
Dr. Arati Maleku, an Associate Professor at the College of Social Work at The Ohio State 

University and an experienced mixed methodologist, will participate in an interview session to 

talk about mixed methods research. Here is a FAQ that may be helpful to everyone: 

Q: What is mixed method research (MMR)?  

A: MMR is intentional use of both quantitative and qualitative research approaches from 

developing a conceptual framework, sampling design, and data interpretation (Mertens, 2012; 

Creamer, 2018). 

 

Q: What is the benefit of doing both approaches in one study? 

A: MMR has been recognized as a methodology that has the potential to provide greater breadth 

and depth than what monomethod research, either quantitative methodology or qualitative 

methodology, can provide (Mertens, 2012). MMR serves well in studies conducted in rapidly 

changing and often unpredictable environments, such as schools and online environments (Poth, 

2018). 

 

Q: Is MMR a new research paradigm or a combination of different paradigms? 

A: The philosopher Thomas Kuhn is responsible for popularizing the concept of paradigms 

(Morgan, 2007; Ghiara, 2020). Espousing one Kuhnian view of paradigms as shared beliefs 

among a community of scholars, some scholars have argued that MMR represents a new 

paradigm that serves as an alternative to the metaphysical paradigm (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 

2004; Yvonne Feilzer, 2010). The current metaphysical paradigm includes paradigms such as 

positivism, post-positivism, constructivism, and critical theory (Morgan, 2007). Taking a top-

down approach, supporters of the metaphysical paradigm prioritize metaphysical questions about 

the nature of reality that, in turn, constrain epistemological assumptions about the nature of 

knowledge (Morgan, 2007) and take a strong stand on the incommensurability of paradigms. 

Other scholars have argued that MMR is a mixture of ontological stances and epistemological 

stances in a single study, reflecting another Kuhnian view of paradigm as a worldview (Greene, 

2006).  

 

Q: On which paradigm is MMR primarily acknowledged to be based?  

A: Regardless of whether MMR is a new research paradigm or a combination of different 

paradigms, MMR is influenced by philosophical pragmatism under the immense influence of 

John Dewey (Morgan, 2007). In pragmatists' view of the world, there is an objective truth about 

a singular reality, there is relative truth in multiple realities, and there are some elements of the 

world that comprise a combination of the two (Yvonne Feilzer, 2010; Shannon-Baker, 2016; 

Ghiara, 2020). Accordingly, MMR rejects the idea of incommensurability of paradigms while 

advocating for the search for practical shared meanings (Morgan, 2007).  

 

Q: What are the types of MMR designs? 

A: There are three basic MMR designs: (a) convergent (sometimes referred as concurrent), (b) 

explanatory sequential, and (c) exploratory sequential approaches (Creamer, 2018). In a 

convergent MMR design, the quantitative and qualitative components are conducted 



simultaneously. In an explanatory sequential design, the quantitative phase is conducted prior to 

the qualitative phase. In an exploratory sequential design, the qualitative phase is conducted prior 

to the quantitative phase. There are advanced mixed methods designs (e.g., mixed methods 

intervention design, mixed methods multistage evaluation design, a mixed methods participatory 

or social justice design) that incorporate elements of convergent, explanatory sequential, and 

exploratory sequential approaches (Creamer, 2018). 

 

Q: What are the goals of implementing MMR?  

A: Greene et al. (1989) identify five purposes of MMR studies: (a) triangulation (i.e., seeking 

convergence, corroboration, correspondence of results from the different methods); (b) 

complementarity (i.e., seeking elaboration, enhancement, illustration, clarification of the results 

from one method with the results from the other method); (c) development (i.e., seeking to use 

the results from one method to help develop or inform the other method, where development is 

broadly construed to include sampling and implementation,  as well as measurement decisions); 

(d) initiation (i.e., seeking the discovery of paradox and contradiction, new perspectives of 

frameworks, the recasting of questions or results from one method with questions or results from 

the other method); and (e) expansion (i.e., seeking to extend the breadth and range of inquiry by 

using different methods for different inquiry components). 

 

Q: What are the key features characterizing MMR? 

A: A distinguishing feature that characterizes MMR is consistent integration (Creswell & 

Tashakkori, 2007). Integration occurs at three levels: design (achieved through using a basic 

MMR design or an advanced design as discussed above), methods (achieved through four 

approaches: merging, connecting, building, and embedding), and interpretation and reporting 

(achieved through three approaches: narrative, data transformation, and joint display) (Fetter et 

al., 2013). To maximize the advantages of integrated MMR, it is important for researchers to 

resist the desire to seek confirmation or triangulation.  

Another key feature characterizing MMR is priority. Priority is conventionally defined to 

distinguish three types of studies—those where the most weight or attention is given to the 

quantitative phase, the qualitative phase, and where two phases are given equal priority. While in 

quantitatively driven MMR design, there is a deductive theoretical drive, in qualitatively driven 

MMR design, there is an inductive theoretical drive. For the third type, the MMR equal status 

design "seeks the discovery of paradox and contradiction, new perspectives or frameworks, the 

recasting of questions or results from one method with questions or results from one method with 

questions or results from another method" (Greene et al., 1989, p.259). Given that MMR tends to 

be iterative at all stages of the investigation (Lucero et al., 2018), priority decisions are subject to 

change later during the data collection and analysis process.  
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