemological assumptions (GepRl@f4; Langley & Royer, 2006).

This is the purpose of this current paper. Moreigady, it aims at offering landmarks that can
help researchers find their way around various kioidmethods and guidelines for doing rig-
orous qualitative research. These landmarks fordaer which specific method can be im-
plemented in a particular qualitative researchqmopre based upon explicitly setting forth
the relationships between epistemological framegjasearch methods, and quality criteria.
The paper is organized in four parts. In the fiatt, we examine various classifications of the
epistemological frameworks frequently mobilizedcontemporary research. Then we discuss
more thoroughly the one retained in this papercivliomprises the post-positivist tradition
and the four epistemological paradigms associati#u evitical realism, radical constructiv-
ism, interpretivism, and constructivism as conceafited by Guba and Lincoln. In the second
part, we discuss the particular meanings thatwlefindamental principles of research quali-
ty — namely reliability and validity — take on ihese five epistemological frameworks. For
each of them, we also provide at least one exaoiptesearch method consistent with it. In
the third and fourth parts, we successively disthisgheoretical findings of this methodolog-

ical investigation and the implications for (resdgrpractice.

1. Founding assumptions of contemporary epistemologit@aradigms

Referring to Piaget’'s (1967) definition of epistdogy as “the study of valuable knowledge
constitution”, we define an epistemological framekvas a conception of knowledge relying
on a set of mutually consistent founding assumptiatative to the subjects that epistemology
addresses. Hence these assumptions concern wivelekige is (epistemic assumptions), how
it is elaborated (methodological assumptions), how it is justified. Most epistemological
frameworks also rely on founding assumptions tleatcern what exists (ontological assump-

tions).



To date, there is no general agreement among sshaiahow to classify the epistemological
frameworks frequently mobilized in contemporaryei@sh in management sciences. A tradi-
tional classification relies on a dualistic paditi between positivism and anti-positivism
(Wicks & Freeman, 1998). Other classifications idgiish between foundational, quasi-
foundational, and non-foundational epistemologitameworks (Amis & Silk, 2007); be-
tween various currents within interpretivism andgtpositivism (Cunliffe, 2011) in an updat-
ing of Morgan and Smircich’s (1980) typology; beemepositivism, post-positivism, critical
theory (and related theorizing), constructivismytipgatory inquiry (Guba and Lincoln,
2005); and between logical positivism, relativispnragmatism, and realism (Van de Ven,
2007). In the latter classification, Van de Venttier distinguishes two different traditions
within realism, namely scientific realism and «di realism.

Amidst this lack of consensus, there exist a nundbepistemological frameworks that rely
on explicitly stated founding assumptions thatratgually consistent and shared within vari-
ous communities of researchers (Avenier & Gavande®e2012). Hence these frameworks
constituteepistemological paradigms using the term “paradigm” in Kuhn’s sense of “the e
tire constellation of beliefs, values, techniquasg so on, shared by the members of a given
community” (Kuhn, 1970, p. 175). These epistemalabparadigms are those of logical posi-
tivism as developed within the Vienna Circle, cali realism (Baskhar, 1978), radical con-
structivism (Glasersfeld, 1984, 2001), interpretimi (Sandberg, 2005; Yanow, 2006) and
constructivism as conceptualized by Guba and Lm¢b989, 2007).

In this paper we will refer to this last classifioa rather than those previously cited, for the
following reasons. Anti-positivism does not in ifsonstitute an epistemological framework.
The various currents that Cunliffe (2011) singleswithin interpretivism and postpositivism
do not include the critical realist and pragmatastructivist frameworks, two epistemologi-
cal frameworks that have been more broadly diffuseer the past 10 years. Guba and Lin-
coln’s (2005) typology brings together theoriesknbwledge (like constructivism), research
methods (like the participatory paradigm), and ipatar ways of studying phenomena (like
critical theorizing that, as Guba and Lincoln (2005212) point out, can be conducted in var-
ious epistemological frameworks, particularly psst, post-positivist, and constructivist
ones). Besides, in their presentation of constriscti Guba and Lincoln omit discussing Gla-

sersfeld’s view that differs substantially for thewn view. Critical realism and pragmatic
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constructivism do not fit any of Amis and Silk'sO@7) categories. Finally, Van de Ven’s
(2007) classification does not distinguish betwaga fundamentally different traditions in
relativism, namely that which posits ontologicdateism — Guba and Lincoln’s (1989, 2007)
constructivist paradigm — and that which does msttpontological relativism — Glasersfeld’s
radical constructivism (1984, 2001).

Logical positivismstricto sensu is no longer mobilized in management research rfferel
Gavard-Perret, 2012). However, most contemporagaieh in management sciences is car-
ried out in anepistemological tradition that originated in logical positivism and is oftkn
beled post-positivist or modernist (Boisot & McKey 2010). As shown in the first column
of Table 1, this epistemological tradition encompasses de/@isws on knowledge and on
how to justify its validity like that of Popper (@leart, 2004) and of scientific realism
(McKelvey, 1997; Hunt & Hansen, 2010). This tramlitidoes not constitute an epistemologi-
cal paradigmper se because the various views developed in this toadiire not mutually
consistent. For instance, a research project aimirntpeory-building carried out inductively
from a multiple cases study in a post-positivigwiof science is not compatible with a Pop-
perian framework since Popper disallows inductids.another example, the statistical tech-
niques used in scientific realism for testing hyyasies are not compatible with the assumption
of complex ontology frequently made in managemesearch. Indeed, these techniques rely
on Gaussian probability distributions. Those argebdaupon an assumption of atomistic ontol-
ogy which is not compatible with an assumption @plex ontology (Boisot & McKelvey,
2010).

