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Infroduction

Development and future of the
Center for Qualitative Psychology

Mechthild Kiegelmann

In this brief description of the past and future of the Center for Qualitative
Psychology I will cover the following points.  First, I remind us of our
past and how the center changed from an idea into the actual founding of
the center. Then I will talk about the workshops that we have held so far
and also mention our publications. I will continue with describing the
original purpose of the center and the mission statement. This is followed
by some remarks about why qualitative psychology is the purpose of our
organization but also why we think this qualitative psychology is still
necessary to be developed further. I continue with talking about other
networks that are related to ours and finally talk about tasks for the future,
i.e. a discussion about our common interest and the purpose of the center
and also a discussion about the organizational structure. In the end I will
close with a few remarks on funding.

About the history of the Center for Qualitative Psychology

In 1999, when I arrived in Tiibingen and started my job in educational
psychology at the University of Tiibingen, I had the organizational back-
ground and support to realize a plan for creating a Center for Qualitative
Psychology. This plan I brought basically with me when I came back from
the United States to do more research and study in Germany. So, while I
still lived in Berlin, the idea of founding a center for qualitative psychology
became more realistic and I was able to meet with people who had similar
ideas in terms of supporting qualitative research in Germany and in an
international network. I met with Jarg Bergold who has been very active
in the "Neue Gesellschaft fiir Psychologie" that is the organization for
psychology in which there is a subgroup of researchers who are explicitly
interested in qualitative research. Jarg Bergold and I met in Berlin and
talked about how to organize those researchers who are psychologists or
are working in the area of psychology and are interested in qualitative
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methods. In the first years of the existence of the Center for Qualitative
Psychology, Jarg Bergold always came to the meeting of the workshop for
qualitative psychology and he also brought his colleagues whom he has
worked with for a long time. After a break and extensive work in Argen-
tina, he again is an active member of our group.

I also met with Katja Mruck in 1998, and we both had ideas of
creating institutions for qualitative research, and Katja Mruck was able to
get DFG-funding from the library sciences for her work on the online
journal FQS or Forum: Qualitative Social Research (see at URL http://
www.qualitative-research.net/fqs/fqs-eng.htm) which by now has grown
into an institutionalized and well established high-ranking journal for
qualitative research in the field of social sciences. She and I are both
engaged in supporting qualitative research while I am more engaged in
organizing face-to-face meetings and doing workshops with people
interested in doing qualitative research and especially in facilitating a
creation of new projects and joint research endeavors. Katja Mruck is very
good in managing online resources and organizing a larger group of
people, and in addition she and Giinter Mey established the "Berliner
Methodentreff" that is a support structure for doctoral students using
qualitative methods in the wide field of social research. In contrast, in our
Center for Qualitative Psychology we focus more narrowly on psychology
only. Back in 1999 when we started working on the Center for Quali-
tative Psychology I also had a consultation with Renee Fall who has been
for many years an administrator and professional fund raiser at various
institutions in the US. Renee helped with figuring out the administrative
details of starting the center. In addition, I also had some consultations
with Werner Fiedler and also talked to Uwe- Dieter Steppuhn who both
work at the Hans-Bockler-Stiftung. There is a high interest from the foun-
dation to support qualitative social research. Mr. Fiedler and Mr.
Steppuhn were able help me by applying for a grant from the Hans-
Bockler-Foundation that I used as start-up money for initializing the
Center for Qualitative Psychology. There is also the ZBBS, Zentrum fiir
qualitative Bildungs-, Beratungs- und Sozialforschung (http://www.uni-
magdeburg.de/iew/zbbs/) in Magdeburg which again is a center for quali-
tative research but in the area of counseling a more educationally focused
research. In 1999 I attended the initial meeting of the center and their
graduates' school which at the same time started when we with our center
started. Finally, I was able to attend the conference of the "Neue Gesell-
schaft fiir Psychologie" (see: http://www.ngfp.de/) in Berlin in 1999, there
I could advertise the idea of founding a center for qualitative psychology
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and also meet with other researchers who have worked in this area for a
while.

So, when I got the job at the University of Tiibingen, I was lucky to be
able to work with Giinter L. Huber who has supported the idea of the
center from the very beginning and who has contributed countless hours
of work for this project. He and I worked on the details of the initial
meeting for the center for qualitative psychology. We found a conference
house near the University of Tiibingen for the first meeting. There is a
general structure for the schedule of each workshop, which we initiated at
the first workshop. It still remains the basic backbone of each meeting.
We always start on a Friday evening with an informal opening and intro-
duction round and space for announcing new projects and research
interests and also areas where people are writing grants. Friday evening
leaves time for informal networking among the researchers and parti-
cipants. We then have the next day, the Saturday of the weekend work-
shop. Saturdays provide the space for a full day of intensive work on
qualitative research in psychology. After opening presentations, papers
and work-in-progress-reports are presented and thoroughly discussed in
thematic workgroups. Finally, on Sundays, i.e. the final day of each
meeting, we have the business meeting of the Center, and also a session
where we are using the time to start up new joint research projects and
also think about how to present qualitatively oriented research in other
organizations like the Deutsche Gesellschaft fiir Psychologie or the Ameri-
can Psychological Association or the EARLI (European Association of
Research and Learning). The mixture of intensive work on academic
research and the presentation of academic papers on the one hand and on
the other hand time for networking, cooperation and the start up of new
projects, remains the main structure for each meeting. We offer childcare
every time in order to make possible that young researchers with small
children are able to attend as well.

In the beginning, in the initiation phase of the project we were able to
hire Bea Dorr as project manager who was financed by the Hans-Bockler-
Foundation who helped with organizing the first workshop and initiating
the structure for the center. Also, the Ingeborg Huber Verlag has been
supportive from the very beginning of the center by publishing the
proceedings of each workshop. Since Leo Giirtler joined the educational
psychology department at the University of Tiibingen, he has been
working for the success of the Center for Qualitative Psychology.
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Table 1: List of workshops of the Center for Qualitative Psychology,

2000-2007
Year Workshop Title Meeting Place
2000 Blaubeuren,
Qualitative Research in Psychology Germany
2001| The Role of the Researcher in Blaubeuren,
Qualitative Psychology Germany
2002| Research Questions and Matching Perlora, Spain
Methods of Analysis
2003| Areas of Qualitative Psychology — Blaubeuren,
Special Focus on Design Germany
2004 Mixed Methodology in Psychological Freudenstadt,
Research Germany
2005| Generalization in Qualitative Klagenfurt,
Psychology Austria

2006| Qualitative Psychology in the Changing | Riga, Latvia
Academic Context

2007| Qualitative Approaches in the Field of Berlin, Germany
Psychology

As shown in table 1 we met in 2000 in Blaubeuren near Tiibingen
with the workshop about "Qualitative research in psychology." Then, in
2001, the conference title was "The role of the researcher in qualitative
psychology." After that, in 2002, we met in Perlora in Spain with a work-
shop on "Research questions and matching methods of analysis." In 2003
the workshop again was held in Germany, in Blaubeuren, and we worked
about "Areas of qualitative psychology — special focus on design ." 2004
the title was "Mixed methodology in psychological research" which we
discussed in a conference hotel in Freudenstadt, Germany. Then, in the
year 20035, the topic was "Generalization in qualitative psychology" which
we worked on in Klagenfurt, Austria. In 2006 we met in Riga, Latvia and
worked on "Qualitative psychology in the changing academic context."
Finally, the meeting for the year 2007 is planned again in Germany at a
conference hotel near Berlin and the topic there will be "Qualitative
approaches in the field of psychology." There we will continue our re-
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structuring process of the organization of the Center for Qualitative Psy-
chology, i.e. we plan to register the center as a non-profit organization.

