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'Combining Qualitative and Quantitative Research Methods in Evaluation Related Rural Tourism Development Research'.

Abstract

There is an extensive body of literature on research methodology in which there is an ongoing debate about the relative merits of qualitative and quantitative research strategies. Researchers contend that both have advantages and drawbacks. You cannot describe the intricacies of tourism development or the complexities of political interference in survey research. Qualitative research is superior to survey research in describing processes. Surveys are however a good way to gather basic data and to find out what the major concerns are in the tourism development community. 

The nature of the research topic promotes the adoption of a combination approach utilising quantitative and qualitative techniques. This decision is endorsed by practitioners in the evaluation field who hold the view that both quantitative and qualitative methods contribute to all aspects of evaluative enquiries and can be successfully used together (e.g. Cook 1995). Researchers, who draw attention to the frequent overlapping of quantitative and qualitative methods, validate this approach. They argue that neither should be viewed as exclusive and that it is acceptable for a single study to utilise both approaches (Wickens, 1999).

The study, which is distinguished by an emphasis on the practical importance of research results, has been designed to ultilise a Delphi Survey, supplemented by open-ended interviews as chosen methods of data collection. The utilisation of these complementary research methods facilitates the accommodation of disparate opinions, solicited from a diverse range of actors within the rural tourism domain. 

Introduction

There is an extensive body of literature on research methodology in which there is an ongoing debate about the relative merits of qualitative and quantitative research strategies. The approaches adopted by individual practitioners vary considerably. There are those who powerfully argue that these two approaches to research are separate, reflecting different views of social reality. On the other hand there are those who mix the two approaches in their research (Wickens, 1999).  

While the debate is ongoing between proponents of these two traditions, some theoretical contributions, particularly those by postmodernist thinkers, have strongly influenced the direction of recent methodological developments. This has led to the emergence of a ‘hybrid’ approach, the defining characteristic of which is the flexibility it allows the researcher in combining both qualitative and quantitative research techniques (Wickens, 1999). 

The view that qualitative and quantitative methods should no longer be seen as exclusive to their traditional methodological ‘clubs’, and that it is possible for a single investigation to use both methods is propounded by numerous researchers (e.g. Howe, 1988; Wickens, 1999). As Miles and Hubermann (1994:4) acknowledge, ‘in epistemological debates it is tempting to operate at the poles. But in the actual practice of empirical research, we believe that all of us …….are closer to the centre with multiple overlaps …….an increasing number of researchers now see the world with more pragmatic, ecumenical eyes’. Other researchers (Strauss and Corbin, 1990; Wickens, 1999) point out that the distinctions between the two ‘traditional’ approaches are not as precise as was previously believed and that it is no longer uncommon for researchers to use a plurality of methods.

Evaluation Research

Patton (1997: xvii), quoting from Halcolm’s The Real Story of Paradise Lost, humorously suggests that evaluation was born on the eighth day after the creation, when the archangel posed the following questions ‘God, how do you know that what you have created is very good? What are your criteria? On what data do you base your judgement? Just exactly what results were you expecting to attain? And aren’t you a little close to the situation to make a fair and unbiased evaluation'? 

 The traditional, or banking, school of evaluation favours a scientific approach and the use of quantitative, perceivedly objective methods of evaluation, in which standardised procedures are paramount (Rowlands: 1991; Rubin 1995:17-23). Focus in this approach, which elicits a high degree of managerial control and influence, with outsiders normally contracted as evaluators in order to increase objectivity, is on measurable quantitative methods based on pre-specified criteria. Since little input is afforded to other stakeholders, the approach has the proclivity of creating negative reactions amongst those affected by the evaluation outcome (Rowlands, 1991; Parlett et al, 1972).

The alternative, or dialogical, approach conversely promotes the use of qualitative, or perceivedly subjective, methods in which dialogue, description and interpretation take precedence over measurement. Evaluation, which is seen as dynamic rather than static, forms an integral part of the development process in which subjectivity is acknowledged and welcomed. The evaluation, which has an ethos of empowerment rather than control, recognises that there may be different opinions. Negotiation and consensus form part of the process of evaluation which may be undertaken internally, by stakeholders, with the evaluator taking on the role of a facilitator (Rowlands, 1991; Parlett et al, 1972).

Since objectivity is considered by 'traditional' researchers as the ‘scientific’ way of doing things, subjectivity implies ‘opinion rather than fact, intuition rather than logic and impression rather than rigour’ (Patton 1997: 280).  Petrie (1972: 48) contests the preconceived notions of objectivity and subjectivity by pointing out that two scientists examining the same phenomenon, and conditioned by their own theoretically held perspectives may ‘literally not see the same thing’. This argument is promoted by others who posit that what a person, or researcher, ‘sees depends both upon what {he/she} looks at and also upon what {his/her} previous visual-conceptual experience has taught {him/her} to see’ (Kuhn, 1970: 113).  This argument has led Scriven (1991a: 248) to comment that the critical issue is not how the views expressed are reached but whether they are justified.  

Protagonists of the traditional approach to evaluation uncompromisingly hold that evaluations, which use both quantitative and qualitative methods of data collection are lower in quality than those which use only quantitatively garnered data (Bernstein et al, 1975). Counter arguments however aver that research methodology must be suited to the particular characteristics of the evaluation situation and the requirements posed by the problem (Shapiro, 1973: 543; Mills, 1961: 73-74). The qualitative versus quantitative debate is ongoing and has elicited copious literature (Donmoyer 1996; Moss, 1996; Cook, 1995; Phillips, 1995; House, 1991; Patton, 1990; Smith, 1988; Eisner, 1991).  Consensus has nonetheless emerged amongst many evaluators that both methods contribute to all aspects of evaluative enquiries and can most successfully be used together (Cook, 1995; Sechrest, 1992; Patton, 1982a). Similar views are posited by researchers who argue that, whilst there are limits and strengths in both approaches, the emergent trend is toward  'blending and combining' aspects of both (Radcliffe, 2002; Greene et al, 1989, Yin, 1994; Wickens, 1999). Methodologically, 'evaluation has moved from a primary emphasis on quantitative methods ….. to a more permissive atmosphere in which qualitative methods are acceptable' (House, 1993: 3). Cook, one of the leading authorities in the field of evaluation, has gone so far as to proclaim the acceptance of qualitative researchers in the qualitative-quantitative evaluation debate (Cook 1995).
Whilst Patton (1997) jokingly proclaims that it is 'easier to select a method for

madness than a single best method for evaluation’, other academics concur that evaluation approaches have undergone a transformation from ‘monolithic to pluralist conceptions'  in which multiple methods, measures and criteria are utilised, and multiple perspectives, audiences, and interests taken into account (House,1993 :3). Evaluation is no longer regarded as a methodological exercise undertaken in order to furnish a report, but rather as a means through which to develop, improve or progress the programme, project or object evaluated. Increasingly, focus is on its concurrent potential to inform and empower, a facet particularly important amongst stakeholders at grassroots level (Patton, 1999: 8).  Whilst objectivity can be argued in traditional approaches to evaluation, it is debatable whether this claim can be substantiated in the alternative or dialogical approach which acknowledges and seeks subjectivity, encouraging input from a diversity of stakeholders (Rubins, 1995; Rowlands, 1991).

