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Introduction 

This paper reflects on photography as a research methodology, particularly in the context of 
social research in the community sector. Photography has a long history as a method for 
research in the social sciences but its uses and popularity have fluctuated throughout time. 
Over the last two decades, however, it has experienced a resurgence in both academic and 
applied research contexts.  

Photography methodology has long been used to undertake research on community life, 
especially research into marginalised or disadvantaged groups, or social practices we might 
know little about. But more recently, documenting the work of community-based projects or 
programs in creative ways is also generating interest among community practitioners. 
According to Haviland (2004 : 10) visual methods as a research tool is important in terms of 
engaging “participants and community members in contributing their expertise and interests 
and in learning new skills”; providing “information relevant to specific community needs and 
so increases ownership by the community of the work being conducted in the project”; and it 
is a “source of ‘interesting’ information and reports about a project which can be used in 
government and policy.” There are, however, issues that emerge from data generated 
through photography that equally challenge its promise as a source of research evidence.  

This paper aims to provide a brief background to photography methodology – its varying 
forms, and its weaknesses and strengths. As a point of reflection, the paper also presents a 
case study of WESTIR research that applied photography methodology in the program 
evaluation of an NGO disability service provider.  

 

Photography methodology: What is it? 

Visual representation is a norm in social research – most commonly through the use of 
graphs and figures as a mode of data representation (Stanzack, 2007). Visual imagery, such 
as photography or video have tended to be seen in a similar light as ‘illustration’ or, on the 
other hand, mere accessories to other quantitative or qualitative data like statistics or 
interview material. Over the past two decades, though, the use of visual research 
methodologies like photography have (re)gained momentum in social enquiry as 
“inseperable components to learning about our social worlds” (Stanzack, 2007 : 3).   

Put simply, photography methodology in social research uses images as means to generate 
data. Photographic images can capture objects, events, people, places, and sometimes even 
moods and feelings of people or a place. It can greatly enhance the ability to explore, 
explain, and represent the object/subject of study. 

Data is the information gathered by research that aims to answer a set of questions about a 
certain phenomena or problem. There are two main distinctions in methods of social enquiry 
– quantitative and qualitative research. Understanding this distinction is significant because 
each approach usually entails different kinds of research aims and therefore generates 
different kinds of answers, and also demands different kinds of data analysis. Quantitative 
research produces data that can be quantifiable and generalisable, commonly generated 
through surveys or taken from existing sets of records (eg. government health records, 
immigration and customs records, etc). The variables in the research design tend to be 
controlled as quantitative research is based on a positivist approach to social enquiry which 
begins with a hypothesis that is tested and conclusions are made via a deductive process 
(‘top down’ approach) (Bernard, 2000). Qualitative research, on the other hand, generates 
data that is textual, descriptive, and thematic, and takes an inductive approach to making 
conclusions (‘bottom up’ approach). This research approach can involve methodologies like 
document/artefact analysis; in-depth interviews; direct, indirect, and participant observation; 
and visual methods like photography and video. Because of the ‘bottom up’ approach, the 
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variables are less controlled (or not at all) than quantitative research, meaning that the data 
is more open to interpretation (Bernard, 2000). The data is also less generalisable as 
qualitative research aims to capture the context of the phenomena under study. Whilst two 
differing methods of enquiry, increasingly, researchers are combining quantitative and 
qualitative research to develop mixed-methods approaches. Photography methodology is 
classified as a mode of qualitative research but can most certainly complement quantitative 
data.  

In introducing some of the ways photography methodology is undertaken as qualitative 
research, it becomes evident that the use of visual research to generate information about 
society and culture – individuals, institutions, groups, social practices and ways of life – 
raises important questions about how we arrive at ‘knowledge’, what is ‘truth’, and through 
what methods support logics of enquiry. Such questions of epistemology are relevant to all 
research methodologies but those pertaining to photography methods will be of focus in this 
paper.   

Before elaborating on the politics of photography as research method and data, below are a 
few of the ways in which photography method is principally carried out as qualitative enquiry. 
These should not be seen as isolated methods but overlap in numerous ways.  

