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Objective: 

This course is designed as an introductory seminar on qualitative research as it is used in the field of business. The course balances the acquisition of basic knowledge about the conduct of qualitative research with the application of that knowledge to business research. The balance is reflected in the reading material, which consists of basic texts and advanced research reports from journals in business. This course develops skills in designing, evaluating, and understanding qualitative research methods. Students also acquire skills in developing research proposals, making and justifying methodological choices, writing qualitative research reports, and understanding how to publish qualitative research.

Catalog Description: 

This course helps develop knowledge and skills in the application and use of qualitative research techniques. The course provides a survey of the methodological literature on qualitative research methods paired with appropriate article-length exemplars in various business domains. This course covers a variety of different research strategies including case study, grounded theory, ethnography, qualitative data collection and analysis techniques, and writing. 

Texts:

1. Golden-Biddle, Karen and Locke, Karen D. Composing Qualitative Research, 2nd edition, Sage, 2007. 

2. Mason, Jennifer. Qualitative Researching, 2nd edition, Sage, 2002.

3. Miles, Matthew B., and Huberman, A. Michael. Qualitative Data Analysis, 2nd ed., Sage, 1994. 

Evaluation: 

Students are evaluated on their participation in class, their performance on a take-home exam, preparation of a research proposal, and a written review of a paper to be assigned. Performance on these three criteria is weighted as follows:

Participation
20%

Exam

30%

Proposal
30%

Review
20%

Course Outline:
Module I: Designing Qualitative Research
8/24. Class 1. Introduction to the Course

Lynda King case discussion.
1. Mason, Qualitative Researching, Introduction, Ch. 1. 

2. Miles and Huberman, Qualitative Data Analysis, Ch. 1.

8/31. Class 2. Philosophical Foundations for Qualitative Studies
3. Orlikowski, Wanda J., and Jack J. Baroudi, "Studying Information Technology in Organizations: Research Approaches and Assumptions," Information Systems Research, 2 (1), 1991, 1-28. 

4. Dubé, Line, and Guy Paré, “Rigor in Information Systems Positivist Case Research: Current Practices, Trends, and Recommendations,” MIS Quarterly, 27 (4), 2003, 597-635.
5. Klein, Heinz K. and Michael D. Myers, "A Set of Principles for Conducting and Evaluating Interpretive Field Studies in Information Systems,” MIS Quarterly, 23 (1), 1999, 67-93.

6. Mingers, John, “Real-izing Information Systems: Critical Realism as an Underpinning Philosophy for Information Systems,” Information and Organization, 14 (2), 2004, 87-103.

7. Cecez-Kecmanovic, Dubravka, “Basic Assumptions of the Critical Research Perspectives in Information Systems,” in D. Howcraft and E. Trauth (eds.), Handbook of Critical Information Systems Research: Theory and Application, Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar, 2005, 19-46.
9/7. Class 3. Designing Qualitative Studies 
8. Mason, Qualitative Researching, Ch. 2.

9. Sherif, Karma, Robert W. Zmud, and Glenn J. Browne, “Managing Peer-To-Peer Conflicts in Disruptive Information Technology Innovations: The Case of Software Reuse,” MIS Quarterly, 30 (2), 2006, 339-356.
10. Prasad, Pushkala, and Anshuman Prasad, “Stretching the Iron Cage: The Constitution and Implications of Routine Workplace Resistance,” Organization Science, 11 (4), 2000, 387-403.

11. Bygstad, Bendik, “Generative Mechanisms for Innovation in Information Infrastructures,” Information and Organization, 2010, in press.

12. Martin, Joanne, Kathleen Knopoff, and Christine Beckman, “An Alternative to Bureaucratic Impersonality and Emotional Labor: Bounded Emotionality at The Body Shop,” Administrative Science Quarterly, 43 (1998), 429-469.

Module II: Strategies for Qualitative Research

9/14. Class 4. Case Studies 
13. Miles and Huberman, Qualitative Data Analysis, Chs. 2-3.

14. Yin, Robert K., “The Case Study Crisis: Some Answers,” Administrative Science Quarterly, 26 (1), 1981, 58-65.

15. Eisenhardt, Kathleen M., “Building Theories from Case Study Research,” Academy of Management Review, 14 (4), 1989, 532-550.