Purposes of the Center for Qualitative Psychology

When we started the Center for Qualitative Psychology we began with
formulating a mission statement. If you look at our original mission
statement (see Table 2) you will see that there are three main arguments
for the purpose of the Center for Qualitative Psychology.

Table 2: Original Mission Statement of the Center for Qualitative Psy-
chology

The Center for Qualitative Psychology was founded in 1999 to
further develop and enhance qualitative research methods in the
psychological field. It is especially committed to supporting quali-
tative methods for socially committed research, built on the German
tradition of qualitative psychology starting since the 1950ies, such as
the use of observation, introspection, and interviews.

The center provides qualitatively working psychologists the oppor-
tunity for networking, for enhancing their expertise in annual
meetings, and for engagement in international co-operation. The
center aims to uphold the German tradition of qualitative psychology
as well as to engage in an active scholarly exchange with the inter-
national community of researchers in psychology.

The center was founded in October 1999 in the department of
educational psychology at the University of Tiibingen and promotes
qualitative research methods in the field of psychology.

The original mission statement included: 1) the purpose is to develop
and enhance qualitative methods specifically in the discipline of psycho-
logy. This means in contrast to other organizations that provide a network
and support for people who are using qualitative methods in social
sciences our center focuses is explicitly on the discipline of psychology.
Therefore it is a unique subgroup of the movement of qualitatively
working social scientists. 2) The second aspect of the mission statement is
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about especially supporting socially committed research. Coming from a
tradition of feminist and action research and other qualitative approaches
that do not claim objectivity but rather work from a position of openly
acknowledging the purposes of research, we pursue a tradition of research
that explicitly has the value of supporting social movements. 3) The third
point in the original mission statement is about an international commu-
nity. That means, we are an organization that was started from a small
group of people living in Germany. But our idea from the beginning was
to focus on building up an international community. Therefore, our
language of the conference always has been English. Most of the people
who are participating in the Center for Qualitative Psychology are not
native speakers of English. Therefore, many discussions are being con-
ducted by using English as a second language. This form of communi-
cation sometimes provides difficulties in the attempt of expressing one's
own arguments. Our experience, however, is that everyone is very com-
mitted to careful listening — as I would say is an expertise of good quali-
tative researchers. The workshops have been a successful practice of over-
coming the difficulties of language. Often researchers who are attending
the workshops of the Center for Qualitative Psychology have to explain
their ideas in English as a second language and have to reframe key-
concepts within unfamiliar words und thus reflect on terms they usually
are able to use without much thought about it. This process of rethinking
even those arguments and those concepts that we take for granted has
proven to be a fruitful aspect of the discussions.

Why Qualitative Psychology?

So, today I ask in the context of the network that has evolved since we
started the Center in 1999: Why do we have the Center for Qualitative
Psychology? The main idea is to provide the opportunity for networking
for all. On the one hand that means to include the whole range of
psychology, i.e. all sub-disciplines within psychology are included in the
networking: such as developmental psychology, social psychology, organi-
zational psychology, educational psychology, clinical psychology, forensic
psychology, and all the other sub-disciplines. On the other hand we also
want to include the whole range of approaches in qualitative research
methodologies, i.e. we are interested in networking with those researchers
who use approaches such as biographical research, mixed methods,
ethnography, hermeneutics, content analysis, the voice-approach, dis-
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course analysis, or grounded theory. We strongly believe that the commu-
nalities of researchers using qualitative approaches are worth to build an
organization like ours. Even though we acknowledge that there are
differences in philosophies and theoretical frameworks that are the
background in the variety of approaches, we still believe it is worthwhile
to concentrate on the communalities of those psychologists that are using
qualitative research. This means both aspects a) including the whole range
of psychology and also b) including every approach that is considered
qualitative in psychology means that we are not focusing on one specific
approach or on one "school" of qualitative psychology. Rather we are
providing a network for the whole range of people. We expect that
everyone reflects on her or his theoretical standing and thus contributes
from this position to our common discussions. In 2002, our meeting in
Perlora, Spain was titled "Research Questions and Matching Methods of
Analysis" (see Kiegelmann & Giirtler, 2003). There, we stated and justi-
fied our postulate that a given research question is the focus that
determines which research approach and research method is to be used.
Thus, we believe the main reason for choosing a method in a research
project should not be a tradition where one comes from nor the expe-
rience that one approach is known the best. Therefore, psychologists
using qualitative methods often also use quantitative methods. By the way,
most of us are trained mainly in the quantitative tradition and are able to
make worthwhile use of this knowledge. But often in the research and
professional biography of psychologists, several approaches both
qualitative and quantitative have been applied. So it is not just a range of
approaches represented by a variety of participants in the workshops and
the meetings of the people who attend the Center for Qualitative Psycho-
logy, but also there is a variety of approaches within one single psycho-
logist.

Who cares, what is there to do?

Psychologists and researchers in the area of psychology are invited to
participate in the network that we have created. The idea is to overcome
isolation that many of us experience at their home institutions. Also, we
are interested in international cooperation. Furthermore, we pursue the
goal of overcoming a quantitative-qualitative divide and rather focus on
developing methods that are able to support psychological research of high
quality. The network helps to give researchers peer support. It is the
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purpose of supporting each other regardless of theoretical tradition that
shapes the tone of communication at our meetings. A very important
aspect of the atmosphere of the network in the Center for Qualitative
Psychology is that everyone is treated with respect and support, whether
or not this person has had years of professional research experiences and
whether or not this person even has earned a doctorate yet. The common
interest is in supporting qualitative approaches in psychology and not in
reestablishing hierarchical systems.

An important aspect of the work in the Center for Qualitative Psy-
chology is not only the yearly meetings and face-to-face contact we engage
in, but also the initiation of joint research projects. Often two or three
participants meet at a workshop and use the time to come up with ideas or
to create some new projects and together apply for funding to realize this
idea. There have been several occasions where participants of the Center
for Qualitative Psychology have presented in symposia of major national
and international workshops and congresses for psychology, e.g. the con-
vention of the American Psychological Association or the meeting of
EARLI, i.e. European Association for Research on Learning and Instruc-
tion or at the conventions of the German Psychological Association.

Why do we pursue Qualitative Psychology?

There have been several central questions that came up in discussions over
the years of our meetings. From my perspective and my own work, the
following key issues in qualitative psychology have been central, i.e. the
importance of research relationships and work on research ethics, as well
as research questions that guide research methods. Furthermore, we
worked on the documentation of gaining knowledge as one version of ful-
filling quality standards in research. Theory building is another important
question. As I have recently formulated elsewhere (Kiegelmann, 2005).

I divide theory building into two aspects and two separate entities that are
relevant in an empirical research project. 1) On the one hand theory
building means to evaluate "the state of the art" of psychological research
about the given research topic area. Here, the typical reasons for justifying
a research project are being elaborated, e.g. there is a gap in the literature
about the phenomenon of interest or in the current state of the art.
Another reason for a new research project can be the suggestion of a new
perspective on a problem. 2) On the other hand, theory building in
empirical psychological research means reframing a general approach of
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psychology. The general theoretical framework that is used in psycho-
logical research is something that is worked on by empirical studies. Each
research project in psychology that is based on empirical data also has the
potential to elaborate and extend or rework the big theoretical approaches
within psychology. Hereby, I mean Piaget's perspective on psychological
development or psychoanalytic thinking in the tradition of Freud or
behaviorist approaches or Gilligan's relational psychology. That means, an
empirical research project not only provides the opportunity to answer
questions about a specific aspect of phenomenon that is a topic in
psychology. But also, each empirical study has the possibility of contri-
buting to the main perspectives and frameworks that guide our psycho-
logical thinking.