Whilst Patton (1999: 9) describes evaluation as ‘a rich feast of different approaches’, others aver that consideration must be afforded to which methods are most likely to secure the type of information needed taking into account the values, level of understanding and capabilities of those from whom information is requested (Taylor–Powell et al, 1996: 8). Echtner et al (1997) however affirm that researchers tend to approach the vagaries of tourism studies from the main discipline in which they, themselves, have been trained, rather than using holistic approaches to determine a universal spread of knowledge and attitude. 

 Both qualitative and quantitative data serve a purpose with evaluators increasingly collecting data from multiple sources and perspectives, using a variety of data collection methods, thus allowing for a more complete representation of the problem under interrogation (Taylor-Powell, 1996; Curnan et al, 1998).  Important issues for consideration when making methological choices include the ease with which the data emanating from the evaluation can be understood, and its credibility in the eyes of the audience who will receive, and utilise, the results (Patton, 1999:9). The evaluation design additionally should be flexible and responsive enough to facilitate change, or redirection, avoiding procedures, which impose inhibiting controls (Curnan et al, 1998).

Other points, which bear consideration in deciding on which methods to use include the financial resources available, the cultural perspectives of participants and the credibility of the results emanating from the methods selected (Curnan et al 1998).  Evaluation professionals and authors repeatedly emphasise that the intrinsic worth of the evaluation process lies in its being utilisation focused and procuring commitment to use by participants through continuous strategising, adaptation, prioritising and relevance. ‘No matter how rigorous the methods of data collection, design and reporting are in evaluation, if it does not get used it is a bad evaluation’ (Patton, 1999:19).    
The Study

Implementation of rural tourism development projects is frequently a long-term process, in which a flexible approach, which calls for adaptation and change as emergent issues surface, is called for. One of the most fundamental ‘knowledge gaps’ (Patton, 1999:12), amongst both the public and private tourism sectors, is an understanding of those elements which are essential to the success, judged in economic, environmental, socio-cultural, political and business terms, of rural tourism development projects. Implementation recurrently takes place in an ad hoc haphazard manner (Butler, 1993) and the subsequent failure of projects is commonplace.  Most projects instigate change as a reactive measure aimed at overcoming a crisis, rather than proactively based on informed decision-making. Evaluation in terms of tourism development projects is problematic, and complex, and there exists an established need for a down-to-earth, clear, pragmatic evaluation framework, which is easily implementable, and cost effective, since rural tourism projects are frequently small-scale and subject to financial constraints (Nelson, 1993). Lack of tourism expertise, a need for capacity building, and the creation of tourism awareness amongst rural communities, has been identified as a fundamental constraint of tourism development in rural areas. The public sector equally fails to understand the crucial role it is called upon the play in creating an environment which is conducive to the development of tourism as an economic and employment generating sector. Neither does it comprehend its role in managing the development of the industry in order to limit negative impacts resulting from overuse and damage to either socio-cultural or environmental resources in developing areas (Hall, 1995; Pearce, 1992; Middleton et al, 1998). 

 The study is based on the premise that rural tourism is eminently suited to small-scale, locally owned tourism development. It posits that the identification of those elements essential to the success of rural tourism development projects represents one of the most critical issues facing the management of rural tourism today. The primary aim is to identify criteria which are clear, specific, and prioritised in view of the fact that disagreement relative to which evaluation criteria to apply underlies a significant proportion of evaluation related conflict (Patton, 1999:24,29; Cohen et al, 1977). In addition, the study aims to establish who should be involved in the evaluation of rural tourism development projects.   

Tourism authors are hesitant to be specific about evaluation for tourism since it is believed to be a very difficult undertaking in which opinions of what is important will differ and not always be reconcilable, since tourism operates in a pluralist environment (Butler, 1993:39; Nelson, 1993:10). Authors further aver that criteria for development are in themselves of little consequence unless they are linked to evaluation and to an understanding of the significance of the information they provide (Butler, 1993:39; Wall, 1993:56). Sharing views on the interpretation of evaluation, and its criteria, in terms of its significance to different parties and interests is thus imperative. Evaluation, implementation and adaptation capabilities will vary between tiers of government and within business and local communities rendering a universal approach to evaluation both challenging and problematic (Nelson, 1993:10).    

Having deliberated the options, the study adopts a 'hybrid' approach (Wickens, 1999) combining both quantitative and qualitative methods of data collection with a view to minimising the weakness of any single approach. The Delphi Technique serves as the preliminary method of data collection. In addition, semi-structured interviews will be undertaken. Research will be conducted in both the United Kingdom and South Africa.

The Delphi Technique is an enabling mechanism, whereby disparate and potentially conflicting opinion and hostile attitudes, borne of ‘repertoires’ conceived from previous experience, can be incorporated and dealt with. This approach is deemed suitable since rural tourism development is encapsulated in a complex political and social environment, with a plethora of actors who have bearing on the success, or otherwise, of development projects. Opinion, input and information is sought from a purposive sample of diverse roleplayers in the rural tourism sector in order to facilitate the collection of data relevant to the determination, and prioritisation, of criteria for incorporation into the envisaged evaluation framework. 

The Delphi Technique. 

Researchers are often faced with a situation, in which outside parties have conflicting views on a topic under study. The Delphi Technique is widely recognized as a ‘consensus-building tool’, which has been applied as a means of cognition and inquiry in a variety of fields including land-use planning, policy making, organizational restructuring and tourism. The Delphi Technique is said to be particularly appropriate in facilitating decision-making by a number of individuals in environments characterized by antagonistic or strongly opposed political or emotional factions, or when personality differences or intellectual style would be distracting in face-to-face settings (Cline, 2000; Rosenthal, 1976: 121). The technique is recommended in evaluation studies where conflicts between stakeholders are a disruptive influence, which can become interpersonal and derail the focus of the study (Patton, 1997: 151). Tourism evaluation, operating in a hostile environment with a plethora of stakeholders, each with their own overriding interests, agendas and areas of emphasis, is thus considered particularly apposite to use of the Delphi Technique. 

