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FALL 2016 
 

PAD 655: QUALITATIVE RESEARCH METHODS 
 

Wednesday, 6:00 – 9:30pm 
PAC 4D 

 
Professor: Dr. Sibel Oktay 

 
 

Contact Information 
Office: PAC 354 

Phone: (217) 206-7835 
Fax: (217) 206-7807 

Email: sibelo@uis.edu 
 

Office Hours 
Tuesday 3:30 – 5:30pm 

Thursday 9:00 – 10:30am 
or by appointment 

(Skype upon request)

Course Description: 
 
This course familiarizes you with qualitative research methods to help you design your own 
research projects and dissertation proposals. To these ends, the course is designed to expand and 
deepen your theoretical and practical knowledge of qualitative research strategies and tools, and 
learn about the ways in which qualitative strategies can complement quantitative analysis. The 
course will start with the basics: we will first discuss the epistemological debates surrounding 
quantitative and qualitative research methods and overview key components of research design 
in social sciences. In the second part of the course, we will survey a variety of qualitative 
methodologies including single and comparative case studies, ethnography, process tracing, 
interviewing, content and discourse analyses, and field experiments—we will discuss their 
strengths and weaknesses, and identify possibilities for multi-method research designs. PAD 655 
is a seminar where your active and consistent participation will constitute the foundation of your 
learning experience. Although the reading material will focus on Public Administration (i.e. 
outside of your instructor’s comfort zone), they will be complemented by readings from Political 
Science (i.e. outside of your comfort zone.) 
 
Course Objectives: 
 
At the end of this course, you should be able to: 

1.! Have a strong command of the key components of social science and public 
administration research, and the issues that should be addressed in project methodologies. 

2.! Assess the merits of, and criticisms against, qualitative research.  
3.! Compare and contrast the strengths and weaknesses of various qualitative research 

methods, and identify the best method(s) for a given research question.  
4.! Understand and critically assess the research methodologies of qualitative scholarly 

work, as well as reflect on the validity, reliability and generalizability of their research 
findings. 

5.! Design your own qualitative study for your dissertation or article-length manuscript. 
6.! Demonstrate stronger analytical, research and writing skills. 
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Course Policies: 
 
Communication: Email is the best way to reach me. Please don’t leave voice messages on my 
phone since I am not always in the office. Please use your UIS email and check it frequently: I 
will use your UIS emails when contacting you personally, and your emails will avoid my spam 
filter if you use your UIS account. Needless to say, I expect you to follow professional email 
etiquette when contacting me.  
 
Attendance: If you anticipate arriving in class late, leaving early, or being absent for the day, I 
would appreciate advance notice via email, with supporting documentation when appropriate. 
Eating is not allowed during class—we will take a 20-minute break between 7:40-8:00 to eat and 
refresh. (Please let me know though if you have a medical condition that requires you to eat 
outside this schedule.)  
 
Electronics policy: Please turn off the Wi-Fi on your device and limit your laptop/tablet use to 
note-taking, and note-taking only. I do not want to find out that you are checking your email, the 
news, status-updating, tweeting, etc. during class. I will ask those who repeatedly engage in these 
types of behavior to leave the classroom and prohibit laptop/tablet use indefinitely if this simple 
rule is violated. Needless to say, cell phones must be turned off or silenced in class. Please do not 
put them on vibrate; we all know that everybody can hear a buzzing phone and it is terribly 
distracting.  
 
Assignment submissions via Turnitin: The final assignment will be submitted via 
Blackboard’s Turnitin feature. Turnitin helps you avoid committing plagiarism (more on that 
below) by providing originality reports on your assignments. Whenever you submit an 
assignment via Turnitin, the system sends a submission receipt to your UIS email address. Make 
sure that you get the submission receipt—if you don’t see it, then it means I haven’t received 
your assignment.  
 
Required Texts: 
 
Textbook: There is no textbook for this course. However, if you would like to own some solid 
resource material that you can frequently refer to, I recommend the following texts: 

(1)!Stephen Van Evera, Guide to Methods for Students of Political Science. Cornell 
University Press, 1997. (This is geared primarily towards PSC students, but as you 
will find out during the semester, it’s incredibly helpful if/when you need a refresher 
on the basics of research design.) 

