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ABSTRACT:

Mixed methods research is becoming increasinglyontamt in several scientific areas.
The analysis of prevalence rates is a new lineeséarch that has emerged in mixed
methods research, and this methodological apprbastonly been applied carefully in
a handful of journals. The purpose of this artigkes to analyse the prevalence of mixed
methods research in interdisciplinary educationalirjals. Moreover, the main
characteristics of the mixed methods articles ifiedtwere examined. This study used
a mixed methods approach to analyse these asgmtsifically, a partially mixed
sequential equal status multiple-case study desige applied with a development
mixed methods purpose. Three educational journaldgifferent disciplines were
reviewed from 2005 to 2010A¢ademy of Management Learning and Education,
Educational Psychology Review, Journal of the Learning Sciences). The findings show
differences among the journals in the prevalentesrand characteristics of the mixed

methods studies.



INTRODUCTION

Mixed methods research finds its roots in the 1989 concept of combining
quantitative and qualitative research methods witthe same study (Leech &
Onwuegbuzie, 2009), and it has progressed in demighsignificance over the years
(Creswell, 2003; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998, 2003)is methodological approach is
built on the premise that it can be more fruitfal ¢onsider how the strengths of
quantitativeand qualitative approaches can be merged within a mimrethods research
approach. The results obtained through the diftemegthods combined can enrich and
improve our understanding of the phenomena undetysand foster fresh ideas about
them, in order to give answers to questions tredéficult to answer by using a single
method (Greene, Caracelli, & Graham, 1989; Tashakkd eddlie, 2003, 2010)

In the first edition of Tashakkori and Teddlie’sOB) Handbook of Mixed
Methods in Social and Behavioral Research, the applications and examples of mixed
methods research across disciplines are relatediveyse fields, such as education
(Rocco et al., 2003). Since 2003, several revieaxgebeen conducted in educational
research to distinguish how mixed method researcbmducted in different educational
fields. In particular, Niglas (2004) examined tbedl of integration between qualitative
and quantitative aspects and concluded that iniegraemains relatively modest in
educational studies, especially at the stage ofysisa Leech, Collins, Jiao, and
Onwuegbuzie (in press) found a low rate of mixedhoés research studies (4%) in the
field of gifted education. However, recent revieinsspecific educational disciplines
have presented evidence that reveal a high presaleh mixed methods research
studies. Collins, Onwuegbuzie, and Jiao (2007) tediout that journals in the field of
education published the highest proportion of mixeethods research (32%) among
nine fields representing the social sciences. Hamjth, Swars, and Smith (2009)
reviewed articles published in mathematical edoaoati journals from 1995 to 2005,
finding 29% of articles to represent mixed metheodsearch. Similarly, Ross and
Onwuegbuzie (2010) examined the trends in mixechaust research articles published
in educational journals from 1999 to 2008, notingjrailar rate of 33% mixed studies.
Alise and Teddlie (2010) revealed a rate of mixexlhuads articles in education of 24%.
Truscott et al. (2010) reviewed 11 U.S. national arternational educational research



journals from 1995 to 2005, and found 14% of ag8cto represent mixed methods
research.

In this context, the present study sought to amalye prevalence of mixed
methods research in three specific educationahgdsy and to document the utilization
of mixed methods research by examining the purpasésspecific designs of mixed
methods research articles published. Three eduedtimurnals in three different
disciplines (i.e., management education, educdtipsgchology, science education)
were examined: thécademy of Management Learning and Education (AMLE), the
Educational Psychology Review (EPR), and thdournal of the Learning Sciences (JLS).
Therefore, this study sought to answer the follga@search questions:

RQ1: How prevalent is mixed methods research ieetteducational journals

from 2005 to 2010?