When we talk about theory building we state that analyzing empirical
data is just one of many steps in a research design. That means, in the
Center for Qualitative Psychology we talk about theory building and
research projects that include a whole design process of empirical research.
We suggest that there is a possibility that qualitative approaches provide to
the field of psychology by expanding the range of research questions that
are able to be taken on in psychological projects. A wide range of specific
research questions in qualitative psychology are also reflected in contri-
butions to our workshops that we have held during the last couple of
years. Each year, we documented the presentations and discussions in
conference proceedings (Kiegelmann, 2001 & 2002; Kiegelmann &
Giirtler, 2003; Giirtler, Kiegelmann, & Huber, 2005, Mayring, Huber,
Giirtler, & Kiegelmann, in press; Maslo & Kiegelmann, in preparation).

What is special about qualitative psychological research?

If T summarize some key ideas we have discussed during the last years,
several points will come to mind. A central point is that the social context
of the psychological phenomenon is always included in our research
projects, i.e. that qualitative psychologists reflect on the wider social con-
text in which the research takes place, including historical and current
conditions. We attend to structural organizational frameworks that pro-
vide the background and have the potential to either support or also to
hinder the success of research endeavors. We always see research relation-
ships as a part of the research process and openly acknowledge the
dynamics that are happening within the human contact of conducting
empirical research. We prefer to actively address researchers' interests
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over denial and claims for objectivity. Also, we strive to understand parti-
cipants' perspectives in psychological research.

When I think about specific qualitative research questions that seem
to be a contribution to the scientific field of psychology, three areas of
research questions come to mind.

1) One is research about psychological processes of all kinds.

2) The other is studies in which the subjective perspectives of parti-
cipants are at the focus.

3) Finally, qualitative approaches in psychology provide the oppor-
tunity for contextualized research questions. That means, in addition
to psychological research that focuses on exactly and narrowly de-
fined variables, qualitative approaches are able to explore more
complex and socially embedded analyses of psychological phenomena.

In summary I argue that there are two key features that are important
for our work at the Center for Qualitative Psychology. On the one hand,
there is a focus on qualitative approaches in empirical research, and on the
other hand a focus on genuine psychological research questions. In our
mission statement we talk about inclusion of researchers from all kinds of
disciplines with the purpose of providing a network for those researchers
who are interested in psychological research. That means, it is a network
that provides the opportunity of support for a whole range of researchers
but still focuses on psychological questions and on qualitative methodo-

logy.

Epilogue

There was a meeting of the Center for Qualitative Psychology in the year
of 2006 in Riga/Latvia. The topic of this meeting was "Qualitative Psycho-
logy in the changing academic context." Here, we focused on discussing
the contributions of qualitatively oriented psychologists in Europe and the
changes that are being pursued currently in the European academic world
following the Bologna process. Furthermore, for the year of 2007 another
meeting of the center is planned. It will take place in Berlin/Germany and
will focus on talking about the common interest that we members or
participants of the Center for Qualitative Psychology have. At that
meeting we will also establish a new organizational structure for the
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Center for Qualitative Psychology by formally registering as a non-profit
organization.
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PART |
General considerations

Chapter01-1

Should we generalize? Anyway, we do it all the time in every-
day life

Leo Gurtler and Gunter L. Huber

Before we outline various approaches to generalization in the social and
natural sciences, it seems promising to have a look at the habits of daily
life, because generalization plays an important part in the life of ordinary
people, i.e. non-scientists.

In his personal construct theory, Kelly (1955) compares the daily life
and activities of laymen with the strategies of scientific work and the ways
of thinking and reasoning of scientists. He comes to the conclusion that
on closer inspection there are less differences between scientists' and non-
scientists' thoughts than usually expected. He introduced the metaphor
"man the scientist,” which represents the idea that everyday thinking and
scientific thinking are structurally equivalent, although the world views of
ordinary people mostly do not meet the criteria for the evaluation of
scientific publications and theories. Groeben and Scheele (1977) and
Groeben (1986) built their construct of "subjective theories" on this episte-
mological basis.

Following from this structural equivalence, we should find processes
and problems of generalization both in everyday and scientific thinking.
Social life demonstrates many good examples: On our daily way to our
job, school, shopping center, etc. we noticed several times an interesting
person — and now we assume that this person comes this way regularly.
We overhear people having a gossip about a person who is suspected of
having lied or stolen something in the past; this will arouse our suspicion
or at least reservations against this person — regardless whether the person
really has stolen or lied at all. If we like somebody very much, we expect
that we will like her or him still many years later — although we may be no
longer in contact with this person at that time and do not know about his
or her personal development. Numerous examples of this kind can be
found, however, we also encounter many exceptions, e.g., today we do
not meet the person on our way, a person appealing to us in former times
now behaves nasty, etc. Most interestingly these contradictory experiences
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often do not lead to doubts about our hypotheses in everyday life. Far
more, sometimes they contribute to the consolidation of this very world
views.

Thus, in our daily activities, the question is not whether human beings
generalize or not, because they do it all the time, otherwise our life would
be very complicated. On the other hand, our preference to simplify the
complexity of everyday life has its costs: Our ubiquitous tendency to
generalize our experiences leads to a phenomenon called the fundamental
attribution error, also known as correspondence bias or overattribution
effect (Jones & Harris, 1967). This bias in our judgements is grounded in
the fact that people tend to overestimate the influence of (an assumed)
stability of personality as the cause of other people's actions. At the same
time, people tend to overestimate the impact of external influences when
judging their own behavior. Shortly, we ourselves feel like victims of
situational conditions and restrictions ("I had no choice to act otherwise,
because... the train was late / traffic was heavy / X suggested this alter-
native"), while other people are seen as responsible for their actions ("S/he
is like that... and that is the cause for ..."). This fundamental attribution
error plays an important role in various settings like social psychology,
psychotherapy, education, etc.

As an interesting example for educators, achievement motivation
(McClelland et al., 1953) can be understood as a form of generalized
expectation: Learners orient themselves habitually towards success or
failure. This personal and quite stable orientation shows substantial effects
on their actual achievements. Numerous examples from personality and
differential psychology can be found (e.g. certainty/uncertainty orien-
tation; Huber & Roth, 1999), which all demonstrate that generalization is
a topic of great importance even beyond the field of methodology.

So it seems that especially in everyday life it is quite hard to avoid any
generalization. Instead, we practice it quite often and habitually. And of
course there is some sense behind that: By generalizing, we can spare
effort and energy and use instead routines to master complex (social,
physical) situations. We do not want to start a discussion on the benefits
of "everyday" generalization which mostly helps us to reduce the necessary
awareness and attention while performing habits, routines, and related
tasks. In line with discussions about (neuro-)cognitive resources, infor-
mation theory, and working memory along with chunking, this type of
managing our resources can be linked to cognitive load theory (Sweller,
1988) and therefore to the magical number seven (Miller, 1956) that
provides knowledge about the tolerance boundaries (7 +/- 2 chunks) of
human's capacity to process any information. However, in face of new or
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changed situations, our expectations based on previous trials to generalize
often fail — as can be seen by misleading actions as a consequence of the
fundamental attribution error. Additionally, people also tend to be
unaware und not very mindful by relying too much on their routines.

To formulate a working hypothesis, generalization plays a very similar
role in the social and natural sciences as in everyday life and among naive
scientists. Its main goal is to enable us to come to a proper decision by
using only a small amount of energy (that is the processes of data
collection, analysis, interpretation, ...). This is especially true in case of
uncertainty or incomplete information.

However, this quite broad and unspecified assumption derived from
everyday life does not allow us to formulate how generalization can be
realized in a scientific manner. For that purpose, we want to compare in
a very short summary the most influential approaches to generalization.

Common scientific approaches to generalization

Well-known approaches were developed within the realm of quantitative
methodology:

e Mathematical induction;

*  David Hume's refutation of inductive reasoning outside the area of
mathematics (see Stegmiiller, 1975, for a short, but thorough dis-
cussion of that topic);

*  Orthodox statistics, which is based on assumptions about the distri-
bution of data in various samples.