The four last columns of Table 1 synthesize thenflimg assumptions of four solidly-argued
epistemological paradigms that have developed dimeanid 80’s. These founding assump-
tions are precisely discussed in (Avenier & Gavedret, 2012). Because of the increasing
diffusion of these four epistemological paradigmsmanagement research, we will concen-

trate on them in the current paper.

The presentation of this column is based on theudiions offered by various authors such as Gutha iacoln
(1989), McKelvey (1997) and Van de Ven (2007).
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Table 1: Founding assumptions and justification mods of alternative epistemological frameworks

Post-positivist epistemo-
logical tradition (Based
upon McKelvey, 1997 and

Van de Ven, 2007)

Critical realist epistemological
paradigm
(Bhaskar, 1978, 1998 a, b, & d)

Pragmatic constructivist epis-
temological paradigm
(von Glasersfeld ,1984, 2001; Le
Moigne,1995,2001)

Interpretivist epistemological
paradigm (Sandberg, 2005; Yanow
& Schwartz-Shea, 2006)

Constructivist epistemo-
logical paradigm in the
sense of Guba and Lincoln
(Guba & Lincoln, 1989, 2007)

Ontological
hypotheses

Epistemo-
logical hy-
potheses

Reality exists independently
from human attention.
There exists a unique immu-|
table “real-as-is”.

Real-as-is may not be fully
knowable (possible fallibility
of measurement instru-
ments).

Reality exists independently from
human attention: there exists a uniqu
but possibly evolutive “real-as-is”.
Reality is constituted of three over-
lapping domains, those of theal, the
actual, and theempirical.

Generative mechanisms (GMs) resid
in the real domain.

Observable events occur in the actug
domain.

Experienced events lie in the empiri-
cal domain.

The real domain is not observable.
Events (actual domain) are observa-
ble.

Experienced events (empirical do-
main) are knowable.

There exist flux of human experi-
ences

Human experience is knowable.
In the knowledge process, whateV
er stems from a situation is insepa
rably intertwined with whatever
stems from the inquirer.

The intention of inquiring influ-
ences the inquirer’s experience of
the situation.

Patterned human activity exists.
The agreed meanings about situatior]
constitute the objective, inter-
subjective reality.

Lived experience is knowable.

In the knowledge process, whatever
stems from a situation is inseparably
intertwined with whatever stems from
the inquirer.

Intentionality has a constitutive powe|
on the meaning of reality that appear
to us in our lived experience.

Relativist ontology: there exist
multiple socially constructed
realities not governed by any
natural laws, causal or otherwisq.

In the knowledge process, what-
ever stems from the studied situ
ation is inseparably intertwined
with whatever stems from the
inquirer.

Goal of the
knowledge
generation
process

Identify surface regularities
and patterns.

Possibly develop a systema-
tized structure capable of
both explaining and predict-
ing phenomena (Hunt,
1991).

Identify the GMs that are responsible
for the events and patterns of events
observed, as well as the manner by
which GMs are contingently activat-
ed.

Conceptualize researchers’ under
standing of their flux of experienc
es to offer actors functionally
fitted and viable landmarks for
thinking and acting in the world.

Describe how human beings make
individual and collective sense of
their particular world. Sometimes,
also understand how the processes d
meaning-making and engagement in
situations plausibly operate.

Build reconstructions of the
meanings that the various actor
give to the situation studied,
which sometimes coalesce
around consensus.




Post-positivist epis-
temological tradition
(Based upon McKelvey,

1997 and Van de Ven,

2007)

Critical realist epistemological
paradigm
(Bhaskar, 1978, 1998 a, b, & d)

Pragmatic constructivist epis-
temological paradigm
(von Glasersfeld ,1984, 2001; Le
Moigne,1995,2001)

Interpretivist epistemological

paradigm (Sandberg, 2005; Yanow
& Schwartz-Shea, 2006)

Constructivist episte-
mological paradigm in the
sense of Guba and Lincoln
(Guba & Lincoln, 1989, 2007)

Form of
knowledge

Representational con-
ception of knowledge.
Falsifiable statements

Representational conception of
GMs, and pragmatic conception 0
the manner they are activated.
Field testable statements concern
ing GMs and activable proposi-
tions

Pragmatic conception of
knowledge.

Activable propositions

Pragmatic conception of
knowledge from a variety of per-
spectives (critical action, emanci-
patory action...).

Thick descriptions and narratives

Knowledge viewed as in-
formed and sophisticated con
struction that must lead to
action on the part of partici-
pants.

Thick descriptions and narra-
tives

Reliability
Alternative
designations

Reliability of
measurements

Reliability of
the research
process

Repeated measure-
ments should yield the
same results

Explicitly describe how the empirical material wandlected and all the operations performed in i@tewith the empirical material.

Not applicable

Not applicable

Trustworthiness, Authenticity,
Credibility
Not applicable

Provide access to the research empirical matguiah uequest.

The specific ways of rigorously performing datalection and analysis depend on the epistemolo§iaalework chosen.

Trustworthiness, Authentici-
ty, Credibility
Not applicable

.../l... (continued next page)




Internal va-
lidity
Rigor

Rigor based upon the
precision, quantity and
variety of collected
data, as well as on
researchers’ neutrality
and objectivity.

Statistical generaliza-
tion

Consistency of the research design throughoutebearch process

Rigor in the argumentation of the
identified GMs’ explanatory pow-
er.

Abductive upward conceptual
generalization

Rigor in the argumentation of
the elaborated knowledge’s
functional fit and viability to
think and act in the situation
considered.

Rigor is epistemically and
pragmatically justified.
Abductive upward conceptual
generalization of flux of experi-
ences

Rigor of interpretive inferences,
which is justified via observations
and dialogues with the various
persons interviewed, and via re-
flective critique.

Possible bottom up conceptual
generalization

Specific attention to ethics
and to giving equal voice to
all actors concerned by the
study, and to bring to light
inconsistent and even con-
flicting findings.