 

1. Photographic ethnography 

Photographic ethnography combines photography with ethnographic research. Ethnography 
is a form of research that principally involves observation – indirect or participatory - of a 
community and its people, places, and/or events, to study a certain social phenomena. 
Significantly, ethnography aims to immerse the researcher into the context in which she is 
investigating, for a long period of time. Ethnographic data, therefore, is comprised greatly of 
the researcher’s ‘experience’ in the field and is premised on the empiricist standpoint that in 
order to ‘know’ something, one must ‘experience’ it first-hand (Bernard, 2000). This, 
however, entails a balancing act of objectivity and subjectivity by the researcher because 
‘experience’ is framed by her position (class, gender, race, etc.) in relation to the subject. 
Thus, ethnographic observation is also often combined with interviews, artefact/document 
analysis, and photography to build a more systematic enquiry.  

Photographic ethnography specifically uses photographs to capture the researcher’s 
observations of people, places, and events in the field. These photographs can be 
generated, for example, like a ‘photographic survey’ or ‘photographic documentary’, wherein, 
the ethnographer can document a person, group, or community’s material objects and 
structures at a specific point in time or over a long period of time, building a kind of visual 
‘cultural inventory’ (Pink, 2007 : 57). This practice dates back to the colonial period when 
anthropologists used photographs as “an objective recording device” to document the 
cultural and physical difference found across human beings in the age of exploration (Pink, 
2007 : 49). This included photographs of human populations and the differing cultural 
artefacts and rituals of varying groups. However, whilst photographs are a valuable way to 
visually survey the physical aspects of a society or culture; photographic records are limited 
in their ability to indicate how people experience such objects, structures, and places, and 
also how people might experience and situate themselves in the world. Hence, the use of 
interviews is often integral to providing context to photographic data. In this way, the 
photographs are not just used for their visual content, but can “represent a point of view” 
(Pink, 2007 : 57-8). Likewise, one other way that ethnographic photographs can be used as 
data to answer a set of questions, is to communicate the point of view or argument of the 
researcher herself. This is achieved through methods like the researcher juxtaposing images 
to articulate contrasts and similarities, or by digitally enhancing the photographs to highlight a 
specific element or depict a certain mood. The latter entails a particularly interpretive process 
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of analysis and conclusion-making, marked by a challenging course of balancing objectivity 
and subjectivity.    

2. Collaborative photo-ethnography 

Collaborative fieldwork involves a collaboration between two or more people to gather data in 
the field. This is less of a tradition in ethnography because ‘solo fieldwork’ is seen as a kind 
of ‘rite of passage’ for ethnographers. However, Bourgois and Schonberg (2009 : 11) argue 
that “collaborative fieldwork .... can greatly improve ethnographic technique and analysis. 
Participant-observation is by definition an intensely subjective process requiring systematic 
self-reflection. Collaborators have the advantage of being able to scrutinise one another’s 
contrasting interpretations and insights.” Collaborative photo-ethnography can entail all 
researchers being photographers, or some are designated as researchers and others as 
photographers (Knowles, 2006). Whilst the primary advantage is the presence of different 
voices in the data to present the complexity of how social worlds are experienced and 
understood, this also provides the challenge of interpretation that demands rigorous debate.  

3. Photo-interviewing  

Photo-interviewing has also been a tradition in anthropological methods when studying 
communities, particularly via ethnographers using their images taken in the field as a point of 
discussion with subjects in an interview. Generally, the underlying aim of using photographs 
as part of an interview is that the photograph will elicit a response from the interviewee. 
Hence, photography here is used as a means to extract information from people (Hurworth, 
2003). This is a practice that has also been taken up in market research (Heisly and Levy, 
1991). Photo-interviewing rarely involves the interviewee simply describing (objectively) what 
is in the image. Whether consciously or subconsciously, describing what she ‘sees’ is bound 
to her positioning to the content of the photograph. In other words, photographs used in this 
way, are “visual objects through which people reference aspects of their experience and 
knowledge” (Pink, 2007 : 68). According to Harper (2002 : 13), the difference between 
interviews reliant on verbal communication alone and those that also employ images and 
texts, lies in the “ways we respond to these forms of symbolic representation.” We develop 
visual sensory capacities first before a mastery of verbal language which means that “images 
evoke deeper elements of human consciousness than words do” (Harper, 2002 : 13). Hence 
photo-interviewing should be seen not simply as drawing out ‘additional’ information, but 
drawing out ‘different’ kinds of information. Some of the forms interviewing with photographs 
can take are a) presenting the interviewee with visual documentation of objects, people and 
artifacts in which responses interact with the researcher’s subjectivity embodied in the 
photographs (prominent in photographic ethnography); b) images that depict events 
constituting collective or institutional pasts that can connect the interviewee to experiences or 
eras even if the images do not reflect the interviewee’s life; c) and photographs portraying 
intimate dimensions of a social life or group, eliciting responses around definitions of the 
interviewee’s sense of ‘self’ in relation to history, society and culture (Harper, 2002 : 13). One 
of the advantages of photo elicitation is that it provides both the researcher and the 
researched with a point from which both are anchored – providing a common point of 
reference where difference can converge and some modes of understanding can be shared. 
This is important when power differentials permeate the researcher-researched relationship 
(Harper, 2002 : 20; and also see Pink,  2006 : 68-69). On the other hand, a challenge of 
using photographs to draw out knowledge is the possibility that photographs will not generate 
deep reflection. Especially in cases when images depict the taken-for-grantedness of the 
subject’s social world, these photos may fail to break the uncritical routinised frames through 
which subjects experience and understand their world.   
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4. Participatory photography  

