EU NPP North Hunt Project

Work Package 2 – Progress Update and Analysis of Interviews (Feb 2009)
Summarised below are the main issues discussed at the video/telephone meeting held on 17/2/09, with follow-up ideas (for discussion) on how to analyse information gathered through key informant interviews. 
Summary of Meeting
· Brief summaries were provided on progress with key informant interviews in each country. All still have some interviews to complete, but these should be finished by mid-March. 

· Procedures for preparing information from interviews differed, ranging from full transcription to the recording of key points and quotes only. Some plan to use qualitative analysis software (NVivo) to aid analysis, whilst others do not. 
· It was agreed that Susanna’s analysing framework be used as the basis for the analysis and presentation of interview findings.

· Initially (and before the next Partner meeting in Iceland in mid-April) analysis should focus on the first six aspects (boxes) in this framework, and should be as detailed as possible in the time available.

· When a national group has completed analysing for one of these six aspects, then this should be circulated amongst the whole WP2 team as an example to follow.
· When conducting our analyses, we need to be thinking about potential themes around which all of our findings can be organised (perhaps also to be discussed at the upcoming Iceland meeting). 

· Initial ideas on how to analyse interviews were raised, and it was agreed that Colin would circulate further thoughts on this for further discussion (see below).

Analysis of Interviews
Some suggestions below for discussion. 
The first thing to do before any analysis is conducted/presented is to provide an overview (list) of who the interviewees were in each country, who they are representative of, and at what scale. This can be done according to the broad groups (e.g. entrepreneurs, local hunter, landowners etc.) set out in the interview schedule if this classification applies. For those countries (Scotland, Iceland?) where the division of interviewees into the categories provided in the interview schedule is problematic, then an alternative categorisation should be formulated before analysis begins. 

For the analysis itself, we need to provide a good indication, for each aspect (question) in our interview schedule, of both the range of opinion offered and the degree of agreement amongst respondents (if applicable) that may be apparent with respect to a particular issue/question. We also need to be aware of possible and obvious/important differences in general view between sub-groups (e.g. land owners v. entrepreneurs), if these exist, although using exactly the same groupings may not be possible for all countries, as we have already discussed. Within group differences may also be apparent. 
In terms of trying to adopt a similar flow or order to our analyses, I would suggest the following general approach for each box in Susanna’s framework. 
1. Search for extremes of opinion/types of response across all groups; if possible, pick out quotes from individual respondents that best illustrate this diversity in response.
2. Search for types of response that show at least some degree of agreement across all groups; use a suitable qualitative descriptor to describe the strength of agreement involved (e.g. ‘nearly all respondents’, ‘the majority/great majority of respondents’, ‘around half of respondents’, ‘a large/significant minority of respondents’, ‘a small/very small minority of respondents’) – note: it may be that we need to discuss if/how to approximate such qualitative descriptors against quantified proportions amongst ourselves; whilst I would certainly caution against presenting our findings in terms of, for example, the % of interviewees who responded in a particular way, we ought to at least have a similar idea, between ourselves, on what ‘a large or significant minority’ might mean, for example. Again, and where there is strong/clear agreement between respondents, it would be good to have a quote that is representative of this dominant view. 
3. Particularly if there is no strong sense of similar response/agreement across all groups, search for this within the responses of each group, again finding illustrative quotes where there is obvious within-group agreement (these quotes then also illustrate between group disagreement on the same issue/question).

4. It is also relevant to look for obvious differences within groups, as this is important in itself, but will also help verify if the separate groups we have identified before analysis are still meaningful (i.e. hold a consistent view) after analysis. 
5. Where there really is little or no apparent and consistent commonality in responses (even within groups), or clear polarisation of opinion between or within groups, then we need to make this lack of a ‘pattern’ in responses clear, providing examples of types of response (quotes may be of use here, but probably less so than with the other situations described above). 
In bringing together the texts associated with each question/issue, it is advisable to adopt some way to still be able to easily identify (later) which piece of text corresponds to which particular interview, so that it is possible to maintain a connection between the discussion of results and individual interviews, if required. 
Given the greater scope for interpretation involved in qualitative analysis over the quantitative analysis of a large numerical data set, for example, it would be a good idea to have someone other than the main analyser read through interview responses and then the analysis of these to check for consistency. 
Hope these thoughts help!
Best wishes

Colin, Stefano and David