Thick descriptions of the
diverse meanings that the
various actors give to their
world, and of the contextual
conditions of this meaning-
making

Post-positivist epis-
temological tradition
(Based upon McKelvey,

1997 and Van de Ven,

2007)

Critical realist epistemological
paradigm
(Bhaskar, 1978, 1998 a, b, & d)

Pragmatic constructivist epis-
temological paradigm
(von Glasersfeld ,1984, 2001; Le
Moigne,1995,2001)

Interpretivist epistemological
paradigm (Sandberg, 2005; Yanow
& Schwartz-Shea, 2006)

Constructivist epistemolog-

ical paradigm in the sense

of Guba and Lincoln (Guba
& Lincoln, 1989, 2007)

Principles
for justifying
external
validity

Falsification , corrobora-
tion (Popper, 1959)
Justification of external
validity via replications
(statistical hypotheses
testing, simulation...).

GMs’ explanatory power

Justification of GMs’ validity via suc-
cessive testing of the GMs’ activation
in the empirical field. This justification
can be performed via pragmatic testin
in qualitative studies and/or via quanti
tative methods.

Justification of external validity via
pragmatic testing of knowledge’s
functional fit and viability for inten-
tionally acting in the situations
considered.

This justification is carried out in
qualitative studies.

When conceptual generalization is
performed, there can be some pragm
ic testing in further qualitative studies

No generalization other than
descriptive generalization.

Examples of
qualitative
research
methods

(Eisenhardt, 1989, 1991)
(Yin, 2009/1984)
(Charmaz , 2006)

(Gioia, 1994, 2010, 2012)
(Glaser, 2004)
(Denyeret al., 2008)
(Pascakt al., 2013)

(Chanalet al., 1997 )

(Gioia, 1994, 2010, 2012)
(Glaser, 2004)

(Charmaz, 2006)

(Avenier & Parmentier Cajaiba,
2012)

(Dyer & Wilkins,1991)
(Sandberg, 2005)

(Lincoln & Guba, 1985)

(Schwartz-Shea & Yanow,
2012)
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The columns of Table 1 represent ideal-types. Widach ideal-type, there may exist diverse
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schools of thought that introduce various nuanceb sight differences in certain assump-
tions, like, for instance, in critical realism tlsatus of knowledge relative to generative
mechanism — representational for some authorsTigdag (2006) or pragmatic for other au-
thors like Denyeet al. (2008) and Pascal al. (2013).

The diversity of currents within the post-positivieadition generates richness. It also consti-
tutes a weakness because of the possible riskeafisistency within research projects carried
out in this tradition. One way to overcome this lesss would be to pursue work similar to
that done for the epistemological paradigms preskemnt the last four columns of Table 1.
Namely, single out a number of epistemological gagmas in this tradition, each of them be-
ing based on explicitly stated and mutually comsistepistemic founding assumptions and
principles for elaborating and justifying knowledgaims. As a matter of fact, this work has
already started in the post-positivist traditionthwthe specification of “scientific realism”
(Hunt & Shelby, 2010; McKelvey, 1997; Van de Vef02).

Table 1 also highlights how the goals of the knalgkegeneration process (also called theory-
building, Eisenhardt, 1989) differ across the vasiepistemological frameworks.

In the post-positivist tradition the goal is mainty identify surface similarities and patterns
between various instances of the phenomenon ututdy. s

In the critical realist epistemological paradigrne tgoal is to identify underlying structures
and generative mechanisms that give rise to thedfyphenomena under study. The identifi-
cation of generative mechanisms is usually perfdrrag a two-step process: the first step
aims at inductively identifying patterns. The set@nd main step consists of formulating
conjectures on the plausible underlying generatneehanisms and the contingent manner
through which they are activated, which would ekpléhe observed patterns (Bhaskar,
1998a). To accomplish this, abduction appears tthéenost appropriate mode of reasoning
(Mingers, 2004; Van de Ven, 2007; Boisot & McKely&910).

In the pragmatic constructivist epistemologicalgaigm, the goal is to intelligibly conceptu-
alize the researcher’s understanding of his/herdfuexperience about the phenomenon under
study. This is basically achieved, as in the a@ltiealist epistemological paradigm, through
induction and abduction. The main difference betwiegowledge developed in the two epis-

temological paradigms concerns knowledge statughdnpragmatic constructivist epistemo-

Clermont-Ferrand, 10-12 juin 2013 9
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logical paradigm, the conceptualization does netgmd to reflect world-as-functions, it aims
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at offering to actors functionally fit and viabknldmarks for thinking and acting in the world.
In the interpretivist epistemological paradigm, goal is to understand the diversity of actors’
interpretations of the situation being studied podsibly how the processes of interpretation,
meaning-making and engagement in situations plhusgerate.

In the constructivist epistemological paradigm aptoalized by Guba and Lincoln (1989),
the goal is to build reconstructions of the measitigt the various actors give to the situation

studied, which sometimes coalesce around consé@sim and Lincoln, 2005).

2. Justification of qualitative research validity in contemporary

epistemological frameworks

The quest for research validity and reliabilitynegent generic principles that are fundamental
in any research project that intends to be receghas rigorously conducted (Gibbettal.,
2008). The spirit of these principles holds regesdlof the research project’s epistemological
framework. But their specific meaning, and hencee whay they are evaluated, depend on the
research epistemological framework (Avenier & Gaverret, 2012). To mark the difference
of meaning this notion has in certain frameworksg, term “reliability” is often replaced by
“trustworthiness” (Guba and Lincoln, 1989; Schw&tzea 2006; Schwartz-Shea & Yanow,
2012) and “credibility” (Charmaz, 2006). We preteruse the same term (reliability) for all
the epistemological frameworks, but underscore tiiatterm takes on different meanings in
different epistemological frameworks.

