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Abstract

Objectives. The study aimed to critically examine challenging notions and attributes embedded with quantitative

research from a social science perspective.

Materials and methods. Following a systematic review, this study assessed key gaps and contestations revealed in
scientific readings published by highly indexed journals and more cited referred texts. The primary analytical question
included conceptualizing quantitative methods and highlighting different dimensions of ontology, validity, reliability,

generalizability, and ethical implications.

Results. The quantitative method is widely used in most scientific fields, translating the research findings into strategic
analysis through statistical and experimental frameworks. Despite this scope, the results of this study indicate that the
quantitative method has some limitations and dilemmas, which could limit our appreciation and understanding of
human behaviour and social phenomena in the subjective world. While adding to the base of empirical knowledge,
quantitative research has been criticized for an inadequate approach to capturing complex social phenomena,
dependence on rigid assumptions, and vulnerability to contextual factors. Reflecting on these limitations of current
quantitative methods informs both directions for advancing existing measurement approaches and integrating

alternative strategies.

Conclusions. This study concludes that the quantitative method’s implications are rational, though not universal.
The deterministic approach of quantitative methodology can dilute the understanding of the subjective world due

to its inclination towards absolute realities. Therefore, the study underscores the need for methodological pluralism,
encouraging scholars, researchers, and students in social sciences and related fields to be open-minded and receptive
to alternative research approaches and multi-method strategies for a more comprehensive understanding of human

behaviour and social phenomena.
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Introduction

Quantitative research, with its systematic approach, in-
vestigates a particular research problem by collecting quanti-
fiable data and employing statistical, mathematical, or com-
putational techniques. This method is rooted in a positivist
approach to knowledge dissemination offering a hallmark of
different tools and techniques with scientific scales of meas-
urement (Jamieson et al., 2023; Sapkota, 2024). The quantita-
tive techniques excel in empirical inquiry based on numerical
data and statistical tests, making them a reliable choice in
all fields. Their strength lies in establishing cause and effect,
patterns and forecasting, making them optimal for psychol-
ogy, economics, public health and education. The capacity
to generate numbers has elevated quantitative methods to
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a standard status, widely accepted in various academic and
professional fields-especially in evidence-based policy-mak-
ing and practice. Therefore, a scientific definition of quantita-
tive methodology can be confidently asserted as:

“any methodological approach or methods that rely on
using some structured instrument, like a survey or an
experiment in which the researcher can collect big data-
sets so they can have quantification of data to analyze the
objective world - and provide results that will broadly
generalize the research findings or conclusions with de-
ductive reasons”

Nevertheless, despite how effective these methods can
be, quantitative research methods come with glaring criti-
cisms. This approach has been criticized by scholars and
practitioners alike for restricting the range of research find-
ings and oversimplifying complex social phenomena. This
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overconfidence in transforming methodological positivism is
a belief that the only authentic knowledge is scientific and that
such knowledge can only come from the positive affirmation
of theories through strict scientific methods and guidelines. It
is based on the widespread objectivity of numeric data, which
needs valid support and exploration of the supposed reality and
empirical irreducibility to human experience or social context
in the making. Critics further note that this type of research
cultivates a severance from the lived experiences of people and
communities, resulting in shallow findings and often discon-
nected from the complexities of human behaviour and social
interaction (Rudd et al., 2021). This detachment invites doubt
over the rigour and relevance of many quantitative findings,
mainly where broader issues such as public policy, community
sentiments, collective behaviour and intrinsic human values
include subjective experiences and contextual factors.

The paper aims to systematically review the critical criti-
cisms made of quantitative research for gaps and shortcom-
ings in methodology and assumptions. The study aims to
respond to these critiques and clarify their implications for
research findings whilst reviewing literature across social sci-
ences, health sciences and educational research. Additionally,
this paper will eventually contribute to the ongoing debate on
methodological improvement in quantitative research and
the positivism paradigm. It advocates for a more integra-
tive view that combines quantitative granular insights with
complementary qualitative approaches, inspiring a new per-
spective. This integrative view offers hope for the future of
research, leading to more nuanced insights that are less dis-
connected from practice and policy.