(2)!Alexander George and Andrew Bennett, Case Studies and Theory Development in the 
Social Sciences. MIT Press, 2005. 
 

Blackboard: All the readings for this course are available via Blackboard (http://bb.uis.edu) 
under Course Materials. You can access the material in their weekly folders. 
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Course Requirements: 
 
Attendance and participation: As mentioned earlier, the course is designed as a seminar—i.e. 
the onus is on you. I will start each class with a mini-lecture: I will provide an overview of the 
readings, identify the key issues and debates that we should pay attention to, and emphasize the 
take-aways. This will set the stage for our discussion. My goal is to supplement the reading 
material, rather than replacing it. Therefore, it is essential that you complete the reading 
assignments prior to class, so that you are familiar with the material and we don’t end up in 
awkward silences. Active, consistent, and meaningful participation—contributing with the 
intention to develop and further the discussion rather than derailing or improvising—is key.  
 
Discussion moderation: Each of you will be responsible for moderating the class discussion 
once between Weeks 5-14. The goal is to encourage everyone to think more critically and 
creatively about that week’s topic. If you need help or suggestions, you are always welcome to 
consult with me. Naturally, you are not off the hook for doing the reading assignments that week 
if you are not moderating. I will circulate a sign-up sheet on the first day of class.  

The moderator will prepare discussion questions and raise critical points based on that 
week’s material as well as other questions that might draw from previous week’s topics and 
debates for a more holistic conversation. The moderator is also expected to raise questions, 
correct mistakes (or at least offer their own opinion, when they have a different interpretation), 
and in general to ensure that everyone understands the issues raised by the readings for that 
week. Moderators can bring in vignettes, handouts, slideshows, too, if they wish to further 
illustrate their points. Email me your talking points (4 pages max) by 3pm the latest. 
 
Research design: The final assignment will be a qualitative research design that should address 
all of the following questions: 

1)! What is your research problem? What are your research objectives? Justify the research 
problem in relation to the current stage of the literature that it is situated in, as well as the 
related literatures and alternative explanations. In what literature does your research 
problem fit? What gap in the literature, if any, does your research problem address? Also, 
justify the research problem in relation to real-life problems.  

2)! Clarify your research goals: are you generating new hypotheses? Are you testing a 
hypothesis? What kind of a test is this?  

3)! Present your hypotheses and expectations: consider how variance in the variables can be 
best described for testing and/or refining existing theories, including generating new 
hypotheses. Identify at least one alternative explanation in the literature that you believe 
can answer your research puzzle.   

4)! Specify your independent and dependent variables of the main hypothesis of interest, and 
alternative hypotheses (that is, alternative explanations of your research problem). Note 
that you should be able to tailor (#3 and #4) if you plan to use interpretivist tools. 

5)! Address questions of measurement accuracy (i.e. validity, reliability). If you are testing 
an argument, how will you know if your argument is wrong?  

6)! Specify and justify your case selection. Why did you select these cases and not others? 
7)! Select a qualitative tool that you will adopt for researching your question. Explain why 

this technique helps you and how you plan to apply it in your research. 
8)! Select a second qualitative tool. Explain why this second technique complements your 

primary approach. What do you seek to gain by adopting more than one method? How 
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will you apply it and how will you assess the results of the two analyses? (Keep 
feasibility in mind! The goal is to develop a research design that you can implement.) 

9)! Specify the data requirements, including measurement of key variables, for main 
hypotheses of interests, including the alternative explanation(s).  

10)!Conclude with an assessment of what your research design cannot adequately capture. 
All methodologies have their strengths and limitations, and no project can cover all issues 
or compile every type of relevant evidence to answer the research problem. In one 
paragraph, point out some of the remaining questions and/or additional tools that you 
would like to explore if you had more research money or time. (What we often call 
“avenues for future research.”)  