Validity has two different facets: internal valigiand external validity. Internal validity de-
pends on the rigor, reliability and internal cotengy of the research process. Internal validity
is a central issue in all epistemological framewoakd in any kind of research project — i.e.
whether its main purpose is new knowledge generatind theory-building, or extant
knowledge and theory testing.

External validity refers to knowledge validity ates beyond the empirical basis upon which
these knowledge claims have been elaborated rfi.gualitative research, beyond the various
cases studied). Justification of knowledge claimgernal validity takes place first during the
generalization process and then by putting thesiensl to statistical or pragmatic empirical

tests.
Clermont-Ferrand, 10-12 juin 2013 10
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Qualitative research is often presented as morerdéne than quantitative research to the
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elaboration of knowledge relevant for practice,igetonsidered as suffering numerous weak-
nesses when it comes to justifying the validityhed knowledge claims (Pratt, 2009), particu-
larly generalizations made on the basis of a siogkven multiple case studies (Gibbetral .,
2008). In practice, internal and external validitg often questioned and subsequently used as
scape goat in qualitative research.

In the next sections we successively examine tleeifsp meanings the notion of reliability
takes on in different epistemological frameworkswhinternal validity is justified in different
kinds of qualitative methods that have been sprdifi designed to suit different epistemo-
logical frameworks; and how external validity isfdied and evaluated in various epistemo-

logical frameworks.

2.1 The notion of reliability in different epistemological frameworks
Rigor and reliability concern both data collectamd data analysis. Internal consistency con-
cerns the research design and the way it is impiéedan practice.
In post-positivist epistemological frameworks, aéllity particularly concerns phenomena
measurement. Measurement needs to be performedingittuments (measurement scales,
questionnaires, etc.) that are reliable in theofeihg sense: if one measures the same phe-
nomenon several times with the same instrumentsboald obtain the same results.
The notion of measurement instrument reliabilitpas compatible with the founding assump-
tions of the other epistemological frameworks cdesed in this paper. Indeed, it is not com-
patible with the epistemic founding assumptionshef constructivist and interpretivist para-
digms, or with an ontological assumption frequemthsited in the critical realist paradigm.
Indeed, in critical realism, social phenomena aually considered as shaped by humans who
act intentionally and can learn. This renders bédianeasurement of them (social phenomena)
difficult, but does not prevent scholars from afpéimg to understand the underlying reasons
for their dynamics. Besides, social phenomena@amnsidered as taking place within open sys-
tems whose artificial closure for experimentatianmgmses possibly generates important per-
turbations. This makes replication of social pheapandifficult (Baskhar, 1998b).
In the various epistemological frameworks, the giple of reliability also concerns the cogni-
tive path that leads from the empirical materiabtiyh to the research results: the researcher
Clermont-Ferrand, 10-12 juin 2013 11
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has to give the reader the means to preciselyidli@ entire cognitive path (Schwartz-Shea,
2006; Schwartz-Shea & Yanow, 2012; Charmaz, 2086hce the researcher has to provide
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the reader detailed explanations of all the opanatperformed to collect the data, as well as,
upon demand, access to the research data M precisely, researchers have to show how
they have controlled and checked their interpretatithroughout the research process, from
formulating the research question through analyziveggdata obtained and reporting the re-
sults (Sandberg, 2005). In particular, they havexjglain the way the analysis, and particular-
ly the coding, was performed, as well as how tHerances were drawn. For an illustrative
example in the pragmatic constructivist epistemicligparadigm, see (Avenier & Parmentier
Cajaiba, 2011), and for an example of groundedribieg well suited to the critical realist
paradigm see (Gioia et al., 2012).

If the requirement of rendering explicit the entiagnitive path holds in all the epistemologi-
cal frameworks, the specific way to perform datalgsis so that it can be considered rigorous
by academic institutions — particularly academigrij@als — depends on the epistemological
framework considered, leading to great differertmetsveen certain methods in qualitative re-
search. Good examples of this are Eisenhardt’'s9)1€&se study method and Glaser’'s (2004)
grounded theorizing, as we shall see below. Wherrélearcher is not aware of the funda-
mental reasons — namely the epistemological orfes differences in the guidelines offered
in the different qualitative research methods, s/ be tempted to combine various guide-
lines that s/he finds appealing, but without havsundficient clues for properly adapting their
meaning to the specific epistemological framewdrkhe study. For instance, in a paper the
first co-author recently reviewed, the authors axyd that in their research project (conduct-
ed in the pragmatic constructivist epistemologisatadigm), they had proceeded to cross-
coding of the data base to ensure the objectifith® coding, whereas, this paradigm’s epis-
temic assumption precludes objectivity, and intdezcagreement could be used to foster the

richness of the coding, rather than its objectiviipt adapting methodological guidelines to

2 Incidentally, this requirement is not specificqoalitative research methods. It likewise appliesiiantitative
research as Ulrich Lichtenthaler's story of puldidhpapers retraction shows — eight papers weractett
between 2011 and 2012 due to statistical irredidarin the reported empirical results. For theneigaper's
retraction, the Editor-in-Chief of thiournal of Business Venturing explained that he thoroughly investigated the
article and other preceding papers from the san&bdae. On this basis, he made the decision tactetine
paper. The grounds for retraction are an errortatistical analyses, an omitted variable bias, anthew”
measure that was not “new” because it was alreadg in a previous paper.
(http://mwww.sciencedirect.com/science/article/piB83902607000584ast consulted on January 2, 2013).

Clermont-Ferrand, 10-12 juin 2013 12
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the research’s epistemological framework frequelghds to inconsistencies in the research
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design that can be interpreted as a lack of riGeppart, 2004).

2.2 Internal validity justification in different kinds of qualitative methods
In this section the goal is not to review all thealifative methods available in management
research, but to illustrate how internal validisyjustified using well-known recently devel-

oped research methods suited to different episiagieal frameworks.