RQ2: What are the characteristics in terms of psepaf mixing and design of

the mixed methods articles identified in three f@ais over the period of 2005 to

20107

As Alise and Teddlie (2010) stated, the analysis pogvalence rates of
methodological approaches is a new line of resetiiahhas emerged in mixed methods
research over the past 5 years. In addition, mixedhods research has only been
reviewed carefully in a handful of journals; conseuqtly, an interesting topic in mixed
methods research is the continued examination wfthess methodological approach is
being applied and the purpose and design charsiitsrithat follow. The present
research represented a mixed methods study: a i@tiaet approach was used to
address the first research question, and a sulsiequalitative approach was used to
address the second research question. Thus, ansefumixed methods analysis
(SMMA) was utilized (Onwuegbuzie & Teddlie, 2003shakkori & Teddlie, 1998).

This article is structured as follows. The firstsen (Mixed Methods Research)
describes several general aspects of the mixedoaetpproach, highlighting the main
designs of mixed methods research and purposemifdng. The following section
(Method) describes the methods used in this stodgentify the published studies that
used mixed methods research techniques. The resaltion reports the main
characteristics of these studies in each of thengs analysed. Finally, in the



Discussion Section, the results obtained are coaalpi@r other studies, and a number of

recommendations are made for future research.

MIXED METHODS RESEARCH

Some authors regard mixed methods research assespiregy the third
methodological movement (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 200810). This methodological
approach has been the subject of books (Andrew &dtdzb, 2009; Bergman, 2008;
Creswell, 2003; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007; GeeR007; Mertens, 2005; Niglas,
2004; Ridenour & Newman, 2008; Tashakkori & Teddli898, 2003, 2010; Teddlie &
Tashakkori, 2009) and articles (Bryman, 2006, 20C@&meron, 2009; Ivankova,
Creswell & Stick, 2006; Morgan, 1998; Morse, 199I'Cathain, 2009; O’Cathain,
Murphy, & Nicholl, 2007, 2008; Onwuegbuzie, Johns&rCollins, 2009; Plano Clark,
Garrett, & Leslie-Pelecky, 2010). Moreover, twonoals focused specifically on mixed
methods research has emerged in recent yearsiguenal of Mixed Methods Research
[JMMR] and thelnternational Journal of Multiple Research Approaches [IJIMRA]).

The following two main factors can determine thexexi methods design (Creswell,
2003; Morgan, 1998; Morse, 1991; Onwuegbuzie ¢t28l09; Tashakkori & Teddlie,
1998):

e Priority: In a mixed methods study, the researcher can thiwesame priority,
weight, or status to the quantitative and qualiataspects (equal weight
designs), or alternatively can give greater weightone of them (different
weight designs).

» Implementation of data collection: This concept refers to the order in which the
researcher collects quantitative and qualitativéa.ddhe two options are
collecting information at the same time (simultamgoconcurrent, or parallel
designs) or at different points (sequential or stage designs).

The way in which these two factors are combinegp$eb determine the resulting
design. The notation proposed by Morse (1991) &ulsand easy for representing the
different possible designs. In her system, the ebationsquan andqual are used to
represent the quantitative and qualitative pamspectively. When one method has
greater weight than does the other, the formehasva in capitals letters (i.e., QUAN,

QUAL), whereas the latter is written in lower cdse., quan, qual). Furthermore, the



symbol + is used to indicate a simultaneous desigrereas the arrow» refers to a

sequential design. Therefore, the various comlmnatof data collection strategy and

priority produce four blocks that give rise to nimexed methods designs (Johnson &

Onwuegbuzie, 2004):

(a) Equal weight, simultaneous: (1) QUAL+QUAN.

(b) Equal weight, sequential: (2) QUARQUAN; (3) QUAN—QUAL.

(c) Different weight, simultaneous: (4) QUAL+qudh) QUAN+qual.

(d) Different weight, sequential: (6) quaQUAN; (7) QUAL—quan; (8)
quan—-QUAL; (9) QUAN—qual.