Whilst McNamee (1985) defines the Delphi Technique as ‘an interactive and personality free team approach', Dunham (1998:1) proclaims its purpose is to ‘elicit information and judgements from participants to facilitate problem-solving, planning, and decision making’ capitalizing on respondent’s creativity, whilst simultaneously maximizing the merits and minimizing the liabilities of group interaction.  Since the technique involves non-interactive groups, it is possible to draw upon experts who are based at considerable geographic distances. 
Rationale for the use of a Delphi Study

Gamon (1991), contends that for any reputable evaluation a solid base of evidence is essential and selection of an appropriate information collection strategy thus imperative. In her opinion the Delphi technique is particularly suited for evaluation which focuses on the identification of problems and their possible solutions. Many researchers (e.g. Pill, 1971:57-71; Green et al, 1990:51-62) affirm the cognitive value of the Delphi technique as a rapid, effective process of collecting and distilling expert opinion, and gaining consensus from a group of knowledgeable people. The study utilizes the process as a means of effectively structuring group communication and allowing the panel, comprised of sixty individual experts, to deal as a unit with the research enquiry thus facilitating the formation of a group judgment. The rationale for utilization of the Delphi method is based on the need to effectively engage with a diversity of roleplayers spread over significant geographical distances, in order to elicit input, and to the extent possible gain consensus, as to the criteria to be included in the proposed evaluation framework. Although there are many criteria by which decisions made by groups can be evaluated, Harrison (1995:248) argues that one of the most important is quality, which in his opinion relates to efficiency, ease of implementation and the likelihood that the decision will attain key objectives. Acceptance which means that the choice is agreeable to most parties whom it will affect, and originality, which pertains to situations in which original, creative thinking is the preferred course of action. The nature of the Delphi method expedites this process without the socially inhibiting behavior of opposing factions which frequently hampers consensual opinion forming in group discussions (Pill, 1971: 57-71; Green et al, 1990: 1-62). The decision to utilise the method is further underpinned by the fact that Delphi applications are considered appropriate in situations, where the problem either has no monitored history nor adequate information on its present and future development, or does not lend itself to analytical techniques but benefits from subjective judgements on a collective basis where the exploration and assessment of numerous issues connected with various options are required (Linstone et al, 1975). The technique is considered appropriate to the study, which seeks to identify priorities, solicit a diversity of expert opinion, judgments and assumptions and determine possible alternatives pertaining to the evaluation of rural tourism projects. The outcome of the research will provide those criteria to be included in a draft evaluation framework, which will subsequently be tested in a series of in-depth semi-structured interviews. The aims of the study thus align with the specific objectives of a Delphic study confirmed by numerous researchers (Cook, 1994; Delbecq et al, 1975: 1; Clare, 1994; Linstone & Turoff, 1975):

STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF THE DELPHI TECHNIQUE

Like all research methods the Delphi Technique has both its adherents and its critics. Critics claim that the method is based on a principle of achieving 'oneness of mind' through thesis, antithesis and synthesis, representing a continuous process through which consensus will supposedly occur (Suter, 1998; Eakman, 1998). The method has been subject to extensive critique by Sackman (1974) who views the Delphi as being unscientific and by Armstrong (1978) who questions the accuracy and reliability of a method that has judgement and opinion as its basis. Weaver (1972) queries the methods of selection of the panel of experts and the evaluation of their level of expertise. The exclusivity of representation due to purposive sampling means that judgements are those of a selected group of people and may not be representative. This intimates that it is possible to obtain different results from different groups. Equally the process of choosing the participants is often not considered seriously enough since it is their calibre which determines the quality of the outcomes of the survey, an issue of primary importance in group decision-making (Harrison, 1995:249). Whilst the direct control by the researcher, over the study, is seen by proponents as being amongst its benefits, others are critical of the level of influence and the potential for bias in the design of the questionnaires, the interpretation of responses and the processing of results, which may be significant (Salanick et al, 1971).  

Proponents of the technique cite the fact that Delphic surveys provide a means whereby interaction between experts, who cannot come together physically but whose involvement may increase the validity of the information gathered, can be inexpensively facilitated. The opportunity to capitalize on the knowledge and experience of a group, representing a cross section of expertise within the area researched, assists in providing researchers with a broad perspective of the issues under review as opposed to an isolated point of view. Equally the anonymity of individual response, whilst removing the effects of prejudice, peer pressure and the desire to conform, enhances the candour of respondents while simultaneously exposing agreements and disagreements. (Ament, 1970; Wissema, 1982; Helmer, 1983; Ascher et al, 1983: 259; Amara, 1975). Strengths and Weaknesses of the Delphi Method are extensively documented by researchers such as Targett, 1996; Clare, 1994; Linstone, 1978; Cook, 1994; Raine, 1992; Lang, 1998; Linstone et al, 1975; Turoff et al, 1996; Woudenberg, 1991; Miller, 1984; Green et al, 1990; Richey et al, 1985; Andranovich, 1995; Helmer et al, 1960.
Sampling Procedure Adopted for the Delphi Survey

Utilisation of the Delphi Technique called for the careful selection of participants for inclusion in the survey. A deliberate selection of prospective participants was embarked upon in order to increase the likelihood that the variances of opinion and expertise in the rural tourism field would be represented in the data collected (Maykut et al,1994; Sekaran, 1992; Patton, 1990; Taylor et al, 1984).  In attempting to understand the factors considered essential for inclusion in the rural tourism evaluation framework from a diverse perspective, it was essential to identify prospective participants drawn from a variety of tourism related fields. In the case of South Africans this task was relatively simple due to the fact that members of the industry were well known to the researcher. In the case of the United Kingdom potential participants were identified from academic literature, tourism related and public sector websites and word-of-mouth recommendation. Participation was thus solicited from academics, consultants in the field of tourism, public sector officials representing the various tiers of government, and their agencies, members of non-governmental organizations operating in the tourism field and private sector tourism operators.

Bernard (1998:97) cautions that in purposive sampling, it is necessary to decide the purpose you want informants to serve and then determine a set of criteria for selection of appropriate participants before identifying and soliciting their participation. Andranovich (1995) emphasises that in order to secure meaningful participation in a Delphi survey, the study problem, and the questions posed by the survey must match the interests of the participants. Solution of the problem should also be of benefit to them. What is of consequence is the fact that the quality of the results of the Delphi survey is highly dependent on the relevant knowledge, skill or level of information of the experts used and their willingness to be involved over a substantial period of time (Delbecq et al, 1975:89).

Researchers who employ the Dephi Technique are at variance concerning the requisite size of the respondent panel. Whilst some researchers contend that ten to fifteen respondents suffice where the panel comprises a homogenous group of people, (Delbecq et al, 1975:89) others assert that a minimum of fifteen to twenty participants is necessary (Yong et al, 1989). For the purposes of this study the decision was taken to set the number of panelists at sixty in order to ensure input from a diverse range of participants, drawn from a variety of tourism allied disciplines. The selection of participants from two countries, The United Kingdom and South Africa, ensured further diversification of the panel and allows comparison of opinion, differences and issues considered of consequence to rural tourism, between experts emanating from both a developing and a developed country. The inclusion of tourism practitioners (e.g. tourism operators and consultants) was considered particularly relevant since issues raised by academics are prone to have a theoretical bias, which may disregard factors of a more practical orientation. This assumption is substantiated by Jenkins (1999) and Cooper (2002) who articulate the differing approaches to research, and the poor communication which exists between the academic and practitioner tourism sectors.  