This kind of photography as a research method involves the subject actively generating the 
photographic data. This can entail a) the subject taking the images in the research process, 
b) the use of the subject’s collection of personal photographs, or c) the subject recreating 
events, spaces, feelings as ‘posed’ photographs for the researcher (Pink, 2006; Back, 2005; 
Schwartz, 1989). Such images can also later be used in photo-elicitation interviews. In terms 
of the first mode of participatory photography, this provides a useful way to gain insight into 
the subject’s world through the subject’s own eyes. The second mode may be the substance 
of ‘evidence’ or points of reflection in life-narrative accounts, useful in recollecting memories 
and feelings. And the third mode, allows the subject a say in how they are represented in 
visual documentation, in contrast to being captured unknowingly in photographs ‘from a 
distance’ without much context to actions, practices, objects. What these three modes have 
in common is that the research subject plays a more active role in how data is generated. 
The photographs as ‘knowledge’ therefore emerge from a collaboration and negotiation with 
those being researched. However, participatory photography when used in photo-elicitation 
can still suffer from the pitfall that images taken by participants of their everyday life, may not 
garner any deep reflection when it comes time to discuss the photographs. Furthermore, 
posed photography blur the lines between ‘objective reality’ and ‘subjective positionings’. 

 

The methodological and epistemological basis underpinning each of these methods can fall 
under three different (but intersecting) positions, as summarised by Stanzack (2007 : 10 - 11) 

- A realist position: The use of images as “direct representations” of the field. The use 
of a sequence of images of a certain place or activity, for instance, is a precise 
capture of a moment “not susceptible to fading memory” when one only uses field 
notes to record observations.  

- A narrative position: Images are understood as “more than the sum of their material 
traces.” Meaning is derived by “the use and placement of images in relation to each 
other”, allowing images to construct a story or argument that can change throughout 
time.  

- A reflexive position: Meanings of images “resides most significantly in the ways 
participants interpret those images, rather than as some inherent property of the 
images themselves.” It shifts meaning from realist objective representations to one 
that integrates (and sometimes prioritises) the participants’ point of view.  

Evident in the summary of the modes of photography methodology, there is a strong 
interpretive and subjective nature to photography as a way to gather data, much like other 
qualitative means of enquiry. But, in some cases, it can be more susceptible to interpretative 
application, analysis, and reception than other qualitative methods like the interview. As 
Stanzack (2007 : 8) argues, “we must acknowledge the empirical components of the image” 
as exciting modes of research, “while embracing the compelling challenges and opportunities 
of subjectivity and the potential emotional impact of making and reading images.”  

Photography as a research tool for ‘generating knowledge of reality’ can be traced back to 
the colonial period in the recording of newly discovered human populations and cultures 
(Pink, 2006 : 49). For a long time, photography was a relatively unquestioned means of 
capturing ‘reality’ because it was assumed that a photograph, technically, could not ‘lie’ - it 
simply recorded the moment, the face, the object. However, as part of the evolution of 
understandings around social scientific research in general; the ‘objectivity’ of photographs 
have also come into question. For instance, photographs by anthropologists capturing 
differences across the human population during the colonial era were eventually criticised for 
contributing to the creation of ‘the Other’, whereby, ‘exhibiting difference’  through 
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photography significantly aided in producing a spectacle out of groups who were ‘racially’ 
and culturally different to Europeans (Pink, 2006; Hall 1997).  