2.2.1 “Interpretive descriptive” case studies (Lilo & Guba, 1985; Schwartz-Shea & Yanow, 2012)
These kinds of methods, among which is found tteuiral inquiry” method (Lincoln & Gu-

ba, 1985), explicitly draw on various methodologsegsh as ethnomethodology (Garfinkel,
1967), hermeneutic methodology (Gadamer, 1976) @rehomenography (Marton, 1981).
These methods are suited to Guba and Lincoln’staariwvist epistemological paradigm and
to the interpretivist one. We label them “interpretdescriptive” because they aim at under-
standing the worlds of situational actors from ttiparspective, by describing how these actors
make individual and collective sense of their gaitar world.

These methods are usually conducted in unique staskes (Dyer & Wilkins, 1991). Re-
searchers provide “thick descriptions” (Geertz, 3;93chwartz-Shea, 2006) of the context in
which the meaning-making and sense-making actsviieder investigation took place, and a
narrative form of understanding based upon thestsetind desires of actors (Bevir, 2006).
Glaser (2004) particularly underscores a cruciiedince between the so-called “natural in-
quiry” method (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) and the “graled theory” method (Glaser & Strauss,
1967): whereas “natural inquiry” is descriptiveydgnded theory” is explicative, as we shall
see below.

In an interpretive epistemological framework, ifggyon how the processes of interpretation,
meaning-making and engagement in situation mayabpeare sometimes offered. In this epis-
temological framework, researchers justify the rrigbtheir interpretive inferences essentially
in two ways (Sandberg, 2005). Via dialogues with #ictors in the field of study as well as
with actors of academic communities interestedneytopic, and via the reflectivity research-
ers exert upon their implicit assumptions and teecal frameworks, as well as upon the pos-
sible irreducible contradictions and tensions tlegsearchers perceive in the lived experience

under investigation.
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2.2.2 “Inductive descriptive” case studies (Eisemtg 1989, 1991).
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This kind of method is suited to post-positivisarfreworks, particularly the one described by
Eisenhardt. We label these kinds of methods “ingaaescriptive” because they aim at iden-
tifying surface patterns via inductive reasoningdzhupon multiple case studies, without spe-
cifically searching for underlying explanations tbkese patterns. This kind of method com-
bines within case analysis with cross-case analy¥ithin case analysis, serves to identify
new concepts and/or new relations between concBpfdication of the study to various dif-
ferent cases then enables cross-case search temgatEisenhardt, 1989, p. 540). The goal is
to show that the new relations observed underioectanditions between concepts or catego-
ries in the first cases studied is also observethénother cases under similar conditions.
Hence, here, replication aims at verifying that pla¢tern initially identified holds across cas-
es.

In post-positivist epistemological frameworks, mi& validity depends not only on the quan-
tity, precision, and variety of data collectedalgo depends on the quality of data analysis. For
instance, whether theory triangulation — i.e. arnaly data from different theoretical perspec-

tives (Yin, 2009) — has been performed.

2.2.3 “Abductive explanatory” case studies (Aven&iParmentier Cajaiba, 2012; Gioia et al., 2012; &ler,
2004; Tsoukas, 1989)

These kinds of methods are suited to research idotiee critical realist and in the pragmatic
constructivist epistemological paradigms. More @&y, in the critical realist paradigm,
these methods aim at developing, mainly via abdeateasoning (Mingers, 2004), specific
conjectures on plausible generative mechanismsriyimg the phenomena being investigat-
ed. In the pragmatic constructivist epistemologmaladigm, they aim at conceptualizing, via
abductive reasoning, the researchers understanditigeir flux of experience about the phe-
nomena being investigated.

We have labeled these kinds of methods “abducthptaeatory” because, in contrast to “in-
ductive descriptive methods” that are concernedtl ditectly observable surface relationships,
in these methods, researchers are principallyasted in abductively finding explanations to
the regularities observed (critical realism) or erstiandings of the regularities experienced
(pragmatic constructivism). For instance, TsouKA§89) abductive explanatory conception

of comparative cases study (that differs from Ewsedt's (1989) inductive descriptive one),
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aims at enriching the current view of generativeinamisms and of the manner they are acti-
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vated, through a comparative analysis of diffemaritextual conditions. In critical realism,
comparative case studies shed light on the spemfitingent conditions under which the pos-
tulated generative mechanisms combine and opérateikas, 1989).

In contrast with case studies carried out in d@-positivist framework, the internal validity of
qualitative research conducted in the critical istapistemological paradigm relies on the
quality of inferences aimed at building plausibkplanations for the phenomena being inves-

tigated.

2.2.4 Design studies (Chanal et al., 1997; Denyeale, 2008; Pascal et al., 2013)
Design research aims at developing knowledge ins#reice of action, to respond to real-