Mathematical induction

Mathematical induction works quite simple. If something is true for »
cases and if we can show that it is also true for #+1 cases, then we can
assume that it is generally true. Of course, this strategy works only in the
abstract, formalized field of theory, above all in mathematics. As soon as
we try to transfer it to the real world, particularly to the framework of the
social sciences, we may not expect any event to appear under given
conditions with a probability of p = 1. Death may be the only exception,
but even the exact state and time, at which an organism can be declared
dead is not as certain as it seems to be — as recent interdisciplinary dis-
cussions in the fields of medicine, ethics, and politics show. The physicist
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Werner K. Heisenberg (1901-1976) showed the ultimate uncertainty prin-
ciple for the physical world. The world can be seen either as vibration or
as combustion — but it is not possible to see both perspectives at the same
time. Absolute generalization by induction is therefore impossible in the
real world. However, statistics is a strategy of data analysis by which we
can at least become aware in terms of coefficients, indices, etc. how close
we came to the ideal goal of a probability p=1 for our conclusions.

To conclude, mathematical induction has nothing to do with in-
duction based on reasoning and which produces new knowledge (Jaynes,
2003, p.276). Jaynes (ibid.) calls mathematical induction a "rigorous
deductive process."

Hume and the refutation of inductive reasoning

From the position of philosophy of science, Stegmiiller (1975) investigated
Humes' argument that inductive reasoning ("gehaltserweiternde Schliisse")
is impossible. By referring to the various arguments quoted by Hume
("Gibt es wahrheitskonservierende Erweiterungsschliisse?", p.5), Popper
and his deductive approach ("Bewihrungstheorie", corroboration theory),
and Carnap's inductive reasoning ("induktives Schlussfolgern"), he con-
cluded that the original formulations of the problem of induction (Steg-
miiller, 1975, p.58f.) can be summarized by the following two questions

1.  What are the rules of inductive reasoning?
2. How can these rules be justified?

However, they should be replaced by questions referring to two problem
families. These are

1. Theoretical problems to make a decision related to deterministic
hypotheses ("Gesetzeshypothesen") and

2. practical problems that are related to standards of human actions
and their application.

Both problem families give rise to further questions. Theoretical
problems lead to these questions:
- What is the precise definition of the deductive term of corro-
boration ("Bestitigungsbegriff")? and
- How to justify properly the appropriateness of this term?
Practical problems demand answers to the following questions:



01-1: Should we generalize? 21

- What standards are appropriate for rational decision-making

under conditions of risk? and

- How to justify the appropriateness of these standards?

In line with these statements, Stegmiiller (ibid.) relates Popper's theory
of science to the domain of theoretical problems, while he sees Carnap's
theory dedicated to standards of practical decision-making. A further pro-
blem area resulting from considerations related to the induction problem
is the problem of decision-making in case of uncertainty or incomplete
information. This fascinating topic will be explored in more detail below
in the section on the Bayesian approach.

In sum, Stegmiiller separates theoretical considerations from practical
concerns. However, he applies quite similar questions to both topics.
These are the demand for precise definitions and their legitimate reasons.
For our topic of generalization it is important to remember that generali-
zation can be explored from a theoretical (definitions, i.e. precision in
theory) as well as from a practical (decision-making as a prerequisite to
action) point of view. Another interesting topic appears in this discussion:
Reasoning, a process that highly depends on available information about
the subject under question.

Orthodox statistics

Orthodox statistics still represents the "mainstream" of methodological
approaches within psychology and also the social sciences at large. It is
based on various assumptions about the distribution of data in (infinite)
populations in relation to samples. The most influential distribution is
certainly the normal Gaussian distribution that many others (e.g. Chi?,
Student's t, F, ...) approach with infinite samples and infinite degrees of
freedom — the law of great numbers (central limit theorem). Thus,
induction aims at making inferences by concluding from empirical samples
to unknown populations. The position of orthodox statistics is compiled
by Fisher (1935 / 1966, p.7) who stated that

"Inductive inference is the only process known to us by which
essentially new knowledge comes into the world."

The term "process” in Fisher's statement refers to the rejection of the null
hypothesis H,. This proposition stands in contrast to abductive reasoning,
for which the same was stated in qualitative social research. Abduction is
regarded as a way to come to new insights and to produce new knowledge
without any number crunching. It respects the heuristical, creative, and
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unconventional quality and potential of the "abductive flash" human minds
are capable of. Abduction is defined by Peirce as an "act of insight,"
something that "comes to us like a flash" (CP 5.181).

However, if statistics is practiced like described above (e.g., by making
use of distributions of data), it offers only a limited understanding of single
cases and unique processes, because sampling distributions are by defi-
nition not focused on single cases. One principle of statistics is to reduce
the amount of data by calculating means, sums of squares, sums of square-
cross-products, etc. All these indices contain the individual case, but their
predictions are always biased to some extent.

Additionally, many teaching books on statistics or statistical theory
(e.g., Bortz, 1993; Hays, 1973) are also quite inaccurate in describing and
distinguishing Fisher's theory of significance testing and inductive infe-
rence from the Neyman-Pearson approach of hypothesis testing and
inductive behavior based on alpha and beta errors while performing many
empirical studies and replications. A good discussion of the great diffe-
rences between both approaches is given by Jaynes (2003) and Hubbard
(2004). Another problem arises, because the assumption of a Gaussian
curve is seldom tested and in many cases not very accurate to describe the
actual distribution of empirical data. Many statistical analytical procedures
do not fit the requirements that are necessary to apply them properly. At
last, in most cases they do not contribute to a deeper understanding of
perspectives, world views, and underlying structures that need to be
reconstructed instead of being the outcome of calculations. In short, much
more work on theories is necessary before starting any statistical calcu-
lations (cf. Sedlmeier, 1996).

How are the preceding comments on generalization linked to the
quality of research, especially to qualitative social research? This will be
handled in the next section.

Consequences for criteria of quality in qualitative social research

According to classical test theory the standards of quality in quantitative
research are represented by objectivity, reliability, and validity. Each of
these standards is an approach to generalize empirical findings.

*  Objectivity demands that all empirical processes are independent of
the observer (generalizing over researchers),
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*  Reliability suggests that "nothing changes," i.e., continuous stability
over time can be found (generalizing over time and situation), and

*  Validity asks what is really studied (generalizing over relationships
between subject matter and associated objects of investigation).

These standards are meant to ensure the quality of investigations
within the quantitative domain, but they cannot be transformed easily to
attain the status of proper strategies within qualitative social research. The
different criteria of quality in qualitative research were exemplified by
various authors (Flick, 1987; Birkhan, 1992). Alternatives are sometimes
suggested by mixing methodologies (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003), and
further strategies can be summarized by the terms of triangulation,
transparence of data analysis and research — researcher interaction by
focusing on the social relationship between research subject and research
object.

In the next section, two more alternatives are described, which both
formalize the analysis of "qualitative" data. Firstly, the Boolean approach
fosters the formation of types by using logical combinations instead of
numbers or calculations. As a second alternative, the Bayesian probabi-
listic approach offers the qualitative principle of common sense expressed
in precise mathematical statements and calculations (Jaynes, 2003; Studer,
2006). This is a real mixed methods approach beyond traditional thinking
in terms of triangulation or mixing methodologies. Often, the latter only
meet the criteria of a compromise without providing much benefit on the
epistemological part.