Materials and Methods

This systematic review adopts a qualitative design using
secondary sources, appraising academic papers, critiques and
research disputation on quantitative methods. Studies were in-
cluded according to selection criteria that demanded an explicit
critique of quantitative methodologies centring on validity, reli-
ability and generalizability issues, reductionism, and ethical con-
siderations. The review was enriched by a thorough search of sci-
entific readings and studies from JSTOR, PubMed, and Google
Scholar, covering literature published between 2000 and 2023.

The publications, drawn from a diverse range of disci-
plines including psychology, sociology, economics, devel-
opment studies, public health, and education, foster an in-
terdisciplinary dialogue on the implications and criticisms
of quantitative research. A critical analysis of articles was
vetoed, and themed criteria were coalesced into categories.
Through consideration of prominent theoretical traditions,
including those offered by Lincoln and Guba (1985), Sardana
etal. (2023) and Strunk (2023), this critique suggests that the
limitations of quantitative methodologies may result in par-
ticular difficulties in capturing complex social phenomena.

Results

Conceptualization of the quantitative research

Quantitative research is a precise tool for exploring and
assessing objective realities that can be measured. This preci-
sion enables us to establish patterns, cause and effect rela-

tionships, and predict outcomes. The method, which typi-
cally utilizes formal techniques such as surveys, experiments,
and observational studies, gathers data that can be statis-
tically assessed (Fischer et al., 2023). The goal is to main-
tain objectivity and generalizability, allowing researchers to
make inferences that can be applied across other settings
and populations. Quantitative research aims to reduce biases,
ensuring replicable and valid findings by using standardized
measures in terms of pre-defined variables and indicators,
structured questionnaires and a deduction-oriented reason-
ing approach.

Quantitative research, however, is guided by certain as-
sumptions that heavily influence its design and interpreta-
tion. A major assumption is that the phenomenon can be
measured and quantified, projecting the non-numeric ab-
stract world into a numeric and quantified world of simple
numbers. Furthermore, quantitative research assumes objec-
tivity, allowing researchers to remain neutral when gathering
and analyzing data. This scientific rigour is essential in ensur-
ing that the research process does not contaminate the results
and that the results are still meaningful. Moreover, quantita-
tive researchers broadly assume that relationships between
variables can be revealed through systematic inquiry and
statistical methods, resting on the belief in stable patterns.

The second assumption taken for granted in quantita-
tive research is the determinism of methodological instru-
ments; that is, some factors are thought to affect, condition
and orient the outcomes predictably. It is this assumption that
underlies the use of causal-comparative and experimental
designs, which are research designs that allow researchers to
establish cause-and-effect relationships. In these designs, the
independent (treatment, intervention) variables are manipu-
lated by researchers so that they can assess their impact on
dependent (outcome) variables. These kinds of causal designs
rest on the assumption that knowledge of these is helpful for
the prediction of future behaviour or outcomes. However, this
assumption has been criticized for oversimplifying different
and complex social scenarios and human behaviour. Critics
of the quantitative paradigm in social science research, as
discussed by Saldafia (2021), state that this focus on causal-
ity can neglect the role of external factors and other social
dynamics that interact with one another to affect each other.
Eventually, it renders the complete story absent from models
testing a specific variable relationship between independent
and dependent variables, wherein adding every conceivable
factor is not feasible. Therefore, it is critical to remember that
conceptualizations and assumptions found in quantitative
research, while deeply theoretically grounded, may need to
be taken a critical eye before being forcefully used as the basis
for some phenomena or relationships.