 
Due dates:  

•! First drafts (tasks #1, 2, and 3 should be completed) are due Monday, October 10th, 
8pm via Turnitin. I will provide extensive feedback on these drafts as you prepare to 
design the projects.  

•! Second drafts are due Monday, November 28th, 8pm via email to me and to your peer-
reviewer. This draft will not be graded.  

•! Final drafts are due Wednesday, December 7th, 8pm via Turnitin on Blackboard. 
•! Late submissions (both the first and final) lose 10 points within the first hour after the 

deadline, 15 points thereafter (out of 100). I will not accept submissions after December 
8th, 8pm. 

 
Word count: There is no minimum length limit, though I expect most first drafts to be around 7-8 
pages, and the final draft to be around 17-18 pages. The final product should be 20 pages 
maximum (excluding bibliography).  
 
Formatting: Times New Roman, 12-point font, double-spaced, with 1-inch margins. Please don’t 
forget to put your name on the document, as well as the title of your project.  
 
Peer-review: On the last day of class, we will hold a working group discussion (feel free to 
bring food if you wish!), where you will have a chance to peer-review your colleagues’ research 
designs and get feedback on yours. Each student will first give a 5-minute presentation of their 
draft research design. Next, that student’s peer-reviewer will provide feedback for (no longer 
than) 10 minutes in response. Last, we will open the floor to discussion, where all of you will 
have a chance to address your respective reviewer’s comments. Ideally, your final drafts should 
address at least a few of the points raised by your reviewer. Reviewers will be assigned by 
random draw around mid-point in the semester.  
 
Methods of Evaluation:  
 
Attendance and participation: 15% 
Discussion moderation:  20%  
Peer-review:   10% 
Research design first draft: 15% 
Research design final draft:  40% 
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Grading: 
 

100% - 93% A 83%  -  80% B- 
92%  -  90%! A-! 79%  -  77%! C+!
89%  -  87% B+ 76%  -  74% C 
86%  -  84% B 73.5% and below F 

 
Academic Citation Etiquette:  
 
I trust that, at this stage in your education, all of you know how to cite your sources and when. 
(When in doubt, cite.) If you have questions or concerns about proper citation, please let me 
know before you turn in an assignment. I will be happy to help.  
 
Bibliography: At the end of any written assignment, you should provide a list of sources that 
you have utilized. Use the templates in the following link to construct your bibliography:  
http://writing.wisc.edu/Handbook/DocChicago_Bibliography.html 
 
UIS Academic Integrity Policy: 
 
I support the UIS policy on Academic Integrity, which states, in part: “Academic integrity is at 
the heart of the university’s commitment to academic excellence. The UIS community strives to 
communicate and support clear standards of integrity, so that undergraduate and graduate 
students can internalize those standards and carry them forward in their personal and professional 
lives. Living a life with integrity prepares students to assume leadership roles in their 
communities as well as in their chosen profession. Alumni can be proud of their education and 
the larger society will benefit from the University’s contribution to the development of ethical 
leaders. Violations of academic integrity demean the violator, degrade the learning process, 
deflate the meaning of grades, discredit the accomplishments of past and present students, and 
tarnish the reputation of the university for all its members.” 
 
Academic sanctions range from a warning to expulsion from the university, depending on the 
severity of your violation and your history of violations. Whatever the sanction, I will file a 
report of academic dishonesty to the Office of the Provost. You are responsible for 
understanding and complying with the UIS Academic Integrity Policy available at 
http://www.uis.edu/academicintegrity. 
 
Academic Accommodations:  
 
If you are a student with a documented temporary or ongoing disability in need of academic 
accommodations, please contact the Office of Disability Services at 217-206-6666. Disabilities 
may include, but are not limited to: Psychological, Health, Learning, Sensory, Mobility, ADHD, 
TBI and Asperger’s syndrome.  
 
In some cases, accommodations are also available for shorter term disabling conditions such as 
severe medical situations. Accommodations are based upon underlying medical and cognitive 
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conditions and may include, but are not limited to: extended time for tests and quizzes, 
distraction free environment for tests and quizzes, a note taker, interpreter and FM devices.  
 