Alternatives: The Boolean approach and the Bayesian approach
The Boolean approach and the formation of types

By applying Boolean algebra to qualitative data, Ragin (1987) has de-
veloped an important approach to the analysis of qualitative data, which
he called the "Boolean method of qualitative comparison." The procedure
is based on the Quine-McCluskey-algorithm of "logical minimization" (cf.
McDermott, 1985). This qualitative comparative method integrates — not
simply combines — features of experimental and interpretational design by
treating the existence of a certain "condition" in a set of data that re-
presents a "case" as a dichotomous categorical variable. The evidence or
"condition" either exists or does not exist in a given data set. There is no
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other alternative possible. Causes are always seen as complex combina-
tions of conditions that are associated with a particular "outcome." All
data are searched for the presence and absence of all forms of possible
combinations and the results are entered into a table, with each cell
containing either a zero or a one, signifying the absence or presence of the
condition. Using algebraic procedures developed by the mathematician
Boole, called "combinatorial logic," "minimization," and the use of "impli-
cants," conclusions are drawn from the table about the one or several
combination(s) of conditions that result(s) in the occurrence of the out-
come being investigated.

In order to apply the rules of Boolean algebra to qualitative com-
parisons all the available information is radically reduced to "truth values,"
that is, to the binary statements "condition true" (i.e., "given," "T" or "1") or
"condition false" (i.e., "not given," "F" or "0"). For easier reading the
following example, we will apply letters to name the characteristics (or
variables) of the cases. Capital letters will represent the value "True" and
small letters will stand for "False."

The configuration of characteristics of a particular case is represented
by a row in a table of truth values. The conditions for a case are combined
through Boolean multiplication (logical and n). The different configu-
rations, i.e., the rows in the resulting table are combined additively (logical
or v). In this way, the single cases are first represented as configurations of
characteristics or conditions and then the patterns of configurations are
compared. This strategy can be applied to both qualitative and quanti-
tative data, because scores on a quantitative dimension can also be reduced
to truth values.

Let us assume we have data from a study on aggression in classrooms,
and we are interested in what aggressive students have in common. Let us
further assume that four characteristics (or variables) seem to differentiate
between students rated (by teachers, peers or by self-report data) as
aggressive and non-aggressive (aggressiveness = True vs. False), namely
gender, parents' educational style, addiction to violent computer games,
and social climate in the classroom (subsequently addressed as charac-
teristics A, B, C, and D). For further analysis we select only students with
high aggressiveness scores from our sample, according to our research
interest. Within the data of the selected cases in this fictitious study we
find the following configurations of characteristics:
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aBcD (please read: "a" = false AND "B" = true AND
"c" = false AND "D" = true) OR

aBCd OR

AbCd OR

AbcD OR

ABCd OR

ABCD

Of course, some configurations appear more frequently than others,
however, we are interested in finding types of aggressive students and
therefore it is not significant at all how many students share a specific
configuration of characteristics. According to the rules of logical minimi-
zation we can reduce these configurations by systematically comparing
them and looking for irrelevant elements in these configurations. Accor-
ding to Ragin (1987, p.96), the rule of minimization is

"... combine rows that differ on only one cause, if they have the same
output value ..."

For instance, "aBcD" and "AbcD" can be reduced to "BeD," because this
particular combination of characteristics appears in both configurations,
but independently of the truth value of "A," that is, in the case of "a =
false" as well as "A = true." The remaining variables are sufficient for a
prognosis of the criterion (aggressiveness). Continuing the process of
comparison we find Bed, Acd, and ABC, altogether four different con-
figurations of characteristics or four different types.

Comparing this strategy to variable-oriented approaches, which
assume that variables can be combined additively, we find that Ragin's
case-oriented comparisons (1987, p.51f.) appear to be able to

* uncover patterns of invariance or constant configurations of
conditions by minute comparison of individual cases;

*  react more sensitively to meaningful configurations of conditions than
to relative frequencies of typical cases — which implies that even a
single contradictory case has to be attended to;
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e consider cases as entities, that is to understand the conditions of a
case in relation to each other instead of in relation to their distri-
bution pattern in the population;

* provide a basis for examining how the conditions found combine in
different ways and in different contexts to produce the observed
results.

The Bayesian approach

Reconsidering Popper's swans

Instead of arguing on an abstract level, we want to start with one of the
famous examples from the theory of science, were black and white swans,

cats, and other animals (Stegmiiller, 1975) play a prominent role. The
respective logical conclusions are deduction, induction, and abduction:

Deduction Induction Abduction

All swans are white. X is a swan. X is white.

X is a swan. X is white. All swans are white.
X is white. All swans are white. X is a swan.

If we state "All swans are white," we formulate a risky statement which
can be falsified easily by n = 1. This is a quite good hypothesis, because it
has power as long as it is not falsified. We can learn for generalization
that risk is highly associated with generalization: No risk, no fun! How-
ever, we must not forget: For purely theoretical discussions, certainly it
can make sense to base conclusions on such a minimum of information like
the color of a single swan or information about some more swans. In
everyday life, decisions based on incomplete information tend to over-
estimate or underestimate influences and consequences. The real problem
in everyday life, however, seems to be that we do not use all the available
information about swans. Of course, there is indeed a lot of information
about swans that humans collected over history. For example, we know
that

*  Swans are animals

e Their nervous system and biological structure is quite well

researched

¢ The fundamental processes how the colors of skins come about

are known
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The plain sentence "all swans are white" makes only sense as long as
we know nothing about swans and if we only have seen one or a few white
swans in the past. In real life, there are no pure white swans but rather
they show a mixture of white, grey, and other colors.

Maybe it is not a matter of generalization, but to take all available
information into account and cumulatively update it in the face of new
information we encounter (e.g., about their biological structure)? How-
ever, this requires to make use of all information about swans, their
physical structure, their behavior, their natural settings, etc. Then, from
all this information reasonable conclusions can be drawn that allow the
evaluation of a sentence like "all swans are white," that is, whether such a
sentence is really meaningful or not.

Interestingly, the emphasis on the role of contextual information was
already mentioned by Popper himself (Stegmiiller, 1975, p. 30, "Hinter-
grundwissen," background knowledge), but — as Stegmiiller regrets — not
really recognized in its general importance by the scientific community.
On the contrary, Popper's (1934 / 2005, p. 518ff.) misleading anti-
Bayesian argument (Jaynes, 2003) was well received by the scientific com-
munity. As Jaynes (ibid., p. 310f.) pointed out, it is not a matter of com-
paring one theory against all possible conceivable theories — as Popper did.
Rather, one should make use of common sense by choosing between
actually existing theories, which define "a definite set of specified alter-
natives" (ibid.).

Outlining contextual information leads directly to the probabilistic
approaches that are claimed to be a logical equivalent to induction, ab-
duction, and deduction (Studer, 2006; Jaynes, 2003). But in everyday life
— may it be for scientific reasons or not — incomplete knowledge and lack
of information are often the only facts that are available. Therefore,
Jaynes extends his argument by remarking "incomplete knowledge is the
only working material a scientist has!" (ibid., p.61). Consequently,
drawing inferences is the main, if not the only source of producing new
knowledge about the world and its inherent structure. Then a shift takes
place from generalization to making inferences about logics and principles
that themselves are bound to change. Generalization then may be
meaningless to some extent.

Probability theory

Probability theory is based on the works of Bayes (Bayes Theorem),
Bernoulli, Laplace, Jeffreys, Cox, and Pélya. It was especially developed
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further by the physicist E.T. Jaynes in the 20™ century (Jaynes, 2003).
Studer (2006, p.329) characterizes probability theory by stating:

"In fact, probability theory is common sense translated into precise
mathematical statements to attain simple and clear results by the pro-
cess of reduction to calculation. Complexity is reduced to simplicity
without neglecting any available information. 'Probability theory as
logic' provides a way of drawing consistent conclusions in case of
incomplete information that goes much beyond pure inductive or
deductive reasoning. Hence, it really stands for a logic in itself."