world challenges and solve actual problems. Itdsuiflesign propositions that need to be
grounded in the scholarly body of knowledge avadab the literatureand tested in practice
(Romme, 2003; Van Aken, 2004). Design researchlaldds organizational or technological
artifacts that are the tangible result of the degigpcess and arise from contextualizing and
applying design propositions to particular pracicddowever, according the epistemological
paradigm mobilized more or less explicitly for fiesearch, the internal validity of design re-
search will be justified and evaluated differently.
For research developed in the post-positivist tiaadli the evaluation of the artifact is crucial
(Hevner et al., 2004). In this case, the evaluatimmcerns primarily the technological artifact
and uses mainly quantitative evaluation methodgshdncritical realist paradigm (Denyetr
al., 2008; Carlsson, 2010; Pasetlal., 2013) and in the pragmatic constructivist pagadi
(Chanalet al., 1997), the notion of testing used in the evatumaof the artifact refers to the
common sense notion of field-testing (e.g., tryod whether it works), rather than to the
more restrictive notion of statistical testing. Mover, for any information technology (IT)
artifact, the evaluation process cannot be limitethe artifact’s technical performance. It also
involves an evaluation of the artifact’'s performamelative to its intended socio-economic
goals in its organizational environment. Such aalwation requires an in-depth study and
hence is usually performed using a qualitativeasgemethod.
The method for building design propositions is @l design research developed in the
critical realist paradigm. Denyet al. (2008) propose “design-oriented research syrghesi
a method for developing field-tested design prapmss according to the so-called CIMO-
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logic. CIMO-logic combines elements stemming frdra scholarly and practitioner literature
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in a critical realist worldview, including the noti of generative mechanism, which explains
what it is about the system that makes things happ#O-logic involves four components:
(1) a problematicContext, in terms of the surrounding (external and inteeravironment)
factors and the nature of the human actors influgnisehavioral change; (2) the problematic
context suggests a certain typelotervention that managers have at their disposal to influ-
ence behavior, (3) to produce, by way of particglemerativeMechanisms, the processes that
in a certain context will generate (4) the inten@edicomes. This method emphasizes the pro-
cess of research synthesis which involves syntimgsknowledge that is typically available in
the scholarly literature in a highly fragmented man Based on CIMO-logic, certain authors
have adopted a broader view of the “synthesis sighich is more appropriate for designing
innovative solutions (Pascetl al., 2013). In this case, there is generally limibedo scholar-

ly and practical knowledge that is closely tiedte design goals at hand. The primary aim of
the design process then is to enable a creativeataborative learning process between aca-
demics and practitioners. Improved design propmsstiare progressively built by combining
practical and academic knowledge. As such, creak@sign is different from a more path de-
pendent design approach that emphasizes the ralesefirch synthesis in building design

propositions.

2.3 Justifying and empirically testing external vaidity via qualitative methods

External validity does not concern research donthénconstructivist epistemological para-
digm conceptualized by Guba and Lincoln (1989)ebw| no generalization other than “de-
scriptive generalization” (Lincoln & Guba, 2007)asvisioned in this paradigm, or as these
authors express it humorously: “The only generéibrais: there is no generalization” (Lin-
coln & Guba, 1985, p. 110). Hence, in this secti@concentrate on the four other epistemo-
logical frameworks.

The initial justification of knowledge claims’ extel validity takes place during the generali-
zation process. So the extent of external validifystification depends on the research pro-
ject’s internal validity. Further justification casubsequently be sought by engaging in re-
search projects aimed at putting these knowledgjenslto empirical tests (that can be statisti-

cal or pragmatic). These research projects thataaitesting external validity have to be inter-

Clermont-Ferrand, 10-12 juin 2013 16



LY
Lisamiation ntzrnatonal
l e Manmagement Stratagigue

nally valid. This shows the strong links that coctnexternal validity to internal validity, re-
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gardless of the research project’s main purposé,theory-building or theory-testing.

Below we discuss whether, and how, empirical tgstan be performed with qualitative
methods in the various epistemological frameworks.

In post-positivist frameworks, putting knowledgeiols to empirical testing is performed
from a perspective of replication. Indeed, the @pgle of reproducibility plays a central role in
this epistemological framework (Boisot & McKelve3010). Since in social sciences identical
replication through experimentation is rarely pbksi knowledge claims’ external validity
testing is usually done via quantitative studieseal at testing various theoretical hypotheses
on samples representative of the population to kvthie knowledge claims have been gener-
alized. In theory, qualitative methods can be useflsify a theory, but in practice it is little
used because it can always be argued that asébewe simplifications, we are almost always
able to find instances in which a theory does ruid Iprecisely; thus the difficulty is to con-
vince the reader that the case study provides @aoriant insight provoking the violation of
the theory (Siggelkow, 2007).

In the critical realist epistemological paradigmiegnal validity as well as internal validity
depends on the explanatory power and on the defralestraction of the explanatory model
elaborated (Glaser, 2004). This means that criferidhe development of theories in social
science fust be explanatory and non-predictive” (Bhaskar, 1998b, p. 225). The explanatory
model can be relentlessly modified and enrichedugjn testing in qualitative research that
permits continual comparisons with more and mota (@laser, 2004). Various methods dis-
cussed above can be used, such as comparative stadgs(Tsoukas, 1989) and “design-
oriented research synthesis” (Denyaral., 2008). This latter is used for testing prior
knowledge claims like those developed in evidermseld management. Such testing is per-
formed within comparative cases studies rather theough replication, yet in a conception of
scientific activity as an ongoing irreducibly empirical open-ended process’ (Bhaskar X,
1998, p xii). Nonetheless, since Tsang and Kwaeisisal work (1999), certain authors
(Mingers, 2006; Miller & Tsang, 2010) have strivieddevelop methods aimed at enabling a
form of replication that is more modest than intgassitivist frameworks. Indeed in this epis-
temological paradigm, verification and falsificaticannot be definitive. Failure to replicate

prior knowledge claims regarding structures or gatne2 mechanisms in another context
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does not constitute a falsification in Popper’'ssgersince this failure may be explained by
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contextual conditions or counterbalancing geneeatinechanisms (Tsang & Kwan, 1999).

In the pragmatic constructivist epistemologicalgaggm, the empirical testing of conceptual-
ized knowledge is performed by examining whethan, another context, the re-
contextualization of the knowledge according tocHpmties of the new context provides
functionally fitted and viable landmarks for a go@dected intervention in the new context
(Avenier, 2010). This pragmatic empirical testirsgperformed in case studies (Avenier &
Parmentier Cajaiba, 2012) or in design studies(@let al., 1997). In case studies, it consists
of examining whether the re-contextualized knowéeggovides functionally fitted and viable
landmarks for deciding and carrying out a goalal@d intervention in the situation being
considered. In design studies, it consists of a@sggan artifact, such as a management tool,
which embodies the knowledge to be tested, and ¢hratuating to what extent this artifact
fulfills its function. This testing cannot be sglelccomplished by researchers, even those ac-
quainted with the setting, because knowledge aativan a particular setting demands local
sense making and self-design by the practitionarslved in the goal-directed intervention
(Tenkasiet al., 2007) or, in the case of design studies, inuge of the artifact (Chand al.,
1997), as in critical realism.