Students who have made a request for an academic accommodation that has been reviewed and 
approved by the ODS will receive an accommodation letter which should be provided by the 
student to the instructor as soon as possible, preferably in the first week of class. For assistance 
in seeking academic accommodations, please contact the UIS Office of Disability Services 
(ODS) in the Human Resources Building, Room 80. Phone: 217-206-6666.  
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COURSE SCHEDULE 
 
Week 1: August 24 – Introduction to Qualitative Research Methods  

•! Shaw, Ian. 2008. “Ethics and the practice of qualitative research.” Qualitative Social 
Work 7(4): 400-414.  

•! Brower, Ralph S., Mitchel Y. Abolafia, and Jered B. Carr. 2000. “On Improving 
Qualitative Methods in Public Administration Research,” Administration and Society 
32(4): 363-397. 

•! Study the following website: https://www.uis.edu/grants/irb/ and the “Navigating the IRB 
2016” Powerpoint presentation (on Blackboard). 

 
Week 2: August 31 – The ‘Qualitative versus Quantitative’ Divide  

•! Prakash, Deepa, and Audie Klotz. 2007. “Should We Discard the “Qualitative” versus 
“Quantitative” Distinction?” International Studies Review 9: 753-770. 

•! Shah, Sonali K., and Kevin G. Corley. 2006. “Building Better Theory by Bridging the 
Quantitative–Qualitative Divide,” Journal of Management Studies, 43(8): 1821-1835. 

•! Creswell, John W. 2012. “Designing a Qualitative Study,” in Qualitative inquiry and 
research design: Choosing among five approaches. Sage, pp. 35-51. 

 
Week 3: September 7 – Concepts, Measurement, Reliability and Validity 

•! Gerring, John. 1999. “What Makes a Concept Good?” Polity 31(3): 357–393. 
•! Mulgan, Richard. 2000. “Accountability: An Ever!Expanding Concept?” Public 

Administration 78(3): 555-573. 
•! Adcock, Robert, and David Collier. 2001. “Measurement Validity: A Shared Standard for 

Qualitative and Quantitative Research,” American Political Science Review 95(3): 529-
546. 

•! Perry, James L. 1996. “Measuring Public Service Motivation: An Assessment of 
Construct Reliability and Validity,” Public Administration Research and Theory 6(1): 5-
22. 

 
Week 4: September 14 – Hypotheses, Theories, and Research Design 

•! Van Evera, Stephen. 1997. “Hypotheses, Laws, and Theories: A User’s Guide,” in Guide 
to Methods for Students of Political Science. Cornell University Press, pp. 7-48. 

•! Maxwell, Joseph A. 2009. “Designing a Qualitative Study,” in Bickman and Rog, eds. 
The Sage Handbook of Applied Research Methods, pp. 214-253. 

•! Maxwell, Joseph A. 2004. “Using Qualitative Methods for Causal Explanation,” Field 
Methods 16(3): 243-264. 
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Week 5: September 21 – Archival and Digital Research Strategies 
•! Lustick, Ian. 1996. “History, Historiography, and Political Science: Multiple Historical 

Records and the Problem of Selection Bias,” American Political Science Review, 605–
618. 

•! Bingham, Adrian. 2010. “The Digitization of Newspaper Archives: Opportunities and 
Challenges for Historians,’” Twentieth Century British History 21(2): 225–231. 

•! Schachter, Hindy L. 2011. “The New York School of Philanthropy, the Bureau of 
Municipal Research, and the Trail of the Missing Women: A Public Administration 
History Detective Story,” Administration and Society 43(1): 3-21. 

 
Week 6: September 28 – Case Selection and Case Study 

•! Levy, Jack S. 2008. “Case studies: Types, designs, and logics of inference,” Conflict 
Management and Peace Science 25(1): 1-18. 

•! Flyvbjerg, Bent. 2006. “Five Misunderstandings About Case-Study Research,” 
Qualitative Inquiry 12(2): 219-245.  

•! Eisenhardt, K. M. 1989. “Building theories from case study research,” Academy of 
Management Review 14(4): 532–550.  