Firstly, photographs as forms of interpretative data begins at the stage of taking the 
photograph -  the researcher/photographer is implicated in ‘creating reality’ through what she 
deems as representative of that ‘reality’. Secondly, there is a politics of representation as to 
how photographic images are used to communicate certain kinds of meaning. In this way, “all 
photographs lie” (Goldstein, 2007 : 64). Photography results from a series of choices “made 
between image capture and presentation” (Goldstein, 2007 : 75). One must also take into 
account that photographs can also be a product of ‘manipulated reality’ by the subject. 
Thirdly, there is also subjectivity in how the image is read by the audience. Hence, as Pink 
(2006 : 51) observes, “the meanings of photographs are arbitrary and subjective; they 
depend on who is looking. The same photographic image may have a variety of (perhaps 
conflicting) meanings invested at different stages of … research and representation, as it is 
viewed by different eyes and audiences in diverse temporal historical, spatial and cultural 
contexts.” 

However, acceptance of the politics of photography as methodology and data, does not 
erase the value of photography in social research. It only means the need for careful 
research design and data analysis. Photographs need to be treated like other data, in that, 
no data is perfect. 

 

Case Study: Photo-assisted conversations in research with intellectually disabled 
adults 

In academic contexts, photography as a research tool can span disciplines and subject 
matter. In applied research like the kind undertaken in the community sector, using 
photography to generate data about neighbourhoods (people and places), service outcomes, 
client experiences, have not been as widely embraced because of a cultural preference for 
statistics in the development of programs and services. However, photography has had its 
place among community sector practitioners. For one, it has been long used by local councils 
in urban planning to document infrastructure and the natural environment. Noteably, the use 
of photography to explore people’s experience at the community level to inform service or 
program delivery has generated increased interest in recent years because of the rise of 
Participatory Action Research (PAR) frames as an ethical way to investigate community 
needs. PAR is commonly employed when conducting research into small communities and 
evaluating local community programs (Pain and Francis, 2003). According to Komla et al. 
(2002 : 280), “participatory action research is a process that allows ordinary people acting as 
researchers to explore priority issues affecting their day to day lives, recognise their own 
resources, produce knowledge and take action to improve their situation, often in solidarity 
with external supporters.” It is a process that therefore enables all project partners and 
clients to work with the researcher in actively examining and reflecting on the program or 
service and, in turn, providing participants with ownership to its future directions. 
Photography methodology framed by PAR therefore engages with the research subject to 
generate data either through participatory photography or photo-interviewing. As Haviland 
(2004 : 2) observes, “photography can overcome a wide range of barriers to participation 
such as age, literacy, language differences, cultural differences, and even geographical 
distance.”  

Background to project 

In 2010, WESTIR was commissioned by an NGO disability service provider in NSW to 
undertake a trial data gathering project on service provision to intellectually disabled adults. 
The aim of the evaluation was to examine the support provided by the organisation’s Day 
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Program and the impacts that this support had on clients’ lives. The evaluation focused on a 
specific centre, therefore concentrating the evaluation to a certain group of clients. Overall, a 
mixed-methods approach was employed comprising of three months of participant 
observation by a researcher and her research assistant; photo-assisted individual interviews 
with the centre’s Day Program clients; and consultation with staff members on the ground 
and the organisation’s management. Some of the key things the evaluation aimed to 
measure included outcomes around levels of confidence, independence, and community 
engagement fostered by the Day Program among clients. The evaluation left these concepts 
open to definition with the aim of generating their meanings from the client’s point of view. It 
is in this sense that the evaluation and analysis was rooted in a grounded-theory approach.  
 
The methodological dimension of the evaluation was in itself an important aspect of the 
research undertaken. Micro-focused qualitative research on individuals with intellectual 
disability such as the one undertaken by WESTIR are rare not only in community services 
but in social policy-making and even academia. Unearthing data based on life-experience 
often requires respondents to possess the ability to communicate their stories, feelings, and 
opinions – something which is challenging for those who have intellectual disabilities. As a 
consequence, the experiences of people with cognitive impairment often go un-documented 
or, more commonly, their experiences are seen in the eyes of carers and service providers. 
Moreover, when it comes to intellectual disability and quality of life, sociological 
understandings that highlight experience is also rare because the research is dominated by 
testing in the field of psychology or cognitive science such as likert scales and survey-type 
questions. Because of the lack of preceding ethnographic studies that could closely guide the 
evaluation – the process essentially became an important exploratory study not only of client 
outcomes but also around methodology.  
 