With regard to the purpose of conducting mixed rodghresearch designs by
integrating different types of data in the samelgtseveral potential reasons have been
noted by various authors (Creswell, 2003; Greersd.£1989; Morgan, 1998;). Two of
the most widely stated reasons arangulation (i.e., to seek convergence in data); and
complementarity (i.e., to measure facets overlapped from a phenon)eithe main aim
of triangulation is to achieve a convergence ofrdsilts obtained via quantitative and
gualitative approaches, such that these resultsnare reliable (Jick, 1979). What is
sought, therefore, is a corroboration or correspand of results obtained through
different methods. According to Greene et al. ()988mplementarity seeks to clarify
or to illustrate the results obtained with one rodtlhy also applying the other. In this
case, the designs used are usuadiyuential (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). For
example, a QUAN»qual design could be used, whereby the qualitgtare can help to
evaluate and to interpret the results obtained fitoenmain quantitative study. Another
potential purpose of mixed methods researcheislopment (i.e., the intent to help
develop or to inform the other method). In thise;asis again usual to use sequential
designs, in which one of the methods (normallyahe with least weight) helps in some
way to improve upon the subsequent implementatidheoother method (normally the
main or dominant one). A further purpose of mixedtmods designs is to enable
expansion (i.e., seeking to analyse and to explore diffefaoéts of a phenomenon so as
to obtain a richer and more detailed understanding.

With respect to these main purposes, other authers indicated a wider range

of reasons. For example, Collins, Onwuegbuzie, &uiton (2006) provided a



comprehensive list of reasons or purposes for oty mixed methods research, and
each of these purposes was grouped under one ofrfain rationales: (a) participant
enrichment (i.e., identifying participants charaistgcs as intervention providers), (b)
instrument fidelity (i.e., assessing adequacy @& thstrument development and its
measures), (c) treatment integrity (i.e., refiningervention implementation and the
variables related with its context), and (d) sigraihce enhancement (i.e., expanding the
interpretation of the results and enhancing sigaift findings). Bryman and Bell
(2007) also presented a variety of purposes in dnixeethods research: (a)
triangulation, (b) qualitative research facilitatgsantitative research, (c) quantitative
research facilitates qualitative research, (d)ysislof static and processual features, (f)
qualitative research facilitates the interpretatidhe relationship among the variables,

and (g) analysis of different aspects of a phenamen

METHOD

This study used a mixed methods research appr@aahdlyse the prevalence
and application of mixed methods research. Spedljicthe mixed methods research
purpose of our study was development, as previodshcribed and also expanded
below. Adapting Leech and Onwuegbuzie’'s (2009) ghd@nensional typology of
mixed methods research designs, our study wastialfyjamixed sequential equal status
multiple-case study design: we gave equal impodato the quantitative and
qualitative parts of our study, and the implemeatatvas sequential. Therefore, our
mixed methods study used a QUANQUAL design (Morse, 1991).

Articles representing the same time period (2005020vere selected from three
journals. andthe selection process was implemamtad) a sequential design, wherein
the quantitative first phase informed the secondlitpiive phase to identify and to
analyse the mixed methods research design usethamulrpose(s) of each design. A
content analyses (Krippendorf, 2003). was implee@nd determine the prevalence of
mixed methods research articles and the charaater designs that appeared during
this period.

Our study was a partially mixed sequential equatust multiple-case study
design (Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2009) because a nixettiods research approach was

not implemented across all components of the resgaocess. In fact, quantitative and



gualitative analyses were conducted separatelyjrdaadration of the analyses occurred
at the conclusion of the study. In addition, thedgtwas considered a multiple-case
study following Yin’'s (1993, 2003) case study amio for involving the choice of
three journals (each one representing a single-sasly) and treated equally in the
same multiple subunits of analysis (i.e., quantaand qualitative) representing an
embedded case study. In the final step, the thtel/£ases were merged into a larger
unit of analysis for a cross-case comparison.

Specifically, in each single-case study (i.e., gmenal), a descriptive research
design was used for the quantitative phase to aedhe following subunits: (a) number
of articles published per year; (b) number of &tichat were non-empirical; and (c)
number of empirical ones, specifically, quantitatigqualitative, and mixed methods.

A sequential mixed methods analysis (SMMA; Onwueagb& Teddlie, 2003;
Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998) was undertaken to ss®lthe articles sequentially. The
purpose of this QUAN>QUAL design was development (Greene et al., 198B¢reby
the results from the first quantitative method mfed the use of the other method.
Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) distinguished thpegoses of mixing or integrating
quantitative and qualitative methods. Using Crebvwaid Plano Clark’'s (2007)
purpose’s for mixing with respect to our case, phepose for integrating was to have
one dataset build on the other. Specifically, #aults from the first quantitative method
(identification of mixed methods studies) were usedhe second qualitative method
(analysis of the characteristics of the mixed mésh@search identified).