In probability theory, the term generalization is not necessary any
longer in the sense it is used by orthodox statistics, because conclusions are
always based on all available information. There is no need to generalize,
if it is possible to infer phenomena in a whole population from informa-
tion about a sample. This statement would be completely wrong in the
probabilistic statistical approaches, because if new information or cases
arise or any situational determinants change, the probabilistic model must
be updated with the new information. Compared to frequency-based
statistics, a sampling distribution is not needed any longer to to perform
statistical analyses. Instead, a so called posterior distribution is the basis
for answering research questions about (the probability of) parameters.
Qualitative or even subjective information and estimations are formulated
prior and transformed into precise mathematical statements. That is why
qualitative data are neither independent nor just predecessors of mathe-
matical calculations as they are often conceived of in quantitative
approaches (Kelle & Erzberger, 2003; Barton & Lazarsfeld, 1955/ 1984).
Rather, they are the main base of every calculation. However, in case of
new empirical findings or new valid information, prior (subjective) know-
ledge becomes less important and the posterior distribution of parameters
is more and more shaped by empirical findings. But in case of incomplete
information, prior knowledge plays a very important role. Along with
more and more empirical findings (i.e., growing numbers of samples),
prior knowledge becomes less important, which means the theorem of
central limit can be applied — orthodox statistics and Bayesian calculations
meet each other.

In fact, qualitative data and their transformation process are the most
important elements in probability theory. But this process of transfor-
mation is quite difficult and therefore often described as being more of an
art instead of a craft, which can be learned easily. And - of course — the
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mathematical calculations are far from being easy (e.g., see the comments
on the Behrens-Fisher problem by Bretthorst, 1993).

We have seen that the idea of generalization does not play a predomi-
nant role in probability theory. Another critical question can be formu-
lated as "Which information is missing?" and "How to integrate it into the
model?" Answers to this problems allow to draw plausible inferences in aa
logically coherent way. They are also very helpful in case of a research
situation, in which just a few cases are available and a research question
can not be answered by qualitative data analysis alone. To demonstrate
the combined application of probability theory and qualitative data
analysis, a research example will be presented together with "generalized"
conclusions from the joint analysis.

Probability theory in action: A research example

In his evaluation study of the drug therapy center start again' in Ziirich
(Switzerland), Studer (1998) uses an ingenious approach to apply
probability theory to calculate the rate of success or failure of clients
during a post-catamnestic two year period under various treatment con-
ditions. By applying objective hermeneutics in the tradition of Oevermann
et al. (1979) he performs extensive case studies, in which he elaborates on
the principles of the in-depth systemic approach to addiction (Giirtler,
Studer, and Scholz, 2007). Thus, he clarifies both the biography of addicts
when they enter the therapy program and the impact of the treatment to
change the mental models of addicts.

The purpose of applying probability theory in this setting is to test
hypotheses based on empirical data. In general, the calculations estimate
the success of the program and the risk of relapse: What is the typical
chance of an addict, who has complete the therapy program, to stay clean
and remain socially integrated for a specific period of time after treatment?

One limitation for common approaches to data analysis is the limited
number of clients in the therapy center. Therefore, it is necessary to
compare very small samples with each other (e.g., n=20 or even less).
Then, all what we know about the theorem of central limit is not meaning-
ful anymore. However, pure qualitative case studies do not provide a
precise overall assessment of success and failure, which is the criterion of

! http://www.startagain.ch
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accountability of the therapy institution, demanded by health insurance
agencies or departments of health. Probability theory allows to integrate
prior knowledge about therapy (e.g., is success or failure possible?) and
treatment conditions (e.g., with or without inclusion of a client's family) to
calculate success and failure rates. Although all results are based on small
samples, there is no need to generalize empirical findings to an unspecified
population. From a mathematical point of view, all findings represent the
current state of our qualitative information Q at the time T. If new infor-
mation becomes available (e.g., from the cohort of a subsequent year), this
new information is integrated into the existing formulas and the status quo
is updated. In line with the cited case studies, it is possible to draw logical
inferences from the statistics as well as to enhance the qualitative analyses.
Together, they form a coherent picture of the therapy program, its success/
failure rates and the underlying principles of the treatment.

The role of prior knowledge becomes important, if a sequence of inci-
dents is very similar. One example is the observation of X cases of success
(failures) in X trials (i.e., clients). If our prior knowledge states that success
as well as failure is possible, we will not fall victim of apodictic and
extreme reactions. In case of nothing but success we still know that failure
not only can, but will surely happen in the future. In case of nothing but
failures we still have hope that our work is worthwhile! The typical
chance for success and failure is surrounded by a confidence interval. This
interval remembers us of being realistic in case of a sequence of success
and to maintain our hope and motivation to work with clients in case of a
sequence of failures.

Applying these principles, Studer (1998) was able to demonstrate that
the typical success chance of an addict to stay clean at least for two years
(post-treatment) was ~2/3 between 1992-1998. Comparing different
subgroups (e.g. men/women, voluntariness, with or without inclusion of
families, etc.) probability theory allows precise probability statements of
similarity of these subgroups (i.e., similarity of means and variances). This
can be summarized in ratio statements of odds favoring one hypothesis
(similarity) or the other (non-similarity). The accumulation of data over
several years allows statements such as the advantage of taking part at a
post-treatment program for success (i.e., being clean after the two year
period) compared to not participating.

If we want to "generalize" Studer’s findings, one major problem arises:
The treatment program of start again is unique and we do not know
whether it makes any sense to compare the program with other drug
addiction programs because of the different goals of each program. On
the other hand, Studer uses every bit of data that is available for the period
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1992-1998. In this sense, the study is representative — but only for start
again, not for any other drug addiction treatment program. Viewed from
that perspective, there is no need for generalization, but maybe for pre-
diction and understanding. However, prediction is limited, too, because
of changes in the environment (e.g. growing numbers of personality dis-
orders of clients). Thus, treatment has to be changed and the stability is
lost which is necessary to make comparisons. For probability theory, this
change is no problem at all, because the new information (growing num-
bers of personality disorders) enters as prior knowledge into the formulas
and everything is updated. Although this is possible, it is not easy at all,
because one has to figure out how to transform this qualitative infor-
mation into a mathematical statement.

These findings demonstrate a shift from the question of generalization
towards identification of processes and underlying principles: Who gets
the maximum benefit from a program and why? The answers to these
questions are based on inductive inferences and cannot become genera-
lized. They are based on reasoning and applied principles of logic — com-
mon sense.

Discussion: What is the meaning of generalization?

Answers to this question depend on the context of available data and the
goals of generalizing from research findings. As we could see in the
example of Studer's evaluation study in the preceding paragraph, some-
times the question of generalization is not only of minor interest, but it can
be the wrong question at all! In science, we are interested in principles,
we want to know the underlying logic of social and individual processes,
in which change is always a part of. Or in more specific terms: How
"generally" do we want to apply the "particular" findings — and is there a
need for generalization? If we know about principles, we can apply them
to new situations or new environments and this process of adaption is
surely not a process of generalization, because something new emerges,
something which was not given before. However, we know about some
important factors that influence the process — and these are also an
adequate source to generalize from.

Coming back to generalization, we want to close with at least four
typical and differentiable contexts, which we will illustrate with short
examples from psychological research and intervention in schools:
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The context is defined by a demand of orientation for professional
actions based on findings from a single case.

Example: A sometimes problematic student was observed in the class-
room at various occasions; now the teachers expect recommendations
for classroom management, that is, the experiences with this student
during the observation hours must be "generalized."

The context is defined by findings from a small number of selected
cases, for which hypothetical explanations are needed.

Example: Different teachers treat a problematic student in different
ways and argue about their approaches. More information about their
individual reasons and objective results are necessary, which together
may help to explain the student's behavior and to develop a promising
treatment.