Research with intellectually disabled individuals 
 
Communication occurs when an intentional transmission of shared meanings has been 
established between communication partners (Bradshaw 1998, Bray 2006). Many people 
with an intellectual disability have difficulties with communication in its variety of forms - 
hearing, speech, reading and writing. These may include difficulties in successfully initiating 
and responding to both verbal and non verbal messages, thus limiting one’s ability to engage 
in effective communication. For individuals with an intellectual disability the process of 
communication is undoubtedly influenced by their physical, cognitive and interactional 
abilities (Bradshaw 1998). The perceived inability to interview people with poor 
communication has resulted in skewed research sampling and thus unrepresentative of the 
population, wherein, only those who can verbally express their view are interviewed 
(Cambridge & Forrester-Jones 2003). Barron (2001, p.432) suggests this difficulty may 
“sometimes come from having little experience of others enquiring about their personal views 
and thus not being used to verbalising” their experiences. Furthermore, individuals with 
intellectual disability are also regularly dependent on family members, carers or advocates 
for assistance in effectively communicating to others. It has been common practice in areas 
such as health, psychopathology, quality of life and communication to use assessments that 
rely on proxy informants (lacono et al. 2009). However, through the use of proxy 
respondents, responses can often be inaccurate and can bear little relationship with how the 
person actually feels (Lefort & Fraser 2002). lacono et al. (2009) suggests that such proxy 
respondents tend to overestimate or underestimate the language comprehension abilities of 
their clients, and also often demonstrate difficulty identifying their non-verbal signals. 
Moreover, issues also emerge when the proxy respondent is a carer, parent or staff member. 
Despite having the best interests of the client at heart, because they are also the primary 
individuals who experience the consequences of the client’s disability and are equally 
implicated in the system of care and support provided to the client; this means that carers, 
parents and staff often have varying views on the experiences of clients. 
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Consequently, a range of methods should be considered when communicating with 
individuals with an intellectual disability. The predominant mode identified in recent studies 
involves the use of visual aid. Cascella (2004) suggests verbal information should be 
supported or supplemented with visual aids such as photographs, tangible objects, symbols 
and pictures to facilitate understanding (see Centre for Development Disability Health 
Victoria 2008).  For the individual, visual aids are often easier to understand than auditory 
communication. Rather than relying on receptive and/or expressing communication through 
speech, implementing a visual aid such as a happy/sad face may help the person clarify 
what they are trying to say avoiding too much guesswork and frustration. Folkestad (2000) 
also argues that photograph assisted interviews are another useful data collection method in 
the context of people with intellectual disability, whereby, the field researcher takes 
photographs of the daily lives of clients or clients are asked to take photos themselves which 
come to act as points of conversation or are used to articulate responses.  Hence, visual aids 
can greatly assist people who have low verbal communication ability to communicate their 
ideas (Bray, 2006 and D’Eath, 2005).  
 
Adopting participatory photography methodology, clients were provided with digital cameras 
by WESTIR and asked to take pictures during their time in the program of things, places and 
people they liked or did not like or simply anything they wanted to take a photo of. For a 
period of 3 weeks, clients alternated in taking the camera to a range of activities. They were 
then used in one-on-one video recorded interviews with selected clients. Other visual aids 
were also used, such as pictures taken by the organisation of clients at certain activities. 
Furthermore, to aid in articulating certain questions to clients, picture representations (some 
taken by clients and others were generic pictures from online photography) were also used 
especially for questions around preferences for activities, places, and things.  In addition, for 
one client, a more simplistic version in pictorial data collection was used which was the 
‘smiley face scale’ in an either/or format. The National Disability Authority (2002) notes this 
scale has been used successfully by researchers to ascertain individual’s feelings about 
particular issues and this worked particularly well for one of the clients who is less verbally 
articulate than other group members. 
 
The use of photography methodology occurred in the context of a wider ethnographic 
observation carried out the by the researcher. The observations were carried out in the 
natural setting of the clients, providing for valuable insight into their daily routines.  Using 
participant observation the researchers were able to engage with a variety of settings and 
social interactions with the clients, accompanying them once or twice a week to different 
activities such as music and signing sessions, morning teas at the local mall, bowling, money 
skills sessions, library meetings, and grocery shopping. The observations were documented 
carefully using concrete descriptive detail in a field diary.  This paved the way for themes to 
be identified in the data.   
 