16. Eisenhardt, Kathleen M., and Melissa E. Graebner, “Theory Building from Cases: Opportunities and Challenges,” Academy of Management Journal, 50 (1) 2007, 25-32.

17. Alam, Ian, “An Exploratory Investigation of User Involvement in New Service Development,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 30 (3), 2002, 250-261.

18. Wagner, Erica L., Susan V. Scott, and Robert D. Galliers, “The Creation of ‘Best Practice’ Software: Myth, Reality and Ethics,” Information and Organization, 16 (3) 2006, 251-275.
9/21. Class 5. Grounded Theory 

19. Suddaby, Roy, “What Grounded Theory is Not,” Academy of Management Journal, 49 (4) 2006, 633-643.

20. Orlikowski, Wanda J., "CASE Tools as Organizational Change: Investigating Incremental and Radical Changes in Systems Development," MIS Quarterly, 17 (3), 1993, 309-340. 

21. Boudreau, Marie-Claude, and Daniel Robey, "Enacting Integrated Information Technology: Inertia, Improvised Learning and Reinvention," Organization Science, 16 (1), 2005, 3-18.

9/28. Class 6. Ethnography 
22. Barley, Stephen R., "Images of Imaging: Notes on Doing Longitudinal Field Work," Organization Science, 1 (3), August 1990, 220-245.

23. Curasi, Carolyn F., Linda L. Price, and Eric J. Arnould, “How Individuals’ Cherished Possessions Become Families’ Inalienable Wealth,” Journal of Consumer Research, 31, 2004, 609-622.

24. Schouten, John W., and James H. McAlexander, “Subcultures of Consumption: An Ethnography of the New Bikers,” Journal of Consumer Research, 22, 1995, 43-61.

Module III: Qualitative Data Generation 

10/5. Class 7. Interviewing 

25. Mason, Qualitative Researching, Chs. 3-4.

26. Myers, Michael D., and Michael Newman, “The Qualitative Interview in IS Research: Examining the Craft,” Information and Organization, 17 (1), 2007, 2-26.

27. Meho, Lokman I., “E-Mail Interviews in Qualitative Research: A Methodological Discussion,” Journal of the American Society for information Science and Technology,” 1284-1295.
28. Robey, Daniel, and Michael Newman, "Sequential Patterns in Information Systems Development: An Application of a Social Process Model," ACM Transactions on Information Systems, 14, 1996, 30-63.
10/12. Class 8. Participating and Observing

Reports from Interviewing Exercise.

29. Mason, Qualitative Researching, Chs. 5-6.

30. Howard-Grenville, Jennifer A., “The Persistence of Flexible Organizational Routines: The Role of Agency and Organizational Context,” Organization Science, 16 (6) 2005, 618-636.

31. Jin, Leigh, and Daniel Robey, “Bridging Social and Technical Interfaces in Organizations: An Interpretive Analysis of Time-Space Distanciation,” Information and Organization, 18 (3) 2008, 177-204. 

32. Puri, Satish K., “Integrating Scientific with Indigenous Knowledge: Constructing Knowledge Alliances for Land Management in India, MIS Quarterly, 31 (2) 2007, 355-379.

10/19. Class 9. Using Online Data
Reports from Observing Exercise.

33. Kozinets, Robert V., “The Field Behind the Screen: Using Netnography for Marketing Research in Online Communities,” Journal of Marketing Research, 39, 2002, 61-72.

34. Chua, Cecil E.H., Jonathan D. Wareham, and Daniel Robey, “The Role of Online Trading Communities in Managing Internet Auction Fraud,” MIS Quarterly, 31 (4) 2007, 750-781.

35. da Cunha, João Vieira, and Wanda J. Orlikowski, “Performing Catharsis: The Use of Online Discussion Forums in Organizational Change,” Information and Organization, 18 (2) 2008, 132-156.
36. Iivari, Netta, “Discursive Construction of ‘User Innovations’ in the Open Source Software Development Context,” Information and Organization, (20 (2), 2010, 111-132.

Module IV: Qualitative Data Analysis 

10/26. Class 10. Coding Qualitative Data

37. Mason, Qualitative Researching, Ch. 8.

38. Miles and Huberman, Qualitative Data Analysis, Ch. 4. 

39. Maznevski, Martha L., and Katherine M. Chudoba, “Bridging Space over Time: Global Virtual Team Dynamics and Effectiveness,” Organization Science, 11, 2000, 473-492.