Finally, in the interpretivist epistemological pdigm, when the knowledge generated is
uniquely descriptive, external validity is not asue. The only requirement is that the re-
searcher provides thick descriptions that couldifate the interpretation and the adaptation
of this knowledge by readers interested in actiepit in another context (Schwartz-Shea,
2006). When knowledge bears upon processes opietation, meaning-making, communi-
cation, engagement in situations, etc., empirieating of its external validity is sometimes
performed. This is done in case studies in the sames as in the pragmatic constructivist
epistemological paradigm, namely pragmatically tigio further case studies and/or partici-

pant observations (Sandberg, 2005).

3. Discussion

This discussion is organized around two main poimésnely the role of mutual consistency

between the research method and the epistemoldgacaéwork in research validity, and the
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similarities and disparities between research danghe critical realist and pragmatic con-
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structivist epistemological paradigms.

3.1. The mutual consistency between research projegpistemological framework and
method: A prerequisite for research validity

In this paper, we have shown that the goal of §xaoilding and the form of research results
depend on the research’s epistemological framewan,that the validity of research results
can only be justified in reference to a certainonsof what is knowledge, i.e. in reference to
an epistemological framework. So, in this respegt,contribution is in agreement with Amis
and Silk’'s (2008) view as well as with those of lgan and Smircich (1980) and Cunliffe
(2011). Besides, in the current paper, we suppléthese authors’ works in two ways: (1) we
consider various epistemological frameworks thanhdofit the classifications that they use;
(2) for every epistemological framework considenedhe current paper, we exhibit at least
one kind of research method adapted to this framewo

Since we have already discussed the first poithetoeginning of the paper, in the current
subsection we focus on the second point.

In the main body of the paper, we have arguedttieavalidity of research results depends on
the fit between the method effectively implementatl the researches’ epistemological
framework. Certain kinds of methods have been §ipallty designed in reference to certain
epistemological frameworks and fit them particylavell. For instance, “naturalistic inquiry”
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985) was specifically designedaference to the constructivist epistemo-
logical paradigm conceptualized by Guba and Lin¢d889, 2007).

However, the relationship between kind of researsthod and kind of epistemological
framework is not a one-to-one relationship. Fotanse, as seen above, the “grounded theo-
ry” method (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) can be usapet@rate knowledge in very different epis-
temological frameworks (Charmaz, 2006).

When researchers want to mobilize, in another fraonke, a kind of method that has been
specifically designed in reference to a particelaistemological framework, they first have to
make sure that the method is consistent with tthisrcepistemological framework’s founding
assumptions, and then to interpret the method goesein reference to these assumptions and

to the goal of theory-building in this epistemoloaji framework. The way Miller and Tsang
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(2010) suggest using quantitative methods in aflitiealism illustrates what we mean by in-
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terpreting methodological guidelines developed e @pistemological framework to adapt
them to another framework.

In addition, certain methods’ guidelines like thagehe “case study” method (Yin, 2009) are
presented as generic, implicitly holding in anysggmological framework. This is quite con-
fusing since, as seen in this paper, the case shatlgod is implemented in fairly different
ways, depending on the epistemological frameworthefresearch project.

Consequently, it is unfortunate that for certaipegrch methods like the “Gioia method” (Gi-
oiaet al., 2012), scholars who have done remarkable wogkeaaisely designing or develop-
ing a research method do not indicate the epistegieal frameworks in which the guidelines
they provide hold, nor the fundamental — i.e. gpigilogical — reasons why these guidelines
are specifically adapted to these particular franré&as Providing researchers with this crucial
information and explanations would considerablyphlem make sound methodological de-

cisions and, furthermore, foster overall improvetwdguality in qualitative research.

3.2. Convergences and divergences between knowleddgborated in the critical realist

and pragmatic constructivist epistemological paradims

This paper brings to light that the methods forklsalge generation and for empirically test-
ing knowledge external validity are fairly simili@rthe critical realist and pragmatic construc-
tivist epistemological paradigms, even though thegeparadigms have quite different found-
ing assumptions. Indeed, as shown in Table 1, wisepgagmatic constructivism does not
posit any ontological founding assumptions, critiealism posits very specific ones. These
differences in founding assumptions induce diffeemnin the status of knowledge in these
two paradigms, even though knowledge claims maydveloped with similar methods.
Indeed, in critical realism, knowledge developedulgenerative mechanisms is supposed to
describe how these generative mechanisms funatisarious contexts. The higher the con-
ceptual level of knowledge about generative medmasj the deeper the level of reality these
generative mechanisms represent.

Whereas in critical realism knowledge aims at dbsty the deep reality as-is, and, hence,
concerns ontology, in pragmatic constructivism, aggrtual knowledge (developed about a

certain phenomenon) consists of an intelligible cegiualization of the researchers’ under-
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standing of their flux of experiences (about thiepomenon). This knowledge concerns flux
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of experiences rather than ontology. The concejzatédn built does not pretend to provide
an adequate description of phenomena effectivetifumnog; rather it aims at offering func-
tionally fitted and viable landmarks for thinkingdacting. Knowledge of higher conceptual
level expresses a more synthetic conceptualizatiamderstandings of the kind of phenome-
na being studied.