THE PROCESS OF THE DELPHI STUDY

The Delphi Technique is a means of securing expert, convergent opinion solicited by the use of successive surveys and feedback. Each round of the survey is designed by means of focused questionnaires to elicit carefully considered group opinions, which can influence informed decision-making once the process is completed (Lang, 1998). It further enables participants with differing points of view, and cognitive skills, to contribute to those sections of the research topic for which they have particular knowledge and understanding. The process, which is controlled by the researcher, permits participants, by means of iteration and feedback of the average responses of the group over a number of rounds, to reconsider their own responses in view of group opinion. Respondents are informed of current consensus but not harassed by arguments. Receipt of collective results from all participants allows them to refine and modify their opinions based on information generated in subsequent rounds of questioning. The ability of participants to definitely establish the nature of the input sought from them, based on an understanding of the aims and objectives for which the study is being undertaken, is an important consideration. Equally significant is the degree to which participants are themselves interested in the problem under investigation. This is particularly significant in minimising the dangers of frustration and loss of interest prior to completion of the process, which requires a significant commitment of time from participants (Delbecq et al, 1975; Andranovich, 1995).   

A schematic representation of the process followed in the implementation of the Delphi Technique follows.
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Fig. 1. Adapted from Raine, Jerry P. (1992). Also Dunham, 1998; Lang, 1998; Linstone et al, 1975, Delbecq et al, 1975, Moëller et al, 1994; Weaver, 1969).
The preliminary (scoping) round of the survey took the form of a letter dispatched by email, in October 2001, to one hundred and sixteen prospective participants, drawn in equal numbers from the United Kingdom and South Africa; deemed 'expert' in their particular tourism related field. Positive response was received from 50% of the United Kingdom and 53.45% of the South African prospects approached. 

The letter elucidated the objective of the study and solicited participation by the recipient. Anonymity was guaranteed. This initial correspondence requested prospective participants to engage in individual brainstorming (Dunham, 1998) in order to generate twenty-five factors considered, from the specific viewpoint of the expert, imperative for inclusion in an evaluation framework for application in rural tourism development projects. Ideas generated were to be briefly expressed with no attempt made to justify or evaluate the issues raised. The study acknowledges the subjectivity of this approach, in which each participant's response is based on his or her individual area of interest or expertise.

The amount of time allocated for implementation of the Delphi survey was significantly underestimated. A full three months elapsed from the time the original emails were dispatched to the time the requisite sixty responses, the number previously decided upon, were received. The level of commitment in time required from participants, and the maintenance of high participant motivation, presents a major constraint. Recognition, afforded by the inference that the ‘success of the Delphi survey relied on expert, informed opinion’, was used to provide motivation for participation and induce leading authorities in the field to feel privileged at receiving an invitation to participate (Wicklein, 1993: 1050). The prospect of interacting with people of analogous interests and the opportunity to benefit from the knowledge and understanding generated, has served as motivation for participants who have indicated that they have benefited from participation in the survey, which has proved to be a potent device, inducing them to think about problems and aspects of rural tourism development in more complex ways than they ordinarily would (Pollard et al, 1995: 2; Turoff et al, 1996; Lang, 1998). 
In total 1,721 factors were identified by participants in the scoping round of the survey. The process of analysis, which commenced in January 2002, was manually conducted, and proved to be slow, laborious and reiterative taking place over ten rounds of consecutive consolidation, clustering, coding and removal of duplications. Clusters, into which factors were to be sorted, were based on the primary problems affecting the successful implementation and sustainability of rural tourism projects; the public sector, public participation, and socio-cultural, economic, environmental, infrastructural, marketing, visitor satisfaction and project planning issues. The sorting of the factors identified proved problematic since many overlapped into more than one cluster (e.g. the project should have a strategy to avoid long-term dependency on external funding, which overlapped both the economic and project planning clusters). In the end, decisions as to the cluster in which factors were placed were made based on what seemed most appropriate. Difficulties were also encountered in condensing input received which, in place of concise statements, took the form of long essay-like diatribes on issues considered by the respondent to be of substantial importance. Other input (e.g. consideration should be given to issues of motherhood and apple-pie) presented difficulty and subjectivity in the interpretation of such statements is acknowledged. Caution was exercised in trying to maintain, as closely as possible, the meanings of input received; which contributed to the length of the second round questionnaire for fear of disregarding issues raised. That this has been successful is borne out by the fact that the second round survey has to date registered a 70% response rate with only one participant believing that certain elements of their scoping round input had not been afforded sufficient emphasis. 

In order to alleviate the limitations associated with the Delphi Technique a pilot survey utilising the second round Delphi questionnaires was undertaken amongst eight participants; four from each of the United Kingdom and South Africa, the countries in which the study is being undertaken. Relevant changes were made to the questionnaires based on input received from this pilot survey. In order to overcome the possible bias of the researcher in interpretation of the meanings or importance of the responses to the scoping round of the Delphi survey, participants were afforded the opportunity, during the second round, of adding additional factors pertaining to a particular cluster, which in their opinion, had been omitted. Similarly, if they were of the opinion that their input from the scoping round had been incorrectly interpreted or had not been included, they were requested to state this accordingly. This obviates the danger that certain issues are not included as they do not seem important, or that credence is not given to dissenting views, which may in fact provide important new insights, both factors which may weaken the outcomes of the survey considerably. Any such weaknesses identified will be rectified in the third round when the relevant original input received will be included verbatim. 

The second round questionnaire was dispatched, by both email and regular post, to all sixty participants in the scoping round of the survey, in April 2002. The fact that some participants had submitted their input in the form of questions, whilst others had used statements, presented a problem in compilation of the questionnaires. Turning all the issues raised into statements solved this dilemma. The questionnaire eventually dispatched comprised 304 statements, the initiators of which remained anonymous (Targett, 1996; Raine, 1992; Green et al, 1990). 

The purpose of the second round questionnaire was to develop an understanding of the importance assigned by individual respondents to each of the statements. Participants were accordingly requested to rate each statement on their individual opinion of the importance of the factor in establishing criteria for inclusion in a framework for utilization in the evaluation of rural tourism development projects. Rating was accomplished using an ordinal scale of 1-4. Researchers are of the opinion that whilst a variety of rating scales may be used in a Delphi survey, four voting dimensions 'represent the minimum information that must be obtained if an adequate evaluation is to take place’ (Turoff, 1975: 90). Accordingly the allocation of the number four (4) signified that the factor in question was considered as essential for inclusion, whilst three (3) denoted that it was considered important, two (2) of minor importance and one (1) that it should not be included. Participants were afforded the use of a zero (0) rating signifying that they were uncertain of, or did not wish to comment on, the statement in question, but were requested to use this scale frugally considering that it was important to obtain definitive opinion on the issues concerned. 

Blank lines, at the end of each cluster, afforded participants the opportunity to add any factors, relative to the cluster, which in their opinion had been omitted. Similarly, if they were of the opinion that their individual input from the scoping round had been incorrectly interpreted, or had not been included, they were requested to state this. All questionnaires were coded in order both to maintain anonymity and to assist the researcher in identifying who had responded. Although the date indicated for response to this round of the survey has passed, only a 70% response has been registered. In an attempt to improve this, reminders have been sent to participants whose reponses are still outstanding.

Responses received have meanwhile been captured in an excel format. Once all input has been captured average responses, standard deviations and variances for each statement will be calculated (Hampton et al, 1973).  Significant differences of opinion between South African respondents as compared with respondents from the United Kingdom will be identified.  Ratings allocated by respondents of the various professional sectors into which they fall e.g. differences of opinion, which manifest themselves between academics and consultants, or between members of the public and private sectors, will also be compared. Responses received to date given rise to important issues, which will be further investigated during the semi-structured interviews, which comprise the second phase of this study.  