Ontological and epistemological critique

Ontological and epistemological critiques against quan-
titative methodology have gained increasing attention in
paradigmatic debates. For example, quantitative research is
generally based on a realist ontology, a philosophical position
that posits the existence of an objective reality independent
of human perception, which assumes that social phenom-
ena are objective and external to us and can be measured by
others in exact terms. The quantitative research paradigm
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holds the ontology of positivism, which is that generalization
and replication of objective realities are expected to be com-
monalities (Zyphur & Pierides, 2020b). Instead, qualitative
researchers and constructivists tend to explore differences
in the realities of the subjective world. Thus, the quantita-
tive perspective presumes a distinction between the observer
and the observed, ignoring that human experience and so-
cial reality are subjective. It has been said that this method
oversimplifies the complexity of social phenomena and turns
them into zeroes and ones, disregarding cultural context and
social science at large (Tabron & Thomas, 2023). This has led
the ontological stance of quantitative research to come under
attack for ignoring the interpretive components essential to
comprehending social contexts, cultural constructs and per-
ceptions of people.

For instance, in terms of epistemology-quantitative
methods, because they come from social statistics, privilege
objective knowledge but have deep-seated trouble accepting
subjective contexts or descriptions of the society where we
live and interact. This also aligns with a positively oriented
framework of establishing universal laws and generalizable
findings through empirical measurement. However, oppo-
nents argue that this dependence on statistics can create su-
perficial views of social phenomena, as it does not account
for the context-sensitive socio-structural factors that inform
individual and collective action. That is why a quantitative
analysis might only be able to show some patterns of educa-
tional success and failure from year to year by demographic
group. In contrast, a qualitative study, with its unique ability
to analyze the socio-cultural and economic dynamics behind
the trends, is invaluable in understanding the full complex-
ity of social issues. The epistemological critique thus reveals
the shortcomings of quantitative research in dealing with
human behaviour and social complexity, calling for a plu-
ralistic perspective that values qualitative insights and situ-
ational specificity in creating knowledge. Combining several
epistemologies within these approaches can provide nuanced
details of the complexities of social issues that will contribute
significantly to a particular field of inquiry.

Limitations in validity and reliability

Validity and reliability are central measures of meth-
odological rigour for quantitative research (Duckett, 2021;
Striicit & Maslakci, 2020). However, critics have suggested
that adherence to these principles leads such research too of-
ten toward narrowly focused interpretations (Maxwell, 2016).
Positivist approach, an epistemological basis of most quanti-
tative research methods, denies interpreting human experi-
ences as understood in qualitative terms (Lincoln & Guba,
1985). Consider the following — emotionally complex states,
the nuances in different cultures geographically stretched
apart and social contexts behind how human beings behave
and are inclined to think and feel are often simplified and
quantified. In this way, reductionism might yield statistically
valid findings that are nevertheless not grounded in the lived
experiences of participants. Additionally, the focus on reli-
ability may also result in researchers compromising richness
— or paying insufficient attention to the meaningful aspects
of data in favour of finding consistent answers through meth-
ods of consistency (argument). Thus, if the nuances of human

behaviour become less critical because they are not statisti-
cally significant, quantitative studies may be valid but will
always lack much of what makes them attractive - so long as
we ignore the idea that a specific number or magnitude can
theoretically represent every human experience.
Furthermore, depending on controlled variables and sta-
tistical methods, it creates an illusion of objectivity without
considering contextual factors that influence the behaviour
of humans. Some critics point out that the quantitative ap-
proach focuses on controlling and isolating variables in ex-
perimental settings — a process that ignores how socializa-
tion works through ongoing participation (by humans with
agency) embedded in multilayered contexts. This discon-
nects the perceived realities and actual realities; which one is
valid is always contested, though. Nevertheless, the observers
(including researchers) cannot change the ‘independent ex-
istence’ of the reality embedded with the phenomenon we
investigate. For example, the results of an experiment could
provide insights into issues in various social contexts or pop-
ulations but then differ significantly when attempts are made
to apply them. In addition, the quantitative hypothesis test-
ing model may hinder researchers from pursuing emergent
themes or unexpected findings that do not fit predetermined
parameters. Consequently, the definition of social phenome-
na is sometimes unwittingly restricted by the rigid definitions
required in quantitative research-suggesting a greater need
for integrated approaches (one combining rigorous quantita-
tive analysis with qualitative understanding) to tap into such
complex human and socially situated behaviours effectively.