The context is defined by a larger sample of cases, which have some
characteristics in common, but differ in other aspects. The treatment
is fairly the same.

Example: Different students react differently to a specific teaching
method or some of its variants. Is it possible to recommend treat-
ments adequate for "typical" learners?

The context if defined by a larger sample of cases such as in (3), but
the contextual conditions vary itself (see, for example, research on
aptitude treatment interactions (ATT)).

Example: Different students react differently to multiple teaching
methods and these methods interact with the personality, learning
style, and subjective theories of these students. Thus, by applying
teaching methods students change and therefor the methods have to
be adopted to the new situation. What is the typical and "best" com-
bination of type of student and a specified class of teaching methods?
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Chapter 01-2
Generalisierung durch qualitative Heuristik

Thomas Burkart und Gerhard Kleining

Der Aufsatz erdrtert den Vorgang der Generalisierung durch das Verfahren
der qualitativen Heuristik (Kleining, 1995; Kleining & Witt, 2000; Klei-
ning, 2005; Krotz, 2005) und beschreibt ihn am Beispiel der empirischen
Untersuchung von Gefiihlen (Burkart, 2003; 2005).

Der Prozess der Generalisierung

In der entdeckenden Psychologie und Sozialforschung stellt sich die
Geltung der Ergebnisse durch den Explorationsprozess selbst her. Er gibt
den Bereich an, in dem eine Gemeinsamkeit — ein Thema, eine Form, ein
Verhiltnis, eine Struktur — gefunden wurde im Gegensatz zu dem Bereich,
in dem die Zusammenhinge nicht, vielleicht noch nicht, entdeckt sind,
entscheidet also zwischen einem "innerhalb" und "auflerhalb"” des Fund-
bereichs.

Der Entdeckungsvorgang wird durch das Zusammenwirken von zwei
Regeln der heuristischen Sozialforschung gesteuert: der maximalen struk-
turellen Variation der Perspektiven und der Analyse auf Gemeinsamkeiten.
Die gefundenen Zusammenhinge sind immer abhingig von den Bedingun-
gen, unter denen die Gemeinsamkeiten festgestellt wurden, oder vom je-
weiligen Sample.

Die Forschungsperson versucht im explorativen Prozess, den Giiltig-
keitsbereich auszudehnen, indem weitere, zunichst aufSerhalb des Giiltig-
keitsbereichs liegende Zusammenhinge nach der Existenz der zuvor gefun-
denen Merkmale befragt werden. Dies nennt man Testen der Grenzen.
Dafiir gibt es verschiedene Techniken zur versuchsweisen Ausdehnung des
Giiltigkeitsbereichs, wie das Sampeln von Extremgruppen, die Fortschrei-
bung der bisher gefundenen Ergebnisse, das Aufsuchen von Ahnlichkeiten
oder Analogien (Mach, 1905/1980, S. 220-231) oder die bloSe Vermutung
(Kleining, 2003). Bewihrt haben sich auch gedankenexperimentelle Tech-
niken, wie die Maximierung/Minimierung von bestimmten Merkmalen des
Gefundenen als Fragen an die neu zu untersuchenden Bereiche (Kleining,
1986; Mach 1905/1980, S. 183-200). Gepriift wird immer, ob der ver-
mutete Zusammenhang gefunden oder nicht gefunden wird oder ob neue
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Gemeinsamkeiten aufgedeckt werden, welche die "alten" und die die
"neuen" Bereiche einschlieffen. Der Entdeckungsprozess, wie jeder Such-
vorgang, ist erfolgreicher, wenn er flexibel gehandhabt wird. Es ist erst
dann abgeschlossen, wenn Merkmale identifiziert werden, die in allen
Daten enthalten sind oder, bei unvollstindigen Daten, dem keine Infor-
mationen aus den erstellten Daten entgegen stehen. Damit ist auch der
Bereich angebbar, in dem die gefundenen Verhiltnisse giiltig sind. Sie
miissen in ihm nachweisbar sein, aber "auflerhalb" dieses Giiltigkeitsberei-
ches entweder nicht auftreten oder bisher noch nicht gefunden worden
sein.

Die Forschungsperson fithrt bei dem Versuch zur Entdeckung von
Gemeinsamkeiten einen Dialog mit der Wirklichkeit, "befragt" sie und er-
hilt von ihr "Antworten". Vorsichtiger ausgedriickt: sie befragt die Daten,
welche die Wirklichkeit reprisentieren. Der Dialog ist durch die Abfolge
konkret =» abstrakt =» konkret gekennzeichnet. Die Forschungsperson geht
von moglichst verschiedenen ("maximal strukturell variierten") Daten aus
und sucht nach Gemeinsamkeiten, die eine Abstraktion des Konkreten
sind. Sie wendet diese wieder zuriick zum Konkreten, es in neuer Weise
ordnend. Insofern ist das Konkrete, mit dem die Forschungsperson
beginnt, verschieden vom Konkreten nach der Analyse, nimlich dadurch,
dass die Abstraktion das neue Konkrete ordnet, dieses dadurch durch-
sichtig macht oder "aufklirt". Die Forschungsperson kann dabei bemerken,
wie eine zunichst ungeordnet oder sogar chaotisch erscheinende Samm-
lung von Daten sich gliedert und Ausdruck einer bestimmten Mitteilung
wird, was das Biihlerschen "Aha-Erlebnis" erzeugen kann, eine der Befrie-
digungen, welche die heuristische Psychologie und Sozialforschung zu
bieten hat.

Der heuristische Forschungsprozess ist dialektisch, d.h. er verbindet
Konkretes und Abstraktes oder den Einzelfall, das Besondere, mit dem
Allgemeinen. Er setzt beides nicht nur in eine Wechselwirkung, sondern
verwandelt sie in eine Bewegung: vom vorgefundenen Konkreten iiber die
Abstraktion zum neuen, geordneten, gegliederten, aufgeklirten Konkreten.
Die Giiltigkeit ist aber immer auf den Bereich der erfolgreich gepriiften
konkreten Daten beschrinkt; das Konkrete sind die vorliegenden Daten,
das Abstrakte oder das Allgemeine die Verallgemeinerung nur aus diesen,
nicht ein generalisiertes Allgemeines.

Durch die Bindung der Giiltigkeit an die Regeln der entdeckenden
Forschung unterscheidet sich die empirische Heuristik von andern Formen
der Verallgemeinerung, wie der logischen, der deduktiven, der ideal-
typischen und der plausiblen.

Die logische Verallgemeinerung in der Sozialforschung, unter dem



01-2: Generalisierung durch gualitative Heuristik 39

Einfluss des Logischen Empirismus und des Scientismus, nutzt das Regel-
werk der formalen Logik, um Allgemeinheiten zu erreichen, wie den
Ausschluss der logischen Widerspriichlichkeit bei wissenschaftlichen Theo-
rien. In den auf Entdeckung gerichteten Forschungsrichtungen erscheinen
aber bestimmte Arten von Widerspriichen, Negationen und Umwand-
lungen als Merkmale der Wirklichkeit, z.B. im Gefiihlsleben, und ihre
Existenz darf keinesfalls geleugnet werden. Auch ist ein "Umschlag von
Quantitit in Qualitit" zwar logisch unsinnig, kann im Erleben aber
eintreten, etwa bei einem Ubermaf von Freude oder Leid. Oder Lust und
Schmerz kénnen gleichzeitig vorhanden sein, wie auch siifS und bitter usw.
Logische Trennung wird in diesen Fillen durch den konkreten Einzelfall
widerlegt und die Geltung logischer Kriterien in Frage gestellt.