The third round of the survey will include an analysis of the full list and ratings, shown as the individual's own response to the second round and the average response of the group, as well as the dispersion of opinions, thus emphasising areas of consensus and disagreement. The intent of the third questionnaire is to invite participants to either revise, or reaffirm, their responses to the previous questionnaire in view of the group response to the second round. Majority and minority opinions will be maintained since all issues raised, and opinions expressed, in the second round will be included, and the opportunity provided for the submission of factors still deemed to be missing from the list. This final review seeks to ascertain whether consensus is possible for each factor, or where individuals deviate substantially from the group, to ascertain the reasons for this difference. Revised ratings assigned in this round will be incorporated in the calculation of the average rating of each factor, and will assist in gauging the level of consensus amongst participants. It has been argued that, where necessary, the average response of the group may be taken to represent consensus, whilst the degree of consensus may be calculated by the spread of the interquartile range (Rowe et al, 1991). 

The fourth, and final, set of documentation, the report, will include the full list of factors, ratings, consensus and minority opinions. This provides the final chance for any revision of opinion. It is acknowledged that the information yield from such a survey is restricted. The Delphi Technique will however both yield sufficient information for the formulation of a draft evaluation framework and emphasise issues, which require further interrogation during the semi-structured interviews, which will form the second phase of the study. 

Reliability of the Study
      

There are two underlying dimensions for reliability; repeatability and internal consistency (Zikmund, 1994). The Delphi Technique is an iterative, interactive cognition process, with the final outcome based upon internal consistency, since the outcome represents the consensual opinion of a group of experts relating to the enquiry. It has been suggested that statements relating to the researcher’s assumptions, biases and values, and the method and rationale for the selection of participants, be documented since this would enhance the study’s chances of being replicated in another setting (Creswell, 1994).

Numerous researchers are nonetheless of the opinion that the results from a Delphi survey should ideally be part of a comprehensive exercise joining with other qualitative, and if necessary quantitative methods (Masini, 1993; Rieger, 1986; Mohapatra et al, 1984; Yuxiang et al, 1990). The use of Delphi originated data in combination with other results ‘helps create confidence in the overall package ……it is rare that Delphi results alone can help resolve an issue when preparing a recommendation’ (Day 1975:188). In order to derive confidence in the findings of the Delphi survey, a series of semi-structured, in-depth interviews is to be utilised as the second method of data collection in the research process.     
Semi-Structured Interviews

Phase two of the study will comprise of a series of open-ended, semi-structured interviews designed with a two-pronged purpose. Firstly the study will seek to engender a deeper understanding of issues raised by respondents to the Delphi survey. Secondly it will elicit original opinion from and instigate discussion with, participants not involved in the first phase of the research process, pertaining to the draft evaluation framework, which will be formulated based on the outcomes of the Delphi survey. 

From an evaluation perspective the use of interviews as a data collection method starts from the assumption that informant's perspectives are  significant, useful, comprehensible, clear, and will positively affect the project and produce rich, detailed data for analysis  (Frechtling, 1997:3; Lofland et al, 1995). Mishler (1986:vii) describes a research interview thus; ‘a joint product of what interviewees and interviewers talk about together and how they talk with each other. The record of an interview that we researchers make and then use in our work of analysis and interpretation is a representation of that talk’.  Theorists, who question the influence exerted by the interviewer in conducting the interview, view the data produced as disputable and dubious, with the danger of interviewees yielding information which is distorted through recall error, selective perceptions or desire to please the interviewer (Silverman, 1993; Frechtling et al, 1997). 'The interviewer creates the reality of the interview situation. In this situation answers are given. This the interview produces situated understandings grounded in specific interactional episodes. This method is influenced by the personal characteristics of the interviewer, including race, class, ethnicity and gender' (Denzin et al 1994, 353). Others warn that the quality of data elicited is largely dependent on the skills of the interviewer who should be highly trained thus limiting incorrect understanding and reporting of responses, particularly in cases where the volume of information is large, rendering it difficult to transcribe and reduce data  (Patton, 1990; Frechtling et al, 1997). 

The use of interviews, as the second phase data collection method in this study, is indicated by the need for face-to-face, in-depth exploration of issues, raised by respondents to the Delphi survey, which warrant more detailed investigation in the hope of gaining new insights into recurring problems. Topics, which feature prominently in the South African response, include the contentious issue of land tenure, cumbersome bureaucracy, role clarification and the vulnerability of projects to political infighting and point-scoring. The complex problem of meaningful public participation is of consequence across response from both countries, as is the delicate balance between environmental and social concerns weighed against the desperate need for development and income generation in many rural areas. The Delphi study has successfully gathered basic data, identified what the major concerns are in the tourism development community and provided an understanding of the importance accorded to such issues by participants. It is however not possible to describe the intricacies of tourism development, its process, or the complexities of political interference in survey research. The Delphi Technique is unable to generate the in-depth discussion, deeper understanding and useful response, which should emanate from the interview process. Nor can it afford the opportunity for the interviewer either to experience the affective and cognitive aspects of informant's responses, or to seek the clarification necessary to gain full understanding if participants responses appear unclear or ambiguous (Frechtling et al, 1997). 

Whilst flexibility will be permitted, providing informants with the freedom to introduce issues not anticipated by the interviewer and room to determine the content of the discussion and provide information they feel is important (Bernard 1988, 207;  Whyte, 1960:352), the process will be facilitated by the use of an interview guide based on the draft evaluation framework, together with additional issues of importance which have emerged during the Delphi process (Bernard, 1988: 205; Patton, 1990). Questions addressed to participants will vary dependent upon their sector of expertise and relationship to the problem under investigation. A copy of the draft evaluation framework will be made available to informants prior to the interview affording them the opportunity to examine, and comment on, issues which they perceive to be of significance. The study will seek to acquire more explicit information with regard to the criteria included in the draft framework and open and frank comment relating to potential successes, failures and constraints, which will be experienced in its implementation in the development of rural tourism. The danger of inconsistency across interviews as a result of excessive flexibility is acknowledged (Frechtling et al, 1997). ‘The fundamental principle of qualitative interviewing is to provide a framework within which the respondents can express their own understandings in their own terms’ (Patton 1990: 290). 

All interviews will be conducted by the researcher, and tape-recorded in order to facilitate the capture of literal conversation. Notes will immediately be made relative to the nuances of any significant non-verbal communication. 

The Interview Sample

The initial intention had been to restrict participation to those experts who had been involved in the Delphi survey. Data from the first two rounds of this survey have, however, indicated the need for inclusion also of persons not involved in the first phase of the research enquiry. The input of candidates with in-depth, practical knowledge and understanding of the pitfalls and constraints experienced in development of rural tourism projects ‘on the ground’ is considered essential. The identification of potential interviewees, from both South Africa and the United Kingdom, able to express well-defined opinions as to the success, constraints, and perceived costs and benefits of rural tourism pertinent to their particular situation, will commence shortly. Effort will be made to access potential candidates who, for various reasons, declined participation in the Delphi process, in particular officials of the national ministries and national tourism boards of both countries who, from previous experience, exhibit a marked consistency in refusing to participate in any research project not internally initiated.  