Reductionism and contextual oversights

Some critics suggest that quantitative research is reduc-
tionist, taking substantial social complexities and rendering
them into un-hierarchic variables. Critics like Hodge (2020)
and Sapkota (2024) and Verschuren (2001) argue that this
reductionism has the adverse consequence of decontextualiz-
ing phenomena, constraining generalizability and robustness
of findings. For example, a typical quantitative public health
study that reports the incidence of a particular disease may
not capture other factors, such as poverty and cultural beliefs
directly linked to it. This narrow approach can produce results
from researchers who must reflect the realities of those suf-
fering and create a gap in understanding. If interpreted as the
work of a few individuals doing well, the consequence will be
inappropriate policies with likely damaging effects designed
to minimize incentives and competition rather than struc-
tural reasons behind these high-impact health inequalities.

Furthermore, the focus on data generalization in quanti-
tative research often leads to the unintentional perpetuation
of biases and stereotypes. Outliers or exceptional cases, such
as smaller groups or nonstandard experiences, may be effec-
tively ignored in larger datasets. For instance, in educational
research, the averages generated by quantitative methods
might obscure the unique stories of students with disabilities
or those who are members of a nontraditional group. When
researchers anchor their work in statistical averages, they
may inadvertently reinforce the biases and stereotypes they
aim to counteract, masking individual experiences under the
broad brush of flawed and limiting quantitative data. These
imbalances, however, perpetuate inequities, as schools use
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group data to direct their services to an entire population
instead of tailoring them to the unique needs of each student.
Thus, quantitative research, by reducing understanding to
a shallow level of detail, can perpetuate society’s systemic
injustices due to its inability to derive meaning from context.

Generalizability and sample limitations

Quantitative research is frequently highly generalizable,
aspiring to make inferences on larger populations of individ-
uals in different circumstances. Quantitative generalization
depends on sampling methods and research design in use
(Keysers et al., 2019). However, critics such as Bryman (2012)
point out that problematic generalizations can occur when
studies relate to samples that are biased or not representative
of the wider population. For example, in education, stud-
ies that relied on survey responses may inadvertently attract
certain demographic groups more than others, skewing the
representation from some socio-economic or cultural back-
grounds. They are raw from a specific school district, which
might not reflect the diversity of the population or the survey
will have some bias towards students with better academics,
and therefore, results will be skewed. Therefore, results stem-
ming from these samples must be more generalizable to the
broader population.

These critics say that quantitative research lacks external
validity due to specific methodological issues such as biased
sampling, inadequate sample size, or flawed research design,
which make the findings unable to inform policy or practice
effectively (Queirés et al., 2017). . Research that does not ac-
curately reflect the diversity of a population can lead to mis-
leading assumptions and, ultimately, solutions that only help
part of a population by leaving parts out. For instance, we
might run a program to educate practitioners based on find-
ings from a non-diverse sample and cite these results as the
reason that pupils from underrepresented communities are
not gaining experience with work-related learning; our in-
tervention may address one population only — depriving an
essential diversity of its students who go into gainful employ-
ment of the skills they need — and effectively widen inequal-
ity rather than lessen it. Furthermore, when policymakers use
these generalized findings to implement decisions, there is a
potential risk that such policies will not fit all and may lead to
moving multiple levers with solutions dealing with all stake-
holders involved. Therefore, quantitative methods often have
minimal utility in the real-world context without appropriate
research design and representative sampling.