Different search strategies might provide differeesults. Bryman (2006)
pointed out that using an electronic search styatamn provide a biased sample of
mixed methods studies because not all authors tafles reporting mixed methods
research foreground the fact that the findingsltédeam a combination of quantitative
and qualitative research, or do not report key wotttht drove the online search
strategy. As a result, the search strategy usefintbmixed methods studies might
influence the number of articles identified. Foe thualitative phase of this study, all
articles published in the three journals were raad reviewed, representing a search
strategy that also has been used in some prevemisws (Hart et al., 2009; Niglas,
2004; Powell, Mihalas, Onwuegbuzie, Suldo, & Dal2§08). Taking into account this



important limitation of electronic search, we usttk search strategy based on
reviewing and reading all the articles publisheeach journal..

RESULTS
Academy of Management L earning & Education
Quantitative findings

The AMLE is the highest ranking journal in the dfiecfield of education in
management with an impact factor for 2010 of 2.58B8ompson Reuters, 2011). It
should also be noted that, to date, no review leas lconducted of the mixed methods
studies published in this journal. Regarding theeagch methods described in this
journal over a period of 6 years (2005 — 2010)reheas a predominance of empirical
studies using a quantitative methodology. Qualitatiesearch constituted a minority
approach. Table 1 presents the distribution oflegiby year and classified according to
type of study. Because this journal is publishedar fiimes a year, the present analysis
covered 24 numbers (i.e., sections of a volume)yhich a total of 98 articles were
published.

Table 1

It can be seen in Table 1, there is a clear predance of empirical studies
(75.5%). The majority of articles used a quantiatnmethodology (55.1% of all articles
and 73% of empirical studies). Six mixed methodglas were published (6.1% of all

articles and 8.1% of empirical articles).

Qualitative findings

Table 2 displays the design characteristics ofsthenixed methods studies that
were identified. As seen in Table 2, two of the siked methods studies gave equal
weight to the quantitative and qualitative appr@schwhereby the priority of the
remaining four articles was given to the quantiatapproach. With respect to data
collection, one study included a simultaneous egnatand five studies represented a

sequential approach. Of the six articles, analgdigriority and implementation in
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combination revealed empirical studies in threehef four main designs. Specifically,
two articles used equal weight and a sequentiategfy (one QUAN>-QUAL and one
QUAL—QUAN), one article reported a study with differemeight and simultaneous
implementation (QUAN+qual), and three articles hatksign based on different weight
and sequential implementation (two gud)UAN and one QUAN-»qual). There were
no designs involving equal weight and simultaneodasa collection. Finally, the
purposes for mixing in the six articles were: depehent (three studies), expansion
(two studies), and complementarity (one study).

Table 2

Educational Psychology Review
Quantitative findings

The EPR was selected due to it being one of the¢ midgly recognised journals
in the field of Educational Psychology at the intdronal level. According to the
Journal Citation Reports (JCR_ (SSCI), its impaattdr for 2010 was 2.474
(Thompson Reuters, 2011). The journal focuses oychmdogy, child and school
psychology, and educational research in the irdeiglinary area of educational
psychology and includes both psychological and atimical integrated studies.
Editorials, book reviews, interviews, comments otes, in memoriam or biographies
were omitted from the sample of articles becaussdhtems did not reflect original
theoretical or empirical research.