All participants in the third round of the Delphi survey, who have during prior rounds raised issues deserving of further investigation, will be asked to indicate whether they would be prepared to participate in an in-depth interview.  In order to ensure representivity, final selection of interviewees will be based on the outcomes of the Delphi survey, the physical location of the prospective interviewee, deemed important in order to maintain a good geographical spread, and the candidate’s particular sphere of expertise or application within the tourism field. Time constraints and travel costs are expected to impose some limitation on the process.

Conclusion

The research outcomes are expected to generate knowledge for conceptual use and to identify incipient problems and issues, which impact on rural tourism project viability and success. The criteria against which projects will be evaluated are intended to influence decisions pertaining to whether a project should be implemented, to assist in formative decision-making relating to improvement of a project or to facilitate decisions with regard to project funding. Evaluations undertaken during the life-cycle of the project are expected to provide information relative to its impacts and resource utilisation. It is hoped that findings from the study will be used to influence and lobby for the formulation, or modification, of rural tourism development policy. The policy environment may, in the long-term, prove to be more important to ultimate project success, and to the sustainability of the resources upon which they are built and consume, than either creativity or innovation (Curnan et al 1998). The manner in which results of the study, and the audience, to whom they are presented, is of crucial significance if findings are to be constructively utilised. Where policy changes are indicated, the dissemination of information to both tourism stakeholders and the general public is worthwhile. Public attitudes and beliefs theoretically have an impact on bringing about policy change, whilst tourism stakeholders can speak both from experience and lessons learned from the evaluation process (Curnan et al 1998).

No single research method could elicit the comprehensive information sought by this study. Whilst the Delphi Technique is considered the most effective means of soliciting group input and consensual opinion forming, by a panel of experts, utilising a manageable method it is unable to facilitate the in-depth discussion required in order to gain a fuller understanding of significant and contentious issues. Interviews alone could not have generated the means to elicit group input and opinion. The opportunity afforded by such interviews for face-to-face interaction and meaningful discussion relative to important issues and critique of the draft evaluation framework is vital to the success of the study. The authors argue that utilisation of these complementary research methods, which facilitate the accommodation of disparate opinions, solicited from a diverse range of actors within the rural tourism domain, are essential to the successful outcomes of such studies, which are distinguished by an emphasis on the practical importance of research results. 

Bibliography

Amara, R. (1975) Some Methods of Futures Research, Menlo Park: Institute for the Future.

Ament. (1970) ‘In The Delphi Method’, Retrieved from the Worldwide Web www.iit.edu/~it/delphi.html, 11th April 2001.
Andranovich, G. (1995) Developing Community Participation and Consensus: The Delphi Technique, Community Ventures: A Western Regional Extension Publication.
Armstrong, J. (1978) ‘In The Delphi Method’, Retrieved from the Worldwide Web www.iit.edu/~it/delphi.html, 11th April 2001.

Ascher, W. & Overholt, W. (1983) Strategic Planning and Forecasting, New York : John Wiley & Sons.

Bernard, H. Russell. (1988) Research Methods in Cultural Anthropology, Newbury Park: Sage Publications.

Bernstein, I. and Freeman, H.E. (1975) Academic and Entrepreneurial Research: Consequences of Diversity in Federal Evaluation Studies, New York: Russell Sage.

Butler, R.G. (1993) ‘Tourism: An Evolutionary Perspective’, in Nelson, J.G., Butler, R. and Wall, G. (eds) Tourism and Sustainable Development: Monitoring, Planning, Managing, Waterloo, Canada: Heritage Resources Centre Joint Publication No 1, Department of Geography, University of Waterloo: 27-43.

Clare, Michael. (1994) Working With Our Publics, Module 7, Broome: Cornell University.

Cline, Alan. (2000) ‘White Paper: Prioritisation Process Using Delphi Technique’, Carolla Development. Retrieved from the World Wide Web,  www.carolla.com/wp-delph.htm, 10th April 2001.

Wiley & Sons.

Cohen, D.K. and Weiss, J.A. (1977) ‘Social Science and Social Policy: Schools and Race’, in Weiss, C.H. (ed) Using Social Research in Public Policy Making, Lexington, MA: D.C. Heath: 67-84.

Cook. (1994) ‘Delphi Technique’, Michigan State University Extension: Issue Identification Information – III00006, Retrieved from the World Wide Web www.msue.msu.edu/msue/imp/modii/iii00006.html, 10th April 2001.

Cook, T.D. (1995) ‘Evaluation Lessons Learned’, Plenary Keynote Address at the International Evaluation Congress Evaluation ’95, November 04,: Vancouver, Canada.

Creswell, J.W. (1994) Research Design: Qualitative and Quantitative Approaches, London: SAGE.

Cronbach, L. (1982) Designing Evaluations of Educational and Social Programmes, San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Curnan, S., LaCava, L., Langenburg, D., Lelle, M. and Reece, M. (eds) (1998) W.K.Kellogg Foundation Evaluation Handbook, Battle Creek, Michigan: WK Kellogg Foundation. 

Day, L. (1975) ‘Delphi Research in the Corporate Environment’, in Linstone, H. and Turoff , M.(eds) The Delphi Method: Techniques and Applications, London: Addison-Wesley Publishing Company

Delbecq, Andre., Van de Ven, Andrew and Gustafson, David. (1975) Group Guide to Nominal Group and Delphi Processes, Glenview, Illinois: Scott, Foresman & Co.

Denzin, N.K. and Lincoln, Y.S. (eds) (1994) Handbook of Qualitative Research, Thousand Oaks, California: SAGE.

Dey, I. (1993) Qualitative Data Analysis: A User Friendly Guide for Social Scientists’, London: Routledge.

Donmoyer, R. (1996) ‘Educational Research in an Era of Paradigm Proliferation: What’s a Journal Editor to Do? Educational Researcher, 25(2): 19-25.

Dunham, Randall, B. (1998) ‘Organisational Behaviour: The Delphi Technique’, University of Wisconsin School of Business, Retrieved from the World Wide Web, www.instruction.bus.wisc.edu/obdemo/readings/delphi.htm 10th April, 2001

Eakman, B. (1998) ‘Educating for the New World Order’, in Stuter, L. Using the Delphi Technique to Achieve Consensus Education Reporter, November 1988, St Louis, Missouri: Eagle Forum Education and Legal Defense Fund.

Echtner, C.M., & Jamal, T.B. (1997) ‘The Disciplinary Dilemma of Tourism Studies’, Annals of Tourism Research, 24(4): 868-883. 

Eisner, E. (1991) The Enlightened Eye: Qualitative Inquiry and the Enhancement of Educational Practice, New York: MacMillan.