Ethical concerns and participant detachment

Ethical issues in quantitative research may be played
down because of the dominant nature of quantified (i.e.
number-based) output and statistical significance. It can lead
researchers to prioritize data collection and analysis at the
expense of understanding participants’ lived experiences,
a crucial aspect that should not be overlooked (Zyphur &
Pierides, 2017). In areas like psychology and health, where
quantitative approaches often dominate, the standardization
implicit in these procedures and protocols can also lead to an
insensitivity toward the specific situation of each participant.
Institutional review boards (IRBs) protect study participants’

rights and ensure they provide informed consent but often do
not consider the ethical implications of data collection more
generally. The downside is that researchers treat users as mere
statistics rather than individual users with special needs and
experiences.

According to Guba and Lincoln (1994), participatory
ethics is often forgotten in quantitative studies, as the more
formalized structure of quantitative research creates a bar-
rier between researchers and the people whose lives they are
trying to study. Such shelving of the deeper truths of partici-
pants can have a probability impact by focusing on outcomes,
treating research like an equation, and avoiding nuance about
how lives have been affected. In one instance, a study that
evaluated the effects of a novel health intervention reported
statistically significant benefits in numeric outcomes but did
not capture any participant’s hurdles or motivations nor the
community contextual factors that would aid readers in in-
terpreting this particular data — each participant’s whole
person experience with the behaviour being studied. This
lack of nuance in the results hinders their interpretation and
application in practice, leading to perceived successes of du-
bious validity. Therefore, a more nuanced approach, incor-
porating qualitative components or participatory methods,
is needed to guide the ethical consciousness of more sensical
quantitative research and improve sensitivity and contextual
relevance. This approach could deepen our understanding of
what research results can mean for people and communities.

Challenges in adapting to contemporary issues

Over the past few years, scholars have raised significant
questions about the suitability of quantitative research for
addressing complex, modern problems. Critics argue that the
more traditional methods of quantitative studies need help
to capture the complexity of these global challenges. Quan-
titative research, for example, isolates variables via numbers,
which can obscure the complex web of social/economic/envi-
ronmental interrelation. Consequently, these types of studies
could deliver a reductive perspective on topics such as climate
change, which requires an integrated understanding of both
terrestrial and ecological systems with human behaviour.
There are many ways this limitation manifests itself; one such
way is through public health studies, as a close-knit focus on
specific indicators of health can shift attention away from so-
cial determinants that may play the most significant role in an
outcome (e.g., access to healthcare, the culture surrounding
illness and illness behaviour, community resilience).

Scholars such as Creswell (2014) and Morse (2016), who
specialize in qualitative methodology, recommend combin-
ing qualitative and quantitative approaches to gain a deeper
depth and richness of data collection within these contexts.
Integrating both methodologies allows researchers to obtain
the complexities of models or phenomena associated with
contemporary issues, thus providing a much better holistic
understanding of the variables under investigation. Qualita-
tive methods, including interviews or participatory action
research, can add specific colour to the stories of those facing
environmental or social challenges with meaning beyond
numbers. Some criticize quantitative research as making it
particularly difficult to address 21st-century global problems
that transcend national borders and would benefit from sen-
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sitive, flexible, adaptable approaches. In response, researchers
need to adopt a broader integrative approach. This approach
values the variety of perspectives and methods at all levels,
encouraging collaboration and interdisciplinary research. It
also involves moving towards a more granular understanding
of the complexity of human experience and social change,
recognizing that these issues are not easily quantifiable and
require a nuanced, context-specific approach.