Regarding the predominant research methods thaaagg in this journal over
the period of 6 years (2005-2010), empirical stsidiere again the most common, with
the majority of articles being qualitative, follod/dy quantitative and thereafter, mixed
methods research being published. Table 3 predentdistribution of articles according
to the same categories as were applied to thequeyournal. In recent years, EPR has
appeared with a 3-month period and, thus, for #reogd of years studied, a total of 24
numbers were analysed, in which 118 articles agpeaks can be seen in Table 3,
theoretical articles accounted for the majority asficles, with an 80.5% of those
published. This result might be contributed to fhet that the journal is a review
journal. Two mixed methods articles were publisti&d% of the total articles and

8.7% of empirical articles).
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Table 3

Qualitative findings

Table 4 presents the characteristics of the twcethixethods studies that were
identified. With regard to priority, both mixed rhetds studies had different priority
and equal implementation. In terms of design, twe studies used a sequential
approach. Specifically, the two articles both métl sequential implementation
(QUAL—quan) with qualitative emphasis. Finally, regagdihe purpose of the mixed
methods studies, one article sought triangulatiod dahe other article sought
complementarity.

Table 4

Journal of Learning Sciences
Quantitative findings

The JLS is one the most widely acknowledged josrivathe fields of the Social
Sciences, Psychology, and Educational Researcfeatures in the most important
national and international scientific databasestaedJCR) for 2010 gave it an impact
factor of 1.700 (Thompson Reuters, 2011). The Jublighes multidisciplinary
research on topics related to learning and edutatigth articles reporting on new
methodologies that enable rigorous investigatiorthekse topics. Findings revealed a
predominance of empirical studies, which mainlyduaequalitative methodology. Table
5 displays a clear trend in favour of empiricalds®s, specifically using a qualitative
approach. A total of 88 articles was analysed, bictv 84.1% articles were empirical
studies. Articles using a qualitative methodologgaunted for 43.2% of the total, and
of those articles, 51.4% reported empirical redeaQualitative studies were followed
by mixed methods research articles (22.7% of thel tand 27% of the empirical
research articles) and quantitative articles (18.@R6the total and 21.6% of the

empirical ones), respectively.

Table 5

Qualitative findings
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The 20 articles that referred to a mixed methoddition had the following
methodological characteristics (Table 6). Regaragingrity, 7 of the 20 articles gave
equal weight to the quantitative and qualitativertpeof the study, whereas the
remaining 13 of the 20 articles prioritised onerothee other (the predominant method
being a quantitative approach). With respect toitmglementation of data collection,
two studies revealed a simultaneous collectiorntesgsa whereby the remaining 18 used
a sequential collection strategy. The analysisa Ipriority and implementation were
combined revealed two studies whose design utildifdrent weight and simultaneous
implementation (QUAN+qual and QUAL+quan), sevenigies were based on equal
weight and sequential data collection (five QUARQUAN, one QUAN-QUAL and
the one quar-qual), and 11 were based on different weight (@uzgn in favour of the
quantitative approach) and sequential implemematieseven QUAN-qual, one
quan—~QUAL and three QUAL>quan). Finally, two main purposes were identified:
complementarity was identified in 19 articles, andngulation was identified in the

remaining article.

Table 6

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Comparison of thejournals

The comparison of results is presented in Tablend @flects a cross-case
conclusion of this mixed methods research studys Tdble reveals a predominance of
empirical studies (56.3%) over theoretical artic{¢8.6%) due to the prevalence of
empirical research published in EPR. The Juslished the majority of empirical
articles, followed by the AMLE and the EPR, respaty. It also can be seen that the
majority of articles over the 6-year period wereugjitative in nature (25.6%), followed
very closely by qualitative studies (21.4%) and edixmethods studies (9.2%). This
comparison confirms that in recent years, theseethmultidisciplinary education
journals published empirical studies equally usiagquantitative or qualitative
methodology, followed by mixed methods researchclag, which appear most

frequently from 2007-2008 henceforth. In any cabe, prevalence rates of mixed
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methods studies in these three journals are véigreint (0.2% in EPR, 6.1% in AMLE,
and 22.7% in JLS).
Table 7

With respect to the studies that used both quaingtand qualitative methods,
Table 8 presents the characteristics of each mmmethods design, as well as each
stated methodological purpose.

In summary, it appears that mixed methods resdarstill in the development
stages with respect to these educational-relevamh@ls. Furthermore, when a mixed
method approach was used, the research design vea®npnantly a sequential
different-weight mixed methods research design.