•! Pralle, Sarah. 2006. “The ‘Mouse that Roared’: Agenda Setting in Canadian Pesticides 
Politics,” Policy Studies Journal 34: 171-194. 

 
Week 7: October 5 – Comparative Case Studies 

•! Tarrow, Sidney. 2010. “The Strategy of Paired Comparison: Toward a Theory of 
Practice,” Comparative Political Studies 43(2): 230-259. 

•! George, Alexander, and Andrew Bennett. 2005. “The Method of Structured-Focused 
Comparison,” in George & Bennett, Case Studies and Theory Development, MIT Press, 
pp. 151-179. 

•! Steinmo, Sven. 1989. “Political Institutions and Tax Policy in the United States, Sweden, 
and Britain,” World Politics 41(4): 500-535. 

 
Week 8: October 12 – Process Tracing, Sequencing, and Path Dependency 

•! Mahoney, James. 2012. “The Logic of Process Tracing Tests in the Social Sciences,” 
Sociological Methods Research 41(4): 570-597.  

•! Charbonneau, Étienne, et al. 2016. “Process Tracing in Public Administration: The 
Implications of Practitioner Insights for Methods of Inquiry,” International Journal 
of Public Administration 18: 1-9. 

•! Pierson, Paul. 2000. “Not Just What, but When: Timing and Sequence in Political 
Processes,” Studies in American Political Development 14(1): 72-92. 

•! Kay, Adrian. 2005. “A Critique of the Use of Path Dependency in Policy Studies,” Public 
Administration 83(3): 553-571. 
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Week 9: October 19 – Ethnography / Participant-Observation 
•! Wedeen, Lisa. 2010. “Reflections on Ethnographic Work in Political Science,” Annual 

Review of Political Science 13: 255-272. 
•! Lichterman, Paul. “Seeing Structure Happen: Theory-Driven Participant Observation,” in 

Bert Klandermans and Suzanne Staggenborg, eds. Methods of Social Movement 
Research. University of Minnesota Press, pp. 118-146. 

•! Schneider, Jo Anne. 2006. “Using multimethods ethnography to promote quality service 
and understand interactions among organizations,” Nonprofit Management and 
Leadership 16(4): 411-427. 

•! Rhodes, R. A. W. 2005. “Everyday Life in a Ministry: Public Administration as 
Anthropology,” American Review of Public Administration 35(1): 3-25. 

 
Week 10: October 26 – Interviewing 

•! Goldstein, K. 2002. “Getting in the Door: Sampling and Completing Elite Interviews,” 
PS: Political Science and Politics, 35(4): 669-672. 

•! Peabody, Robert, et al. 1990. “Interviewing Political Elites,” PS: Political Science and 
Politics 23(3): 451-455. 

•! Kurasaki, Karen S. 2000. “Intercoder reliability for validating conclusions drawn from 
open-ended interview data,” Field Methods 12(3): 179-194. 

•! Rathbun. Brian. 2008. “Interviewing and Qualitative Field Methods: Pragmatism and 
Practicalities,” in The Oxford Handbook of Political Methodology, pp. 685-701. 

•! Bowling, Ann. 2005. “Mode of questionnaire administration can have serious effects on 
data quality,” Journal of Public Health 27(3): 281-291. 

 
Week 11: November 2 – Content Analysis (Guest: Paloma Raggo, TBC) 

•! Mayring, Philipp. 2000. “Qualitative Content Analysis.” Forum: Qualitative Research 
Methods 1(2): 1-10. 

•! Schmitz, Hans Peter, Paloma Raggo, and Tosca Bruno-van Vijfeijken. 2012. 
“Accountability of Transnational NGOs Aspirations vs. Practice,” Nonprofit and 
Voluntary Sector Quarterly 41(6): 1175-1194. 