This difference in knowledge status induces impurthfferences in the way knowledge can
be used in practice. Since the knowledge develapedtical realism is supposed to provide
descriptions of how the world functions, it offeslidly-argued grounds upon which to make
decisions for intervening adequately in a situagttaking into account the role of the contexts
in generative mechanisms’ activation. Nonetheldssknowledge developed remains explan-
atory and non-predictive. On the other hand, agmadic constructivism does not pretend to
provide descriptions of how the world functionst o solely express how humans under-
stand that the world functions based upon thei @t experiences, this knowledge is to be
used as landmarks to support open reflections meodigssions on how to intervene adequately

in a situation.

4. IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE

The results of this study have multiple implicasdor research practice. Below we focus on

three points.

4.1. From the very start of a research project, spfy its epistemological framework

We have seen that underlying any form of resedrehetis a philosophy of science — other-
wise known as an epistemological framework — thatains more often implicit than explicit.
Nowadays when undertaking research, since variolidlysargued epistemological frame-
works are available, it is better to choose onédrdtely than to inherit one by default (Van
de Ven, 2007). Indeed, the epistemological fram&wbra research project influences not on-
ly the type of research questions that can be dersil (Alvesson & Sandberg, 2011), but also
the way the research can be rigorously conductddtemeans by which to justify the validi-

ty of its results, as well as the status of thewdedge elaborated.
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On what basis can one make this fundamental decisiospecifying the epistemological
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framework of one’s research project, a decision ittnpacts the entire project? We propose
that the researcher choose from among the maiteepiogical paradigms that, nowadays,
are solidly conceptualized — such as those predemf€able 1 — and mobilize in the research-

er's epistemic community, one that properly suissher own view about knowledge.

4.2. A research design adapted to the research pegt’'s epistemological framework and
main purpose

As already pointed out, the research desigeds to be adapted both to the research’s episte-
mological framework and main purpose (namely neavkrdge generation or testing the ex-
ternal validity of extant knowledge). When the mse is to generate new knowledge, the re-
search design will keep evolving during the redeamoject. So researchers need to be mind-
ful to maintain the internal consistency of theegash design, particularly its consistency with
the research epistemological framework.

A number of references were offered as exampldsnofs of methods specifically suited to
various epistemological frameworks for conductiniginally valid qualitative research aimed
at generating new knowledge, namely (Eisenhard® 198n 2003) for the post-positivist tra-
dition; (Denyeret al. 2008 ; Glaser, 2004; Gioit al. 2012 ; Pascadt al. 2012 ; Tsoukas
1989) for the critical realist framework; (Aveni&rParmentier Cajaiba, 2011, 2012; Chanal
et al., 1997) for a pragmatic constructivist frameky (Sandberg, 2005) for an interpretivist
framework; and (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Schwartz-SBe#anow, 2012) for the constructiv-

ist framework conceptualized by Guba and Lincoln.

4.3. Focus submissions on academic journals openttee chosen research epistemological
framework

Scientific activity consists not only of carryingtovalid research projects. It also rests on a set
of institutions for collective critique, where thesearch project’s quality and contribution are
judged. Within these institutions, academic jowsnaly a core role. Not all academic jour-
nals in management are open to all epistemolofiaaleworks. For instance, certain journals
mainly publish contributions developed in the pogsitivist tradition. Hence, when a re-

searcher decides to submit the results of a rdsgeogect to an academic journal, it is advis-
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able to target journals open to the research’stapislogical framework. Indicating this
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framework explicitly is essential for the justifiean of the research validity (in this frame-
work) by the researcher. This information is alsac@l for the reviewers as well as for the
institutions in charge of evaluating the work sutted. It enables institutions to identify re-
viewers competent for judging the quality of theaarch process and the results on the basis

of the principles specific to the epistemologicahfiework of the work submitted.

Conclusion

In this paper we make several theoretical and aatontributions.

On a theoretical level, we provide an overview msgemological paradigms that supplements
and enriches those views presented in diverseibations (particularly, Amis & Silk, 2007;
Cunliffe, 2011; Guba & Lincoln, 1989, 2007; Van¥en, 2007; Wicks & Freeman, 1998). In
particular, we explicitly discuss critical realisipjning Van de Ven (2007) who is the only
other author among those cited above who addréssesubject. We also discuss the prag-
matic constructivist epistemological paradigm whilene of the contributions mentioned
above do so explicitly.

Again on a theoretical level, we review a numbequdlitative research methods, discuss the
relationship between research methods and epistgnal frameworks, and explain why cer-
tain kinds of qualitative research methods are &dafp certain epistemological frameworks
while they are not consistent with others. In aittar, for each of the five epistemological
frameworks discussed in this paper, we exhibieast one kind of qualitative method adapted
to it (see Table 1).

On a practical level, Table 1 can help researciderstify at the start of their research project
at least one kind of method that is consistent \lig epistemological framework and the
main purpose (theory-building or theory-testing)iuéir research project. It can also help re-
searchers who have neglected to reflect aboutpis¢éeenological framework of their research
project at the start of the project, to catch uprduthe course of the project and specify one,
and possibly adapt their research design to makelyt consistent with the epistemological

framework being considered. Indeed, if the kindesfearch method they are using is cited in
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Table 1, they can look up (using this Table) withietr epistemological frameworks it is con-
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sistent and then adapt their design accordingly.

Besides, by explaining to researchers the fundaahesasons underlying the quality criteria

of various kinds of research methods, we provideiat clues for making sound methodolog-

ical decisions, and more generally, for perforntimg indispensable reflective epistemological
critique (Piaget, 1967) concerning the methodolalgilecisions they have to make throughout
a research project. These clues are also tactisalfjul when deciding which journals to tar-

get for submitting papers presenting their reseeshilts.

However, applying to the letter a particular kirfdmethod that well suits the epistemological

framework of the research project is not sufficienguarantee the quality of the research. It is
also crucial to behave ethically and to conductinduthe entire research project, a reflective
critique (Piaget, 1967) on what we are doing, vang whether this is justified in the research

project’s epistemological framework.
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