Der deduktive Schluss vom Allgemeinen auf das Besondere wird in der
Statistik verwendet und in dem deduktiv-nomologischen Paradigma
verallgemeinert. Er wird explizit herangezogen oder stillschweigend als
richtig vorausgesetzt bei der Deduktion von einer Grundgesamtheit auf den
Einzelfall, der als Teil des vorher definierten Ganzen festgelegt ist, z.B. der
deutschen Wohnbevélkerung oder den Teilnehmern eines empirischen
Praktikums. Lineares, deduktives Vorgehen sind Verfahren vornehmlich
der quantitativen Psychologie und Sozialforschung (Witt, 2001). Die Gel-
tung der so gewonnenen Ergebnisse ist immer auf den der Grundgesamt-
heit beschrinkt, wird also von der Forschungsperson vorab festgelegt. Fiir
entdeckende Forschung sind deduktive Verfahren nicht geeignet, sie
koénnen bestenfalls vorbestimmte Hypothesen priifen oder Verteilungen
von Merkmalen innerhalb der jeweiligen Grundgesamtheiten beschreiben,
aber nicht neue, noch gar nicht im Bewusstsein prisente Zusammenhinge
aufdecken.

Idealtypen, nach Max Weber (1904/1968), sind "Utopien", "nirgends
in der Wirklichkeit empirisch vorfindbar" (S. 191), also ebenfalls Setzun-
gen der Forschungsperson. Sie unterscheiden sich deshalb von Abstrak-
tionen, die durch die Analyse des Gemeinsamen aus verschiedenen empi-
rischen Befunden gefunden wurden, welche den Anspruch haben, Wirk-
lichkeit abzubilden und nicht als Phantasiegebilde zu fungieren. Idealtypen
konnen aber niitzlich sein als Gedankenexperimente, dann aber in flexibler
Anwendung, also etwa, um auszuprobieren, welche verschiedenen "Typen"
sich bei jeweiliger Dominanz eines verschiedenen bestimmten Merkmales
ausdenken lassen und wie diese Variationen mit Vorverstindnissen bzw.
Vorurteilen in Verbindung stehen — den Vorurteilen auch der Forschungs-
person selbst. Auch idealtypischen Setzungen konnen keine neuen
Geltungsbereiche bestimmen. Dies kann nur empirisch erfolgen.
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Verallgemeinerungen durch Plausibilititsurteile schlieflich sind ein
verbreitetes Alltagsverfahren, eine Figur der Rhetorik. Im Gesprich oder
der Argumentation geht uns ein unreflektiertes "immer" oder "jeder" leicht
von der Hand. In der Wissenschaft sind Plausibilititen nur verwendbar als
Vermutungen oder Einfille, die immer mit den Fakten verglichen und von
ihnen gepriift werden miissen. So kann man bei drei ehemaligen Luft-
waffenhelfern durch spitere Befragung feststellen, sie hitten ihre erfolg-
reichen Karrieren an die Bedingungen der Wirtschaftswunderzeit ange-
passt; daraus aber zu schlieflen, die Generation der Flakhelfer sei "vaterlos,
sprachlos und geschichtslos" ist eine groteske Verallgemeinerung (Bude,
1987; Kleining, 1995). Schon ein Blick auf die gleichaltrigen Intellektuel-
len, Kiinstler Dichter und Wissenschaftler hitte den Autor eines Besseren
belehren sollen.

Als Fazit kann man festhalten, dass die heuristische Psychologie und
Sozialforschung vor die Verallgemeinerung der Ergebnisse aus begrenzten
Samples, in begrenzten Kulturen und zu begrenzten Zeiten die Aufgabe
setzt, den Geltungsbereich der jeweiligen Ergebnisse auch fiir die nicht
untersuchten Samples, Kulturen und Zeiten empirisch nachzuweisen. Sie
vermutet bis dahin die Bindung von Ergebnissen aus empirischer For-
schung an die Bedingungen der jeweiligen psychischen, sozialen und kultu-
rellen Verhiltnisse und ihre jeweiligen Entwicklungsstadien, also ihre Pri-
gung und Begrenzung durch raum-zeitliche, d.h. gesellschaftliche Wirkun-
gen. "Evolutionire Universalien", gesellschaftliche Merkmale, die Hoher-
entwicklung charakterisieren sollen (Parsons, 1964/1970) sind bestenfalls
idealtypische Utopien, aber auch in Gefahr, als Legitimation fiir die ver-
meintliche Uberlegenheit westlicher Gesellschaftsformen missbraucht zu
werden — das Problem nicht belegter Generalisierung.

Die Entwicklung des Gultigkeitsbereichs am Beispiel einer Gefuhls-
untersuchung

Der Untersuchung liegt folgende, sehr breit gefasste Forschungsfrage
zugrunde: Durch welche Merkmale und Strukturen ist Fiihlen (emotio-
nales Erleben) gekennzeichnet? Thr Design entwickelte sich adaptiv in der
Exploration des Gegenstands. Im Verlauf der Datenauswertung, die
parallel zur Datenerhebung durchgefiihrt wurde, ergaben sich Erkenntnisse
iiber Einseitigkeiten mit denen die Daten den Forschungsgegenstand
reprisentierten. Sie fithrten zu weiteren Explorationen mit zusitzlichen
Datenerhebungen. Im Verlauf dieser Explorationen, die mit aktiven und
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rezeptiven Techniken durchgefiihrt wurden, hat sich der Giiltigkeits-
bereich der Untersuchung schrittweise erweitert.

Gefuhlsschilderungen mit der Methode der dialogischen Infrospektion

Ausgangspunkt der Untersuchung bildete eine Untersuchung mit der
Methode der gruppengestiitzten dialogischen Introspektion (Kleining &
Witt, 2000; Burkart, 2002; Qualitativ-heuristische Sozialforschung Ham-
burg Introspektion, k.D.), in der die Teilnehmer jeder fiir sich in ihrem
Alltag ein aktuelles Argergefiihl und ein anderes aktuelles Gefiihl freier
Auswahl bei sich aufmerksam registrieren und schriftlich festhalten sollten,
um es dann spiter in der Gruppe nach bestimmten Regeln mitzuteilen. An
dieser Untersuchung mit Mitgliedern unserer Forschergruppe nahmen
sechs Minner teil. Neben Arger enthalten die Introspektionsberichte
folgende Gefiihlsqualititen: Langeweile, Scham, Angst, Freude und
Niedergeschlagenheit. Trotz dieser Varianz war es offensichtlich, dass die
Gefiihlsqualitdt hochst unvollstindig reprisentiert ist. Einseitig ist an
dieser Untersuchung auch, dass das Geschlecht, von dem anzunehmen ist,
dass es fiir emotionales Erleben bedeutsam ist, unvariiert blieb. Auch die
soziale Zugehorigkeit, die in unserer Kultur vielfiltige Einfliisse besitzt und
von der zu vermuten war, dass sie zumindest mit dem emotionalen
Ausdruck kovariiert, ist nicht ausreichend variiert, da das Sample nur aus
gebildeten Mittelschichtsangehorigen besteht. Auflerdem ist nicht aus-
zuschliefen, dass eventuell die Gruppensituation zu einer reduzierten
Offenheit bei bestimmten Erlebnisaspekten des Fiihlens gefiihrt hat.

Gefuhlsschilderungen von Psychotherapiepatienten

In einer weiteren Untersuchung wurde deshalb fiir mich als Psycho-
therapeut leicht zugingliche Gefiihlsschilderungen von Psychotherapie-
patienten gesammelt, um die Gefiihlsqualitit, die Gefiihlsintensitit, das
Geschlecht, den sozialen Status und Offenheitsbarrrieren zu variieren
(mittlerweile 88 Schilderungen von 22 weiblichen und 13 minnlichen
Personen im Alter zwischen 9 bis 75 Jahren, mittleres Alter 40,5 Jahre).
Im Verlauf der parallel zur Datenerhebung durchgefiihrten Analyse
wurden weitere einseitig in D