Discussion

Defensive nature of quantitative research

A defensive stance has become entrenched in dealing
with critiques, particularly those targeting the often reduc-
tionist and decontextualized quantitative research meth-
odologies. Advocates of quantitative approaches frequently
stress their accuracy and interpretation in the form of statis-
tical analysis, which is deemed crucial for locating correla-
tions and determining causality. Such findings are frequently
heralded as evidence-informed policy and practice support,
purporting to offer insight and direction towards effective so-
lution strategies across domains, from public health to educa-
tion to social policy (Park et al., 2020; Sahin & Ozturk, 2019;
Zyphur & Pierides, 2020a). However, this defensive position
is regularly countered by academics asserting a weaker claim
on quantitative research: data can only be generalized so that
potential outliers and anomalies have been accounted for
in the contexts where the data was scrubbed. According to
Schreier (2018), these generalizations can result in inaccu-
rate conclusions since they need to highlight the nuance and
variability of reality. This persistent conflict demonstrates an
essential challenge faced by those working in quantitative
research: how to render their method as both relevant and
scientific amid increasing desires for nuanced yet adaptable
representations of the social world.

Quantitative research is often defensively portrayed to
claim the absolute realities of the objective world. It is less
answered what to be done to assess the multi-realism in the
advent of diverse and contrasting claims and counterclaims in
theorizing the reality of the single phenomena. In the current
landscape, where there is a heightened interest in socio-cul-
tural context, qualitative detail, and participants’ voices among
social scientists, the quantitative researcher might find herself
in a methodological dance-off. This defensive posture can take
the form of refusal to engage with criticism and even consider
combining alternative methods to enrich their findings. How-
ever, it is crucial to recognize that accurate understanding
cannot be achieved without something more than the shallow
end of analysis always undertaken by quantitative scholars.
They need to learn to swim in deeper waters by learning from
qualitative researchers caught up in ossified methodological
camps. Embracing such dialogue and integrating qualitative
methods could lead to a more comprehensive and nuanced
understanding of the social world, increasing the external va-
lidity and verifiability of quantitative results.

Addressing ethical and contextual limitations

A main criticism of quantitative research is that it ne-
glects ethical issues and the contextual elements of a partici-

pant’s life. Many quantitative studies, its critics say, consist of
little more than perfunctory interactions with a handful of
participants — almost as though those individuals have been
reduced to numbers on pages instead of stories and organ-
isms within rich contexts. Such distance leads to ethical fail-
ures because the details of participants’ lives are sacrificed or
compromised for the numbers or quantified facts (Bauer et
al., 2021). However, the future looks promising as methodo-
logical adaptation is going forward. Participatory approaches
in quantitative designs could better understand participants’
realities, paving the way toward more meaningful ethical en-
gagement. This shift towards more participatory approaches
should inspire optimism, as it promises to bring a more hu-
manistic and ethical dimension to research.

Overcoming ethical issues in conducting quantitative
studies benefits not only the research subjects via their en-
gagement but also increases the strength of the entire process.
This social responsibility or ethical practice by researchers
who not only take care of personal interest but are also in-
terested in hearing the views of their research participants.
This behaviour reflects the vital role placed on both ethics
and participant experience. It allows for more profound and
contextualized results, as the researcher can assess the key
contributing factors that may affect participants’ shaping be-
haviours and attitudes. Moreover, engaging participants as
full partners in the research process can enable communi-
ties to express their concerns and experiences that shape the
research findings. In the end, the incorporation of ethical
engagement into quantitative research allows for better valid-
ity in results while also promoting a culture of ethics within
research. This empowerment of researchers to promote ethi-
cal engagement is crucial in this day and age where partici-
pants are often grouped as mere subjects to study rather than
viewers who can trace back through a road of constructivism.

Quantitative research in the context of global issues

In an era of complexity regarding global issues, critiques
of quantitative research are particularly salient as these social
phenomena cannot be understood in isolation. Bryman (2012),
Creswell (2014) and Timans et al. (2019), among others, have
argued for methodological pluralism as a response to such
complex problems that may require both quantitative and qual-
itative strategies. Quantitative research may provide valuable
information about how widespread a problem is, but only qual-
itative work can reveal the social determinants and contextual
factors of the problem. If both methodologies are integrated, it
enables researchers with a more comprehensive view of global
challenges, which rarely can be reduced to purely number data,
such as climate change, poverty and health disparities.