Table 8

This mixed methods multiple-case study researcgigain describe each single-
case study first quantitatively and then qualitlyy thereby allowing us to compare
among cases in relation to their quantitative sitbusf analysis (i.e., number of non
empirical and empirical studies: quantitative, gatlve and mixed), and within cases
of each journal in relation to its qualitative sualis of analysis (i.e., interpreting the
characteristics of mixed methods design in researtbles published). The emergent
findings enable the overall study to be more rolibhah a single-case study design.
Specifically, by following areplication logic similar to multiple experiments (Yin,
2003), the case-to-case analyses operate as atoeeadse generalization, thereby
contributing to an accumulation of evidence repnéeg the population of articles
published in reputable behavioural sciences josr(f@llowing Onwuegbuzie, 2003).
Three literal replications were made because thengls selected had the following
similar characteristics: interdisciplinary educatb field of knowledge, international
recognition, peer-reviewed, and with a reputatistal@ished by their impact factor
index.

It should be noted that only one of the mixed medshstudies identified in the
journals, concretely in the JLS (Enyedy & Mukhopgaly 2007), cited the use of
mixed methods in the abstract without including @dlgliographic reference. This

14



finding suggests that the mixed methods approalthsshot familiar to researchers in
these interdisciplinary educational disciplines.

Limitations

The present study was subject to limitations thigiht have included:

(a) descriptive credibility (i.e., the factual acacy of the accounts; Maxwell, 1992), (b)
interpretive validity (i.e., the extent to whichetinterpretation of the analysis represents
an understanding of the phenomenon; Maxwell, 1982(, (c) voluptuous legitimation
(i.e., the extent of the researcher’s level of notetation with respect to knowledge
based on data; Lather, 1993). According to Onwueigband Leech (2007), these
threats to internal and external validity can ocauone or more of the following three
stages of the research process: the research fkdeyrcollection stage, the data
analysis stage, and the data interpretation stélgerefore, validity could have been
compromised.

Implications regarding the application and publication of mixed methods resear ch

Mixed methods studies require more time, work, reffand resources than do
studies that use only a single method due to iseitdime demands arising from the
time it takes to implement both aspects of the yst(Miglas, 2004). Therefore, this
might explain the publication of fewer mixed metkodrticles than monomethod
articles. As a result, considerable attention ghobke paid to promoting the
understanding of mixed methods design charactesisty academic institutions when
making evaluation, promotion, and tenure decisions.

Another important barrier to carrying out mixed heads research is related to
the challenges of publishing mixed methods studies practical constraints such as
page limits in journals. By limiting space, jours@an discourage publication of mixed
methods research. One of the biggest challengatedeto publishing mixed methods
research is describing the complexity of mixed rodthstudies within the page limits.
Although such limits pose a challenge to all resears, they are particularly
problematic for mixed methods researchers duedatlantity of information that must
be conveyed for a study combining two differentmoels in detail so that reviewers and
readers can understand and replicate the methads Moreover, there is a risk of

diluting or diffusing one of the methods (the l@sportant one or the one less accepted
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by academia) by attempting to do too much withia gage limit. In summary, by
limiting space, journal editors discourage the mation of mixed methods research.
Therefore, to encourage mixed methods researcmgbeditors should be willing to

publish long articles.

The quality of this mixed methods study

As noted previously, our study was mixed methodsature, following the
guidelines for Good Reporting of A Mixed Methodu®@t (GRAMMS) provided by
O’Cathain et al. (2008). First, we have describleel justification for using a mixed
methods approach toward investigating our reseayolestions by noting the
quantitative phase to answer our first researchstque and subsequent qualitative
phase to answer our second research question. sl mo the introductory section,
these two questions are relevant in the field ofedimethods research. Second, we
have described the design of our study in termth@fpurpose (development), priority
(equal importance of the quantitative and qualitagparts), and sequence of methods
(sequential; QUAN>QUAL). Third, we have described each method in terof
sampling, data collection, and analysis.

Fourth, we have examined the issue of integraifmhcating that the mode of
integration is connecting the two datasets by fgaine build on the other. The results
from the first quantitative method (identificatioh mixed methods studies) were used
in the second qualitative method (analysis of tharacteristics of the mixed methods
identified). Fifth, we have not identified any liaiion of one method associated with
the presence of the other method. Finally, we hdescribed insights gained from
mixing or integrating methods. We suggest the {SBRAMMS for authors of mixed

method research to further the understanding agdeharacteristics.

