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There has been a considerable growth in research projects using more than one method to produce better answers than would be obtained otherwise. Although the use of more than one method in social research has a long history (Erzberger & Prein, 1997) in recent times mixed methods have been very actively promoted, particularly in relation to research concerning social problems and the evaluation of social intervention programmes (Greene et al, 2001). Much of this published research has been conducted in academic settings or in national Government departments. However we want to draw attention to another set of users of multi-methods research data – local government policy makers. 
Local Authorities draw on existing quantitative  data – national and local – to help them identify and plan for the needs of ‘vulnerable’ citizens, households, communities and areas. In addition they may commission local surveys, citizens’ panels, consultation exercises and focus groups thus generating a mixture of quantitative and qualitative primary data. Primary data generation may be concerned with a specified policy-related question, whereas secondary data and official statistics may be drawn on in a more general way to furnish ‘information’ to help with planning and policy delivery. There is thus an interesting relationship between the different data types utilised in this practice and the kinds of questions that can be addressed. We aim to explore this relationship between data and questions further, drawing on our work exploring vulnerability through the use of multiple methods.  
The phenomenon of vulnerability is a key concept for the welfare enterprise of local Government. Whilst the framing of welfare services is politically driven at both a local and national level, there is nonetheless a  common orientation towards the provision of support, through various means of intervention, in the lives of people deemed to be vulnerable. However, vulnerability itself is a complex and contested concept. Recent work in the academic literature (see for example Delor and Hubert 2000) defines vulnerability as a concept which captures both exposure to a ‘risk’ and the ability of an individual, group or community to cope with that risk, taking into account the context (including time and space) within which that risk occurs. This suggests that vulnerability needs to be understood as multi-faceted and possibly fluid. At the same time it is also often conceptualised as an inherent characteristic of some individuals or groups with little weight accorded to contextual dimensions. In effect these differing notions of vulnerability reflect the difference between emic and etic approaches: on the one hand vulnerability as an external measurable state, and on the other hand vulnerability as a lived experience, interpreted and understood subjectively. 
As part of the PPIMs project 
 we sought to engage with the challenge of bringing together the emic and etic perspective through the use of research data sets similar in nature to those which are available to local policy makers. Our research design included generating primary qualitative data (through in-depth, photo-elicitation interviews and video ‘neighbourhood journeys’) and analysing GIS data and secondary quantitative data sets drawn from the Census and other national sources. As part of the methodological focus of the study we aimed to develop our work on integration in ways that would be of value to non-academic users such as local policy makers and planners. 
In this paper we focus on the relationship between the nature of data available or generated and the nature of the research questions they can serve.  We are particularly interested in exploring the tensions and synergies that emerge when the data from a number of sources and of different types are brought together to address questions that are central to the policy-making/planning process such as those addressed in Community Safety Strategies between 1999 and 2005 published by the Local Authority in our research area: 

· Do people living in this area feel it is a safe place to live? 
· Does current local housing policy meet the housing needs of minority ethnic people in this area?
· Who is vulnerable in the Local Authority Area and how can they be helped?
Such questions benefit from exploration through a mixture of methodological approaches which enable the subjective and objective dimensions of the question to be addressed. At the same time, however, we suggest  that, in addition to the tensions that arise in the process of bringing together subjective and objective dimensions, further tensions arise out of an intersection between the practical aspects of the research process such as the role of time, methodological aspects such as the level of unit of analysis (individual, household, geographical, collective), and political aspects such as the credibility of certain types of data for certain sorts of audiences. In our paper we will explore these tensions and consider the implications they have for the questions that can be addressed using multiple methods in the local policy/planning process.  
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� The PPIMs project (Practice and Process in Integrating Multiple Methods) is investigating the issues involved in integrating multiple data through a multi-method examination of people’s experiences of everyday vulnerabilities and their personal strategies for managing those vulnerabilities.  The project has involved 5 small scale projects centred around the concept of ‘vulnerability’, each drawing on either a different methodological approach or a different unit of analysis. The methodological element of the project focuses on the ‘work’ of integration data,  drawing on a reflexive approach to all stages of the research process whilst the substantive element aims to contribute to richer understandings of vulnerability as a concept. 