In addition, qualitative insights combined with quantita-
tive results increase the generalization of research findings.
Qualitative research produces context-specific insights that
can reveal differences between population segments, making
them appropriate for adaptation to different contexts. Such
adaptability is essential for social injustices and environmen-
tal sustainability, as one-size-fits-all solutions rarely work
(Hammersley, 2017). Indeed, acknowledging the limitations
of quantitative research enables scholars to contribute to more
relevant and improved interventions by directly addressing
issues related to inclusivity, complexity and context within a
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domain in which these concepts seem particularly pertinent.
Thus, quantitative research can change from a defensive pos-
ture to an integrated and more holistic relation that helps rec-
ognize its weaknesses and use this form’s strengths, resulting
in excellent yields by addressing contemporary challenges.

Conclusion

The insights that quantitative methods provide regard-
ing disentangling complex interrelationships among vari-
ous variables, thanks to their more structured and replicable
methodologies, cannot be denied. However, the critiques ex-
amined in this review point to some significant limitations
of this approach. Reductionism, ethical concerns, and issues
with generalizability are all significant obstacles to achiev-
ing an adequate understanding of many aspects of the social
world. These criticisms underscore the urgent need to rethink
quantitative practices, primarily calling for a more interpre-
tive lens that values the context and diversity of human expe-
rience. Overcoming these limitations will enable researchers
to have greater transferability of their findings and be able to
relate them more closely towards real-world problems.

Furthermore, in the face of the multi-faceted nature of
global problems today, there is a growing need for adaptable
and context-specific research approaches. The integration of
qualitative insights into quantitative frameworks presents a
promising solution to bridge this gap. By combining rich con-
tent knowledge with numerical outputs, this approach can
bring new dimensions to understanding complex problems.
The adoption of methodological pluralism, which leverages the
strengths of both quantitative and qualitative methods to com-
plement each other, promises to yield richer insights and more
effective solutions to our most pressing problems. Plural per-
spective and strategy in methodology can better enhance trian-
gulation, particularly in terms of paradigms, and methods. The
multi-method approach, by its very nature, is designed to en-
hance the credibility of research results and empower research-
ers to respond more sensitively, inclusively, and effectively to
the contemporary challenges of social science research.
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IMmnnikauii Ta KpUTHKa KinbKiCHUX gocnigXeHb:
CncremaTnyHMM ornap,

Maxenapa Cankora'ABCPA

'Nlep>xaBHmit yHiBepcuTeT B Hemari

ABTopcbknii BKIaj;: A — nusaiiH gocnimpkenHs; B — 36ip ganux; C - cratananis; D - migroroska pykomucy; E - 36ip komris

Pedepar. Crarps: 7 c., 28 mxeperL.

Mera gocmimpKkeHH. MeTa JOCTI/PKeHH OIAraia y KpUTUYHOMY aHa/Ti3i CK/IafHUX KOHI[EMIIili Ta XapaKTePUCTHUK, TI0B A3aHIX
3 Ki/IbKiCHMMM IOCTi[PKEHHAMM, 3 TOYKM 30Dy COLia/IbHMX HayK.

Marepianu Ta meTopu. Ha ocHOBi cucTeMaTYHOrO OIMIAZY B LIbOMY JOCTIPKEHHI IIPOBEJeHO OLiHKY K/IIOUOBMX IIPOTa/lNH i
CyIepeqHOCTell, BUSIB/IEHNX y HAYKOBYIX IIPALISX, 10 6y/1n onmy6/IiKoBaHi B )KypHa/IaX 3 BUCOKMM iHIEKCOM LUTYBAHHS, @ TAKOXK Y
6ipII UTOBAHNUX pedepaTUBHUX TEKCTaX. [0/I0BHE aHATITHYHE IUTAHHS BK/IIOYA/I0 KOHIIEIITyaTi3aliio KiTbKiCHUX MeTO/IB i Bu-
CBIiT/IEHHA Pi3HMX BUMipiB OHTOJIOTII, Ba/liJHOCT, HAJIIHOCTI, y3araJlTbHEHOCTI Ta €TMYHMX IMIUTiKaLIiil.