•! Bartkus, Barbara, Myron Glassman, and R. Bruce McAfee. 2004. “A Comparison of the 
Quality of European, Japanese and U.S. Mission Statements: A Content Analysis,” 
European Management Journal 22(4): 393-401. 
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Week 12: November 9 – Discourse Analysis and Narrative Inquiry 
•! Herrera and Braumoeller, et al. 2004. “Symposium on Discourse and Content Analysis,” 

Qualitative Methods Newsletter 2(1): 15-38. Read all except the essays by Lowe (pp. 25-
27) and Hopf (pp. 31-33). 

•! Doty, Roxanne Lynn. 1993. “Foreign Policy as Social Construction: A Post-Positivist 
Analysis of US Counterinsurgency Policy in the Philippines,” International Studies 
Quarterly 37(3): 297-320. 

•! Sinclair, Amanda. 1995. “The chameleon of accountability: Forms and discourses,” 
Accounting, Organizations and Society 20(2-3): 219-237. 

•! Ospina, Sonia M., and Jennifer Dodge. 2005. “It’s About Time: Catching Method Up to 
Meaning—The Usefulness of Narrative Inquiry in Public Administration Research,” 
Public Administration Review 65(2): 143-157. 

 
Week 13: November 16 – Field Experiments 

•! Gerber, Alan S., and Donald Green. 2008. “Field Experiments and Natural Experiments,” 
in The Oxford Handbook of Political Methodology. Oxford University Press, pp. 357-
381. 

•! Mason, Dyana P. 2013. “Putting Charity to the Test: A Case for Field Experiments on 
Giving Time and Money in the Nonprofit Sector,” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector 
Quarterly 42(1): 193-202. 

•! LaCour, Michael, and Donald Green. 2014. “When contact changes minds: An 
experiment on transmission of support for gay equality” Science. 
http://science.sciencemag.org/content/346/6215/1366 

•! Konnikova, Maria. 2015. “How A Gay-Marriage Study Went Wrong?” The New Yorker.  
•! Blattman, Chris. 2015. “Political scientists are debating a new initiative to make research 

more trustworthy. Here’s why I’m skeptical,” The Monkey Cage (The Washington Post). 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/monkey-cage/wp/2015/11/09/political-scientists-
are-debating-a-new-initiative-to-make-research-more-trustworthy-heres-why-im-
skeptical/ 

•! More on the DA-RT debate:  
o! Journal Editors’ Statement http://www.dartstatement.org/#!blank/c22sl  
o! Problems with DA-RT policies: https://dialogueondart.org/perspectives-on-da-rt/ 
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Week 14: November 23 – Mixed-Method Approaches: Merits and Pitfalls 
(date TBC) 

•! Jick, Todd. 1979. “Mixing Qualitative and Quantitative Methods: Triangulation in 
Action,” Administrative Science Quarterly, 24(4): 602-611.  

•! Poteete, Amy, et al. 2010. Working Together: Collective Action, the Commons, and 
Multiple Methods in Practice. Princeton University Press, pp. 3-24. (Chapter on 
“Overcoming Methodological Challenges”) 

•! Ahmed, Amel, and Rudra Sil. 2009. “Is Multi-Method Research Really “Better”?” 
QMMR Newsletter 7, pp. 2-6. 

•! Ahram, Ariel I. 2009. “The Challenge of Conceptual Stretching in Multi-Method 
Research,” QMMR Newsletter 7, pp. 6-11. 

•! Moynihan, Donald P. 2006. “Managing for Results in State Government: Evaluating a 
Decade of Reform,” Public Administration Review 66(1): 77-89. 

 
Week 15: November 30 – Working Group Peer-Review 

•! Please email your draft research design to me and your assigned reviewer by Monday, 
November 28th 8pm the latest.  

•! All reviewers should bring a marked-up hard copy of the drafts to class, you will give 
them back to the authors.  

•! Each student will give a 5-minute presentation of their research designs by focusing on: 
o! The research puzzle 
o! Concept definitions, operationalization and measurement 
o! Variables (tailor accordingly if using an interpretivist method) 
o! The method 

•! Each reviewer will take 10-15 minutes to discuss the research design. 
•! We will open the floor to Q&A, where you can address the issues raised by your 

respective reviewers. 
 
 

Research designs are due December 7th, 8pm. Submissions via Turnitin. 