40. Joy, Annamma, “Gift Giving in Hong Kong and the Continuum of Social Ties,” Journal of Consumer Research, 28, 2001, 239-256.

11/2. Class 11. Within-Case Analysis

41. Miles and Huberman, Qualitative Data Analysis, Chs. 5-6. 

42. Orlikowski, Wanda J., "Improvising Organizational Transformation Over Time: A Situated Change Perspective," Information Systems Research, 7 (1), 1996, 63-92.

43. Chu, Tsai-Hsin, and Daniel Robey, “Explaining Changes in Learning and Work Practice Following the Adoption of Online Learning: A Human Agency Perspective,” European Journal of Information Systems, 17 (1) 2008, 79-98.

1/9. Class 12. Cross-Case Analysis

44. Miles and Huberman, Qualitative Data Analysis, Chs. 7-9. 

45. Robey, Daniel and Sundeep Sahay, “Transforming Work through Information Technology: A Comparative Case Study of Geographic Information Systems in County Government,” Information Systems Research, 7 (1), 1996, 93-110.

46. Kirsch, Laurie J., “Deploying Common Systems Globally: The Dynamics of Control,” Information Systems Research, 15 (4), 2004, 374-395.

47. Bechky, Beth A., “Gaffers, Gofers, and Grips: Role-Based Coordination in Temporary Organizations,” Organization Science, 17 (1) 2006, 3-21. 

Module V: Writing and Publishing Qualitative Research

11/16. Class 13. Reviewing Qualitative Research and Responding to Reviews

48. Golden-Biddle and Locke, Composing Qualitative Research, Ch. 5.

49. Editor’s Comments: “From the Trenches: Thoughts on Developmental Reviewing” MIS Quarterly, 29 (2), 2005, iii-xii.

50. Lee, Allen S. "Reviewing a Manuscript for Publication," Journal of Operations Management, 13 (1), 1995, 87-92.  http://www.people.vcu.edu/~aslee/referee.htm
51. Davison, Robert, “Criteria for Good Reviews,” unpublished, 2005.

11/30. Class 14. Composing Qualitative Research

52. Miles and Huberman, Qualitative Data Analysis, Ch. 12. 

53. Mason, Qualitative Researching, Ch. 9

54. Golden-Biddle and Locke, Composing Qualitative Research, Chs. 1-4.
55. Pratt, Michael G., “For the Lack of a Boilerplate: Tips on Writing up (And Reviewing) Qualitative Research,” Academy of Management Journal, 52 (5), 856-862.
	


56. Robey, Daniel, "Principles of Collaboration," 1995.

57. Robey, Daniel. "A Note on the Order of Authorship," 1997. 

12/7. Class 15. Presentation of Student Proposals 
Guides for Leading Discussions on Assigned Articles in BA 9300

In order to facilitate a productive discussion of assigned articles, please adhere to the following guidelines. Assigned articles are empirical exemplars of the topics assigned for that day. 

1. Begin with a short statement of the assigned article’s relationship to the topic with which it was assigned.

2. Proceed with discussion questions such as:

a. What are the particular strengths of the authors’ use of the qualitative methods being discussed?

b. What are the weaknesses of the article with respect to the qualitative methods being discussed?

c. In what ways could the authors have improved their use of the qualitative methods being discussed? 
3. If time permits, discuss any additional strengths or weaknesses of the article.
Guides for Writing the Research Proposal for BA 9300

In contrast to a dissertation proposal, the proposal for this course should place less emphasis on background literature review and theory and more emphasis on methodology. To help with this objective, the proposal should be structured into the following sections (note the suggested page lengths).