Reflections 
 
The images taken by clients provided points of conversation in the one-on-one interviews 
and helped enable clients to voice their stories and experiences within the Day Program. The 
photos assisted clients to articulate  

- The activities they enjoyed and did not enjoy (often leading to conversations about 
the ‘new’ things they would like to do) 

- Anxieties they felt about certain places or events (and why) 
- The people who they considered ‘friends’ (providing a starting point to explore client 

definitions around ‘support’ and ‘care’)   
 
Thus, a clear advantage of using photography methodology in the evaluation was that it 
captured the day to day experiences of the clients through their very own eyes. According to 
Folkestad (2000 : 7), “when collaboratively analysing client’s photographs, ‘one can assume 



10 
 

that the images represent an event or experience of some importance to the photographer, 
something that s/he wanted to capture and record.” Hence, when a creative and flexible 
approach to communication is taken, people with intellectual disability are empowered to 
express opinions and make choices.  When visual aids are combined with appropriate 
communication strategies, an effective communication exchange can occur1 (D’Eath, 2005).  
 
However, the main shortcoming of the methodology was that the photographs were not 
talked about in an open and unguided manner which was the initial aim underscoring the 
photography exercise. A set of questions were prepared for each photograph after interview 
trials displayed a general timidness in clients talking about the photos they took (without 
prompting) or experiencing difficulties in articulating their reflections on the significance of the 
photos. Consequently, preparing a set of questions to prompt conversations about the 
photos necessarily implies that there is an element of subjectivity (from the part of the 
researchers) around how the pictures are talked about which might overlook the other range 
of meanings that clients might attach to the images. The empowering nature of employing 
participatory photography methodology was, however, made most evident when clients were 
given personalised photo albums of the photographs they had taken as they showed each 
other their photographs. In particular, they were delighted in seeing themselves in their 
peers’ photos.  
 
Participant observation still proved to be the most useful data collection tool in the evaluation. 
Angrosino (2004) argues that participant observation is one of the truly effective ways to 
ascertain an insider’s perspective.  However, participant observation involving people with 
disabilities has not always been seen as a reasonable approach. It is believed people with 
intellectual disabilities were incapable of speaking for themselves or forming anything 
resembling a meaningful community in which the researcher could truly engage with. Both of 
these fears were unfounded in WESTIR’s research. Participant observation also involved 
casual conversations that proved invaluable not only in acquiring information that could be 
used for the evaluation; but also allowed for the researchers to get to know the clients (and 
vice versa).   
 
A holistic approach to generating data is therefore essential to capture the experiences of 
intellectually disabled adults. Photography methodology still poses challenges in terms of the 
assumption that images will provide deep discussion points in themselves. Especially when it 
comes to photographs taken of mundane day-to-day life that people are not used to thinking 
critically about. The researcher still needs to play a role in guiding the conversation, meaning 
that relations of power are not entirely balanced despite the participatory promise of 
photography methodology. Participant observation was therefore crucial to carrying out the 
photography methodology. This was essential for researchers to build rapport with staff and 
clients and also gain their trust. However, photography methodology proved invaluable not 
simply as a mode for clients to express their stories but to give them ownership of the 
research. This is significant to debunking conventional assumptions around the inability of 
intellectually disabled people to hold or express personal opinions and experiences. Visual 
research methods are, moreover, invaluable to communicating across difference. Images 
can provide a common point between the researcher and the research subject. As the 
researcher disconnected from the project, photo albums were provided to the clients of the 
images they each took, allowing some ethics of care to transpire in the research process.  

                                                
1 The literature also suggest other simple modes of communication that can be useful for the researcher in 

unearthing responses (Centre for Development Disability Health Victoria, 2008; National Disability Authority, 
2002; Schelly, 2008): avoid jargon and abstract concepts (e.g. time, frequency); keep language simple and direct; 

speak more slowly and leave pauses for the person to process your words; speak directly to the person 
concerned; ask one question at a time; provide plenty of time for responses; and if a question is not understood, 
rephrase another way. And, accordingly, the researcher should also be attentive to less conventional and less 
verbal responses especially those communicated through body language. 
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