Pesynbratu. KinbKicHUIT METOJ IIMPOKO BUKOPUCTOBYETHCS B OIIBIIOCTI HAYKOBYX TajIy3eil, IEPEeTBOPIOIYN Pe3y/IbTaTi [0-
CITIKeHb Ha CTpATeTiYHMIl aHa/li3 Yepe3 CTaTUCTUYHI Ta eKCIlepyMeHTabHi paMKy. ITompu Taky mmpoky cdepy 3acTOCyBaHH,
pe3ynbTaTy [bOTO JOCTIPKEHHA BKa3YIOTh Ha HAABHICTD y Ki/IbKiCHOTO METO/ly TIEBHUX 06MeXeHb i ueM, AKi MOXYTb 06MEXUTH
Hallle CIIPUITHATTA 1 pO3YMiHHSA JIIOICHKOI ITIOBEiHKM Ta COLia/NIbHYX SABUIL Y CY0 €KTUBHOMY CBiTi. CipuAIOUuM POSIIMPEHHIO 6asu
eMIIiPUYHMX 3HAHb, KiNbKiCHI JOCTi/P)KeHHA MiAal0ThCA KPUTHIL 3a HeaJeKBAaTHMI MifXifl 4O BMBYEHHA CKIATHUX COLiaTbHUX
SIBUILL, 3aJIKHICTD Bifl J)KOPCTKMX MPUIYILEHbD i BPas/lIuBIiCTh 10 KOHTEKCTya/IbHUX YMHHUKIB. Pediekcisa Hay 3a3HaYeHNMM 0OMe-
JKEHHAMM CyYacHMX KiZIbKiCHMX METOMIiB BIUIMBA€ Ha BU3HAYE€HHS HANPAMIB IIO/I0 OLLIHKM YOCKOHAJIEHH iCHYIOUNMX IiIXOiB Ta
iHTerparii aJIbTepHaTUBHMX CTpaTErili.

BucHoBku. IIpoBesieHe TOCIiPKeHHS JO3BOJLIE 3pOONUTI BUCHOBOK, 110 IMIDIIKALil KiIbKICHOTO METOAY € paljiOHa/IbHUMI,
OJJHAK He MaIOTb YHiBepCcabHOIo XapakTepy. JleTepMiHiCTCbKMIT MiAXif KiTbKiCHOI METOJ0/IOTII MOXKe IPU3BECTH JI0 BMXO/IOIIE€HHA
PO3yMiHHs Cy0’€KTMBHOTO CBITY BHACTIZOK CBOTO TSDKIHHSA /10 a6COMOTHUX peatiit. OTKe, JOCTIKEHH iKPeCIoe HeoOXigHICTh
METOO/IOTIYHOrO ITIOPaIi3MYy, 340X0IYI0UN HAYKOBIIIB, ZOCTIAHNKIB Ta CTY/EHTIB COLIA/IbHMX HAYK Ta CYMDKHIX raayseir 6yTu
BIJKPUTVMU Ta CIPUITHATIVBUMMA JO aTbTEPHATUBHMX HAOCTIHUIPKUX IiIXOMIB Ta MYIbTUMETONVYHNX CTpaTeriit 3afi1s 6imbur
KOMIIJIEKCHOTO PO3YMiHHA MIOACHKOI IOBEJiHKM Ta CYCITiTbHUX SBUIIL.

KnrouoBi cnoBa: nocifykeHHs, KiTbKiCHa MeTOIO/IOT1A, NO3UTHUBI3M, KPUTHKA Ta iIMIUTIKaILii.
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