1. Introduction – statement of the problem motivating your research and its relevance to practice. (1 page)

2. Theoretical Basis – statement of the basic ontological and epistemological assumptions underlying the inquiry. How do you construe reality? What will count as evidence of that reality? Are you proceeding inductively or deductively? Are you testing or extending existing theory, or building new theory? (2-4 pages)

3. Methodology – statement of the research methods. What type of qualitative research tradition are you following (e.g., case study, ethnography, action research, grounded theory)? What are your research design, your methods for generating data, and your methods for data analysis? (4-6 pages)

4. Expected Contributions – statement of the expected value of your results in relation to the issues posed in the Introduction. What are your plans for disseminating your findings? (1 page)

5. References – inclusion of complete references for all works actually cited in your proposal. (as needed)

General Class Policies

· Prerequisites are strictly enforced.  Students failing to complete a prerequisites with a grade of “C” or higher will be administratively withdrawn from the course in which they are in violation with a loss of tuition fees.  There are no exceptions.
· Students are expected to attend all classes and group meetings, except when precluded by emergencies, religious holidays or bona fide extenuating circumstances.  

· Students who, for non-academic reasons beyond their control, are unable to meet the full requirements of the course should notify the instructor. Incompletes may be given if a student has ONE AND ONLY ONE outstanding assignment.

· A “W” grade will be assigned if a student withdraws before mid-semester while maintaining a passing grade. Withdrawals after the mid-semester date will result in a grade of “WF”.  Refer to GSU catalog or Registrar’s office for details.

· Spirited class participation is encouraged and informed discussion in class is expected.  This requires completing readings and assignments before class.

· Unless specifically stated by the instructor, all exams and lab assignments are to be completed by the student alone.  

· Within group collaboration is allowed on project work.  Collaboration between project groups will be considered cheating unless specifically allowed by an instructor.

· Copy work from the Internet without a proper reference will be considered plagiarism and subject to disciplinary action as delineated in the Student Handbook.

· Any non-authorized collaboration will be considered cheating and the student(s) involved will have an Academic Dishonesty charge completed by the instructor and placed on file in the Dean’s office and the CIS Department.  All instructors regardless of the type of assignment will apply this Academic Dishonesty policy equally to all students.  See excerpt from the Student Handbook below:

Academic Honesty

(Abstracted from GSU’s Student Handbook Student Code of Conduct “Policy on Academic Honesty and Procedures for Resolving Matters of Academic Honesty” - http://www.gsu.edu/~wwwcam/academichonesty.html)

As members of the academic community, students are expected to recognize and uphold

standards of intellectual and academic integrity. The University assumes as a basic and minimum standard of conduct in academic matters that students be honest and that they submit for credit only the products of their own efforts. Both the ideals of scholarship and the need for fairness require that all dishonest work be rejected as a basis for academic credit. They also require that students refrain from any and all forms of dishonorable or unethical conduct related to their academic work.

Students are expected to discuss with faculty the expectations regarding course assignments and standards of conduct.  Here are some examples and definitions that clarify the standards by which academic honesty and academically honorable conduct are judged at GSU.

Plagiarism. Plagiarism is presenting another person’s work as one’s own. Plagiarism includes any paraphrasing or summarizing of the works of another person without acknowledgment, including the submitting of another student’s work as one’s own. Plagiarism frequently involves a failure to acknowledge in the text, notes, or footnotes the quotation of the paragraphs, sentences, or even a few phrases written or spoken by someone else. The submission of research or completed papers or projects by someone else is plagiarism, as is the unacknowledged use of research sources gathered by someone else when that use is specifically forbidden by the faculty member. Failure to indicate the

extent and nature of one’s reliance on other sources is also a form of plagiarism. Failure to indicate the extent and nature of one’s reliance on other sources is also a form of plagiarism. Any work, in whole or part, taken from the internet or other computer based resource without properly referencing the source (for example, the URL) is considered plagiarism. A complete reference is required in order that all parties may locate and view the original source. Finally, there may be forms of plagiarism that are unique to an individual discipline or course, examples of which should be provided in advance by the

faculty member. The student is responsible for understanding the legitimate use of sources, the appropriate ways of acknowledging academic, scholarly or creative indebtedness, and the consequences of violating this responsibility.

Cheating on Examinations. Cheating on examinations involves giving or receiving unauthorized help before, during, or after an examination. Examples of unauthorized help include the use of notes, texts, or “crib sheets” during an examination (unless specifically approved by the faculty member), or sharing information with another student during an examination (unless specifically approved by the faculty member). Other examples include intentionally allowing another student to view one’s own examination and collaboration before or after an examination if such collaboration is specifically

forbidden by the faculty member.