Recommendations and futureresearch

Conducting mixed methods research in the intenglis@ry educational sciences
could increase understanding of certain aspecttudies that have already been carried
out in this field. The prevalence rate of articleour study is similar to the results of
Truscott et al. (2010), who also reviewed articlasross different educational

disciplines. The remainder of the educational nesieachieved relatively high
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prevalence rates possibly because they coveredegrpariods of time focused in

disciplinary educational journals (Alise & Teddli2)07; Collins, et al., 2007; Hart et
al., 2009; Ross & Onwuegbuzie, 2010), although ehedy documented a low

prevalence rate possibly because it involved thalyars of a specific educational

discipline (i.e., gifted education; Leech, et al. press). Reviews of articles published
with respect to mixed methods design in this arofields should be conducted. In
this regard, Creswell, Plano Clark, Gutmann, anddda (2003) point out that a central
challenge for mixed methods research is the exmliarification of several key aspects,
such as: (a) to identify the main purposes of usingixed design, (b) to clarify the

factors analysed when determining the type of midedign, and (c) to describe the
decisions made when assigning the respective wdigdnal or different) to each

methodological part of the research. In relatioth®implementation of data collection,
researchers should specify whether the mixed desig@quential or simultaneous.

In our opinion, it would be interesting to cond@wtther reviews covering both a
broader time period in other educational journsdsas to obtain a more detailed picture
of how mixed methods design is being applied in #dwication field. In sum,
researchers need to be aware of the methodologgsadins available to apply in their
respective disciplines in order to have the oppuotyuo publish findings using the most
suitable methodological approach, including mixesthnds research designs.
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Table 1. Articles published in théAcademy of Management Learning & Education
(2005-2010)

Empirical articles

Number of
Number of . Number of Number of Number of Number of
Year ) non-empirical N o o ] ]
articles . empirical quantitative qualitative  mixed articles
articles
articles articles articles
2005 14 2 12 11 0 1
2006 14 6 8 0 1
2007 15 3 12 7 3 2
2008 15 3 12 9 2 1
2009 19 6 13 7 5 1
2010 21 4 17 13 4 0
Total 98 24 74 54 14 6
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Table 2. Characteristics of the mixed methods studies phbtl in theAcademy of

Management Learning & Education

Article Purpose Priority Implementation Design
Langbert (2005) Complementarity QUAN Sequential QuUAYUal
Arbaugh & Benbunan-Fich (2006) Development QUAN Srtial qual>-QUAN
Bedeian (2007) Development QUAN Sequential ge@UAN
Yorks, Beechler, & Ciporen (2007) Expansion Equivalen Sequential QUAN>QUAL
Parker, Hall, & Kram (2008) Expansion QUAN Simukanis QUAN-+qual
Jassawalla, Sashittal, & Malsf009  Development Equivalent Sequential QUAIQUAN
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Table 3. Articles published in th&ducational Psychology Review (2005-2010)

Empirical articles

Number of
Number of . Number of Number of Number of Number of
Year ) non-empirical N o o ) .
articles . empirical quantitative qualitative ~ mixed articles
articles
articles articles articles
2005 10 5 5 1 4 0
2006 23 22 1 1 0 0
2007 20 19 1 1 0 0
2008 21 16 5 1 3 1
2009 19 15 4 1 2 1
2010 25 18 7 3 4 0
Total 118 95 23 8 13 2
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Table 4. Characteristics of the mixed methods studies phéd in théeducational
Psychology Review

Article Purpose Priority Implementation Design
Mayrath (2008) Complementarity QUAL Sequential QUALquan
Nolen (2009) Triangulation QUAL Sequential QUAL quan
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Table 5. Articles published in thdournal of the Learning Sciences (2005-2010)