Frechtling, J. and Sharp, L. (eds) (1997) User-Friendly Handbook for Mixed Method Evaluations, Directorate for Education and Human Resources, Division of Research, Evaluation and Communication, National Science Foundation. Retrieved from the World Wide Web http://www.ehr.nsf.gov/EHR/REC/pubs/NSF97-153/START.HTM#TOC Retrieved 05th September 2001.

Gamon, Julia, A. (1991) ‘The Delphi: An Evaluation Tool’, Journal of Extension, 29 (4).

Green, H.C., Hunter, C. and Moore, B. (1990) ‘Assessing the Environmental Impact of Tourism Development: The Use of the Delphi Technique’, International Journal of Environmental Studies, 35: 51-62.
Hall, C.M. & Jenkins, J.M. (1995) Tourism And Public Policy, Routledge: London.

Hampton, J.M., Moore, P.G. and Thomas, H. (1973) ‘Subjective Pobability and Its Measurement’, Journal of the Royal Statistical Society, Series A, 136(1): 21-42. London and New York: Routledge.

Harrison, E.F. (1995) The Managerial Decision-Making Process, 4th edn. Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company.

Helmer, O. (1983) Looking Forward: A Guide to Futures Research, Beverley Hills: SAGE Publications.

Helmer, O. and Rescher, N. (1960) ‘On the Epistemology of the Exact Sciences’, Paper R-353, Santa Monica, California: Rand Corporation.

House, E. (1991) ‘Realism in Research’, Educational Researcher, 20(6): 2-9.

House, E. (1993) Professional Evaluation: Social Impact and Political Consequences, Newbury Park, California: SAGE Publications. 

Howe, K. (1988) ‘Against the Quantitative – Qualitative Incompatibility Thesis, or Dogmas Die Hard’, Educational Research, 17(8): 10-16.

Jenkins, C.L. (1999) ‘Tourism Academics and Tourism Practitioners: Bridging the Great Divide’, in Pearce D.G. and Butler R.W. (eds) Contemporary Issues in Tourism Development, London: Routledge: 52-64.

Jud, G.D. & Krause, W. (1976) ‘Evaluating Tourism in Developing Areas : An Exploratory Enquiry’, Journal of Travel Research, 15(2): 1-9.

Kuhn, T. (1970) The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Lang. Trudi. (1998) ‘An Overview of Four Futures Methodologies’, Retrieved from the World Wide Web, www.soc.hamaiii.edu/~future/j7/LANG.html, 10th April 2001.

Linstone, H. & Turoff, M. (1975) The Delphi Method: Techniques and Applications,  Reading, MA : Addison-Wesley.

Linstone, H. (1978) ‘The Delphi Technique’, in Fowles, J. (ed) Handbook of Futures Research, Westport: Greenwood Press.

Lofland, J. and Lofland, L.H. (1995) Analysing Social Settings: A Guide to Qualitative Observation and Analysis, 3rd edn, Belmont, California: Wadsworth.

McNamee, P.B. (1985) ‘Tools and Techniques for Strategic Management’,

Oxford: Pergamon Press.

Masini, E. (1993) ‘Why Futures Studies’? in Lang, T. (1998) An Overview of Four Methodologies, Retrieved from the World Wide Web, www.soc.hamaiii.edu/-future/j7/LANG.html, 10th April 2001.

Maykut, P. and Morehouse, R. (1994) Beginning Quaslitative Research: A Philosophic and Practical Guide, London: The Falmer Press.

Middleton, Victor, T.C. With Hawkins, Rebecca. (1998) Sustainable Tourism. A Marketing Perspective, Butterworth-Heinemann: Oxford.

Miles, M.B. and Huberman, A.M. (1994) Qualitative Data Analysis, 2nd edn. Thousand Oaks, California: SAGE.

Miller, A. (1984) ‘Professional Collaboration in Environmental Management: The Effectiveness of Expert Groups’, Journal of Environmental Management, 

16: 365-388.

Mills, C. W. (1961) The Sociological Imagination, New York: Grove.

Mishler, E. (1986) Research Interviewing, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Moёller, G.H. and Shafer, E.L. (1994) ‘The Delphi Technique: A Tool for Long-Range Travel and Tourism Planning’,  in Ritchie, J.R.Brent and Goeldner, Charles. R. (eds) Travel, Tourism and Hospitality Research, 2nd edn. New York: John Wiley and Sons Inc:  473-480.

Mohapatra, P., Bora, M. and Saku, K. (1984) ‘Incorporating Delphi Results in System Dynamic Models: A Case of the Indian Tea Industry’, in Lang, T. (1998) An Overview of Four Futures Methodologies, Retrieved from the World Wide Web www.soc.hamaiii.edu/-future/j7/LANG.html, 10th April 2001.

Moss, P. (1996) ‘Enlarging the Dialogue in Educational Measurement: Voices From the Interpretive Research Traditions’, Educational Researcher,           25(1): 20-28.

Müller, H. (1997) ‘Long Haul Tourism 2005: A Delphi Study’, in Flognfeldt, T. Travel, Tourism and Leisure Trends, Conference Report 1: TTRA European Chapter.

Nelson, J. G. (1993) ‘An Introduction to Tourism and Sustainable Development With Special Reference to Monitoring’, in Nelson, J.G., Butler, R. and Wall, G. (eds) Tourism and Sustainable Development: Monitoring, Planning, Managing, Waterloo, Canada: Heritage Resources Centre Joint Publication No 1, Department of Geography, University of Waterloo: 3-23.

Neuman, W.L. (1994) Social Research Methods: Qualitative and Quantitative Approaches, 2nd edn. Boston: Allyn and Bacon.

Parlett, M. and Hamilton, D. (1972) ‘Evaluation as Illumination: A New Approach to the Study of Innovatory Programmes’, Conference Paper, Churchill College, Cambridge.

Patton, M.Q. (1982a) Practical Evaluation, Beverly Hills, California: SAGE.

Patton, M.Q. (1990) Qualitative Evaluation and Research Methods, 2nd edn, Newbury Park, California: SAGE.

Patton, M. Q. (1997) Utilisation-Focused Evaluation, 3rd edn, Thousand Oaks, California: SAGE Publications. 

Patton, M. Q. (1999) ‘Utilisation-Focused Evaluation in Africa’, Evaluation Training Lectures Delivered to the Inaugural Conference of the African Evaluation Association, Nairobi, Kenya: 13-17 September.

Pearce, D.G. (1992) Tourist Organisations, Harlow: Longman.

Petrie, H.G. (1972) ‘Theories Are Tested By Observing the Facts: Or Are They? In Thomas, L.G. (ed) Philosophical Redirection of Educational Research: The Seventy-First Yearbook of the National Society for the Study of Education, Chicago: University of Chicago Press: 47-73.

Phillips, D.C. (1995) ‘The Good, the Bad, and the Ugly: The Many Faces of Constructivism’, Educational Researcher, 24(7): 5-12.

Pill, J. (1971) ‘The Delphi Method: Substance, Context, A Critique and an Annotated Bibliography’,  in Socio-Economic Planning, 5(1): 57-71.

Pollard, R. and Tomlin, M. (1995) ‘The Use of Expert Teachers to Improve Education’, Education, 116(1): 3-9.