Unauthorized Collaboration. Submission for academic credit of a work product, or a part thereof, represented as its being one’s own effort, which has been developed in substantial collaboration with assistance from another person or source, or computer honesty. It is also a violation of academic honesty knowingly to provide such assistance. Collaborative work specifically authorized by a faculty member is allowed.

Lynda King (A)
Lynda King’s graduation ceremony at Georgia State University was something she would always remember. Although her family kidded her about finally getting out of school at age 33, the smiles on their faces on that warm May afternoon in 2004 revealed their pride in her accomplishments. Lynda’s advisor, John Applegate, was also proud of Lynda. As he said his final goodbyes, he reminded her about the work that lay ahead. “Lynda, don’t neglect that paper from your dissertation that we discussed. It’s going to take more time than you think, and you won’t have much time when you start teaching at NYU in the fall. So get working on it right away.” 

Lynda’s dissertation was a qualitative analysis of clerical workers’ responses to the introduction of new technologies in the workplace. She chose the topic because it resonated with her own frustrations as a consultant in the two years before she began her doctoral studies. Lynda chose qualitative analysis because it allowed her to get at more of the feelings that people held toward technologies. In contrast to the prevailing use of quantitative measures of worker attitudes, intentions, and perceptions, Lynda’s study focused on interviews and observations of workers as they interacted with new technologies. She learned that many workers were disenchanted with managerial efforts to make them keep apace with new technologies. Lynda’s study offered a critical, feminist perspective on the management of technology. 

Lynda and her husband moved into their New York apartment on June 1, three weeks after the graduation ceremony. May had been consumed by packing and moving, and the new apartment needed lots of furnishings right away. Lynda’s husband began his medical residency two days later, so Lynda was stuck with the job of fixing up their apartment. “It’s great that you have the summer off to get us settled,” he had said. 

Soon after moving in, Lynda paid a visit to her new department to get oriented. She was given an old syllabus for the course that she had been hired to “update radically.” She was also given a copy of the recently approved “target journal list” for faculty publications. Lynda’s heart skipped a beat when she realized that her favorite journal, to which she expected to submit her research paper, was not on the list. 

Lynda was pleased to have finished a qualitative study that satisfied her committee at GSU. At her final oral defense, the committee members praised her work for its lucid insights into the working conditions of ordinary people using advanced technologies. Now, could she satisfy the editors and referees who would read her manuscript after it was submitted for review? Would the editors even send it out for review? Would her work be seen as politically incorrect because it critiqued management practice from a feminist perspective? These worries made it difficult for her to sit down and begin writing the article version of her dissertation. 

Lynda’s task was complicated by the fact that her dissertation was 314 pages long, and most journals limited submitted papers to 40 pages. How could she condense this huge volume of work into a single article? 

Lynda also worried about the reception of her work by her new colleagues at New York University. As a native New Yorker, Lynda was thrilled to receive an offer from a top school in her hometown. The move also allowed her husband to get a residency at one of the many New York hospitals. But NYU had high standards for tenure. “Five or six A pubs is usually enough for tenure,” she had been told during her interviews. Five or six! As a qualitative researcher, Lynda wondered how she could possibly conduct enough studies to produce articles at that pace. After 13 months of fieldwork and 8 months of analysis and writing, she had produced one study. Where would the other 4 or 5 articles needed for tenure come from?

In addition to her fear about the number of articles that she had to publish, Lynda also worried that her new colleagues would not see her work as rigorous. Most of the faculty members in her department at NYU were doing quantitative research using structural equation modeling (SEM) on large samples. She was open to working on quantitative studies with her new colleagues, and her doctoral training had included several courses in quantitative research methods, including SEM. But she doubted that she would be seen as strong enough to contribute to advanced research using those techniques.

In mid-June, Lynda checked her diary. She was scheduled for new faculty orientation on August 15. She had pulled together most of the material for the course she would teach, but she wanted to search for updated cases to replace some of the older cases. Her apartment was in disarray, despite her efforts to find new furniture at affordable prices in the city. Her parents were coming to stay for a week to help out with the apartment. And that “major paper” from her dissertation had received three false starts. 

Questions:
1. Do you think that qualitative research is valued less than quantitative research? Why?

2. Given the worries associated with publishing qualitative research, why would anyone do qualitative research for a dissertation?

3. What should Lynda do during the remainder of the summer? What research goals should she have for the coming year?

1

