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QUALITATIVE RESEARCH IN PRACTICE

the draft report was summarized and translated into both Arabic and Hebrew, with these 
as well as the English versions bound into one document.

Expectations around the format of dissemination also led to conflicts. When the 
researchers first presented some of the qualitative data from the focus groups, they 
included data on women’s views of the issue of wasta, or using influence or connections 
to jump the queue. They had intended this to be a way of informing health centre manag-
ers and others about the key findings, and generating discussion about the implications. 
However, the sensitivities about the topic (wasta) and the lack of understanding of the 
methods (group interviews) meant that the findings were challenged by the audience, 
who commented that the methods were unscientific, and the data could not be believed. 
In another meeting, the researchers were advized to tone down some of the criticisms 
reported of the clinics, and to use the word ‘social’ rather than ‘political’. Some of the 
particular difficulties faced were the result of political tensions in the Middle East, but 
Lewando-Hundt suggests that all dissemination strategies have to take account of the 
ethos of local health services, the sensitivities of the various groups involved, and their 
expectations about what data ‘should’ look like.

Political sensitivities also shaped how findings were disseminated in academic jour-
nals. For instance, although the context for the Gaza setting was health service provision 
by the Israeli Civil Administration, this was usually too contentious to note. Direct com-
ment by the authors on the position of Palestinians was avoided, in case it appeared to 
be politically biased, and they instead quoted other authors. Choosing whether to use 
Hebrew or Arabic names for places, or whether to use the term ‘Bedouin’, ‘Bedouin 
Arabs’, ‘Palestinian Israelis’ or ‘Israeli Arabs’, was not just a matter of linguistic prefer-
ence, but one that suggested particular political affiliations. For joint papers a compro-
mise had to be reached on terminology, with drafts being discussed by members of the 
research team until a consensus was reached.

In this study, then, not only disciplinary differences but also political and institutional 
differences had to be negotiated throughout the research process. Although these issues 
might be particularly explicit in settings in transition, such as the Middle East, they are 
likely to shape research in most collaborative settings, and we have to pay attention not 
just to the technical aspects of research design, but also to the politics of research.

Reflective questions

What kinds of issue do you think might influence the outcome of such negotiations over 
dissemination amongst a research team?

Briefly outline some of the criteria you might think relevant to deciding the order in 
which contributors should be listed as ‘authors’ on a publishable research paper. What were 
the reasons for your choices? Is it appropriate to include anyone who did not actually write 
anything (for example, someone who collected all the data, e.g. a skilled qualitative inter-
viewer)? Is it reasonable that the person who has the most senior position/title (e.g. Pro-
fessor) be the first name listed even if they did not make the largest contribution?

Feedback

It is likely that there will be power differentials of many types in a research team, even 
one that is not multidisciplinary or international, and this may lead to tensions. For 
example, it may be that more junior members do not feel able to challenge or even 
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