Punch, K.F. (1998) Introduction to Social Research: Quantitative and Qualitative Approaches, London: SAGE Publications.

Raine, Jerry, P. (1992) ‘Experience of Using the Delphi Forecasting Process’,  in Targett, D. (1996) Analytical Decision Making’, London: Pitman Publishing.

Richey, J.S., Mar, B.W. and Horner, R.R. (1985) ‘The Delphi Technique in Environmental Assessment’, Journal of Environmental Management, 21(2): 135-146.

Rieger, W. (1986) ‘Directions in Delphi Developments: Dissertations and Their Quality’, Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 29: 195-204.

Rosenthal, E.J. (1976) ‘Delphi Technique’ in Anderson, S. (ed) Encyclopedia of Educational Evaluation, San Francisco: Jossey-Bass: 121-122.

Rowlamds, J. (1991) ‘How Do We Know It Is Working? The Evaluation of Social Development Projects’, in Smith, M.K. (2001) Evaluation: Theory and Practice, The Encyclopedia of Informal Education wysig://page.46/http://www.infed.org/biblio/b-eval/htm 21st August 2001.

Rubin, F. (1995) A Basic Guide to Evaluation for Development Workers, Oxford: Oxfam.

the Delphi Method’, Retrieved From the World Wide Web www.iit.edu/-it/delphi.html, 11th April 2001.

Sackman. (1974) ‘In the Delphi Method’, Retrieved From the World Wide Web www.iit.edu/-it/delphi.html, 11th April 2001.

Salanick, J.R., Wenger, W. and Helfer, E. (1971) ‘The Construction of Delphi Event Statements’, Technology Forecasting and Social Change, 3:65-73.

Sapsford, R. and Abbott, P.(1996) ‘Ethics, Politics and Research’, in Sapsford, R. and Jupp, V. (eds) Data Collection and Analysis, London: SAGE: 317-342.

Scriven, Michael (1991a) ‘Beyond Formative and Summative Evaluation’, in McLaughlin, M.W. and Phillips, D.C. (eds) Evaluation and Education: At Quarter Century, 90th Yearbook of the National Society for the Study of Education, Chicago: University of Chicago Press: 18-64.

Scriven, M. (1995) ‘The Logic of Evaluation and Evaluation Practice’, in Fournier, D.M. (ed) Reasoning in Evaluation: Inferential Links and Leaps, New Directions for Program Evaluation, No 68: San Francisco: Jossey-Bass: 49-70.

Scriven, M. ( 2001) Practical Programme Evaluation, Manuscript in Progress. Retrieved from the World Wide Web 21st Aug 2001.

wysiwyg://393/http://eval.cgu.edu/lectures/intro/lomev_1.htm 

Sechrest, L. (1992) ‘Roots: Back to Our First Generations’, Evaluation Practice, 13(1): 1-7.

Sekaran, U. (1992) Research Methods for Business, Chichester: John Wiley and Sons.

Shapiro, E. (1973) ‘Educational Evaluation: Rethinking the Criteria of Competence’, School Review, November: 523-549.

Silverman, D. (1993) Interpreting Qualitative Data: Methods for Analysing, Talk, Text and Interaction, London: SAGE.

Smith, John K. (1983) ‘Quantitative vs Qualitative Research: An Attempt To Classify The  Issue’, Educational Research. 

Smith, J. K. (1988) ’The Evaluator/Researcher as Person vs. the Person as Evaluator/Researcher’, Educational Researcher, 17(2): 18-23.

Strauss, A. and Corbin, J. (1990) Basics of Qualitative Research: Grounded Theory Procedures and Techniques, London: SAGE.

Stuter, L. (1998) ‘Using the Delphi Technique to Achieve Consensus’, Education Reporter, November 1988, St Louis, Missouri: Easgle Forum Education and Legal Defence Fund.

Targett, D. (1996) Analytical Decision Making’, London: Pitman Publishing.

Taylor, S.T. and Bogdan, R. (1984) Introduction to Qualitative Research Methods: The Search for Meanings, 2nd edn. New York: Wiley.

Taylor-Powell, E., Steele, S. and Douglah, M. (1996) Planning a Programme Evaluation, Madison, Wisconsin: Cooperative Extension Publications: 1-21.

Turoff, M. (1975) ‘The Policy Delphi’, in Linstone, H.A. and Turoff, M. (eds) The Delphi Method: Techniques and Applications, London: Addison-Wesley Publishing Company.

Turoff, M. & Hiltz, S.R. (1996) ‘Computer Based Delphi Processes’, in Adler, M. & Ziglio, E. (eds) Gazing into the Oracle: The Delphi Method and its Application to Social Policy and Public Health, London: Kingsley.

Wall, G. (1993) ‘Towards a Tourism Typology’, in Nelson, J.G., Butler, R. and Wall, G. (eds) Tourism and Sustainable Development: Monitoring, Planning, Managing, Waterloo, Canada: Heritage Resources Centre Joint Publication No 1, Department of Geography, University of Waterloo:    45-58.

Weaver, T.W. (1969) Delphi as a Method for Studying the Future: Testing Some Underlying Assumptions, Syracuse, New York: Syracuse University, School of Education Policy Research Centre.

Weaver, T.W. (1972) Delphi: A Critical Review, Syracuse, New York: Syracuse University, School of Education Policy Research Centre.

Whyte, W.F. (1960) ‘Interviewing in Field Research’, in Adams, R.W. and Preiss, J.J. (eds) Human Organisation Research, Homewood, Illinois: Dorsey Press.

Wickens, E. (1999) Tourists’ Voices: A Sociological Analysis of Tourists’ Experiences in Chalkidiki, Northern Greece, Unpublished Doctoral Thesis: Oxford Brookes University.

Wicklein, R.C. (1993) ‘Identifying Critical Issues and Problems in Technology Education Using a Modified Delphi Technique’, Journal of Technology Education, 5(1): 1045-1064.

Wissema. (1982) ‘In the Delphi Method’, Retrieved from the World Wide Web www.iit.edu/-delphi.html, 11th April 2001.

Woudenberg, F. (1991) ‘An Evaluation of Delphi’, in Technological Forecasting and Social Change,  40: 131-150.

Yin, R.K. (1994) Case Study Research: Design and Methods, 2nd edn, Thousand Oaks, California: SAGE Publications.

Yong., Y.W.K.K.A. and Leng, T.L. (1989) ‘A Delphi Forecast for the Singapore Tourism Industry: Future Scenario and Marketing Implications’, International Marketing Review, 6(3): 35-46.

Yuxiang, C., Donghua, Z. and Changgeng, L. (1990) ‘Applications of the Delphi Method in China’, in Lang, T. (1998) An Overview of Four Futures Methologies, Retrieved from the World Wide Web www.soc.hamaiii.edu/-future/j7/LANG.html,10th April 2001.

Zikmund, W.G. (1994) Business Research Methods, 2nd edn. Dryden.

Origins of this paper:

http://prosper.swansea.ac.uk/cds/worddocs/Jenny%20Briedenhann.doc date accessed 2/2/03

1
36