Empirical articles
Number of

Number of . Number of Number of Number of Number of
Year ) non-empirical N o o ) .
articles . empirical quantitative qualitative ~ mixed articles
articles
articles articles articles
2005 13 1 12 3 4 5
2006 18 8 10 3 4 3
2007 15 1 14 0 7 7
2008 15 1 14 4 9 1
2009 13 1 12 4 6 2
2010 14 2 12 2 8 2
Total 88 14 74 16 38 20
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Table 6. Characteristics of the mixed methods studies phéd in thelournal of the
Learning Sciences (2005-2010)

Article Purpose Priority Implementation Design
Dori & Belcher (2005) Complementarity  Equivalent Seqjial QUAL—-QUAN
Fischer & Mandl (2005) Complementarity QUAN Sequainti QUAN—qual
Smith & Reiser (2005) Complementarity QUAN Sequential  QUAN—qual
Muukkonen, Lakkala, & Hakkarainen Complementarity QUAL Sequential QUAbkquan
(2005)
Ford (2005) Complementarity QUAN Sequential QUANual
Webb, Nemer, & Ing (2006) Complementarity QUAL Satjisd QUAL—quan
Wells & Arauz (2006) Complementarity  Equivalent Seqial QUAL—-QUAN
Engle (2006) Complementarity QUAL Sequential QUAfuan
Puntambekar, Stylianou, & Goldstein Complementarity ~ Equivalent Sequential QUAIQUAN
(2007)
Gottlieb (2007) Complementarity ~ Equivalent Sequéntia QUAL—-QUAN
Van Aalst & Chan (2007) Complementarity ~ Equivalent gBntial quarqual
Enyedy & Mukhopadhyay (2007) Complementarity QUAN g&ential QUAN-qual
Kim, Anderson, Nguyen-Jahiel, & Complementarity  Equivalent Sequential QUAMNYUAL
Archodidou (2007)
Hmelo-Silver, Surabhi, & Liu (2007) Complementarity QUAL Sequential quarQUAL
Van Amelsvoort, Andriessen, & Complementarity QUAN Sequential QUAMqual
Kanselaar (2007)
Luehmann (2008) Complementarity QUAL Simultaneous ARQiguan
Zhang, Scardamalia, Reeve, & Complementarity QUAN Sequential QUAMqual
Messina (2009)
Thadani, Stevens, & Tao (2009) Triangulation QUAN imdtaneous QUAN-+qual
Zahn, Pea, Hesse, & Rosen (2010) Complementarity QUAN Sequential QUAN->qual
Berti, Toneatti, & Rosati (2010) Complementarity  Balént Sequential QUALQUAN
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Table 7. Comparison of the articles published in the jolgmmalysed (2005-2010)

Empirical articles

Number of
Total number B Number of Number of Number of Number of
Journals ) non-empirical - o o ) ]
of articles . empirical quantitative qualitative ~ mixed articles
articles
articles articles articles
AMLE 98 24 (24.5%) 74 (75.5%) 54 (55.1%) 14 (14.3%) 6 (6.1%)
EPR 118 95 (80.5%) 23 (19.5%) 8 (6.8%) 13 (11%) 0.2%)
JLS 88 14 (15.9%) 74 (84.1%) 16 (18.2%) 38 (43.2%) 20 (22.7%)
TOTAL 304 133 (43.6%) 171 (56.3%) 78 (25.6%) 65.424) 28 (9.2%)

The numerical values inside the boxes are absdlatpiencies and the values in parentheses areetergage

derived from the total in each case.
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Table 8. Characteristics of the mixed methods studies gedly2005-2010)

Journals
AMLE (6) EPR (2) JLS (20)
Designs
Priority
Equal weight 2 (33.3%) 0 (0%) 7 (35%)
Different weight 4 (66.7%) 2 (100%) 13 (65%)
Implementation
Simultaneous 1 (16.7%) 0 (0%) 2 (1%)
Sequential 5 (83.3%) 2 (100%) 18 (90%)
Purpose
Triangulation 0 (0%) 1 (50%) 1 (0.5%)
Complementarity 1 (16.7%) 1 (50%) 19 (95%)
Development 3 (50%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Expansion 2 (33.3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

The numerical values inside the boxes are absdlatpiencies and the values in parentheses areetuergage
derived from the total in each case.
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