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Relatedness Evaluation Qualitative Analysis for Transcript Study
- Its basic ideas and practice -

KASAI, Toshiharu
Abstract

A new qualitative research approach - Relatedness Evaluation Qualitative Analysis - for transcript study was offered
with theoretical considerations and practical techniques. The KH Method (Kanrensei Hyoutei; Relatedness Evaluation),
utilizes and combines three distinct techniques originated or developed by Japanese researchers such as 1)KJ Method by
Jiro Kawakita, anthropologist, for constructing a summarized label structure of transcript contents, 2)Quantification
Theory by Chikio Hayashi to find a multi dimensional scaling from a correspondent table of summarized labels obtained
by KJ Method, and 3) Formal Concept Analysis programmed by Hiroyasu Nagata to yield a Hasse diagram to show the
structure of the labels .

The characteristic points of KH Method in comparison with Grounded Theory Analysis (GTA) and Interpretative
Phenomenological Analysis (IPA) are as follows: 1) KH Method arranged KJ Method and enabled both numerical and
logical structural analyses for more valid interpretational process of transcript. 2) When external criterion variables of
each speaker for each transcript are obtained, KH Method integrates quantitative and qualitative approach by enabling
categorical multi regression analysis or categorical discriminant analysis by using Hayashi's Quantification Theory
Analysis (type | or I1). 3) KH Method separates a transcript basically into sentences, which are written on separated
cards for card-group making in terms of relatedness of their contents. Autopoietic nature of the card-group formation and
its labeling process with less abstractive labels are different from GTA/IPA's rather abstractive way of coding. 4)KH
Method takes account of plurality/singularity of respondent/transcript/researcher and prepares four types of research
format to integrate plural results.

Discussions were made about autopoietic process of KJ and KH Method and its cultural aspects in terms of linguistic
relativity, also about significance of labeling process using synecdoche, a figurative expression between class and
member.

Keywords: qualitative analysis, transcript, relatedness, quantification theory, formal concept analysis, autopoietic, KJ
Method, grounded theory, interpretative phenomenological analysis, synecdoche, interpretative model
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