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These are the key points that I will be making in my paper at the mixed-methods workshop:

· I will draw attention to the favourable climate that exists nowadays for mixed-methods researchers, certainly when compared to the position when the so-called ‘paradigm wars’ were being waged.

· I will suggest that in spite of the considerable increase in the volume of publications on mixed-methods research and in the number of studies employing the approach there are several unresolved issues.

· In relation to the suggestion that there are unresolved issues, I will outline some key findings from a one-year fellowship that I held under the auspices of the ESRC’s Research Methods Programme. The research was concerned with the integration of quantitative and qualitative research. In particular, I will outline some of the findings deriving from a content analysis of published articles reporting mixed-methods research and from semi-structured interviews with 20 social scientists.

· For the content analysis I developed a coding scheme that aimed to portray the rationales authors present for combining quantitative and qualitative research. I also used the Greene and Caracelli scheme, but in my paper I will be reporting only findings that derive from my own scheme.

· Each article was coded in terms of the rationale(s) given for doing mixed-methods research and also how the approach was used in practice. The distinction between rationale and practice is prominent in my discussion. Quite a large number of articles (just over a quarter) provided no rationale. My findings show that most of the reasons for combining quantitative and qualitative research that I identify in my coding scheme are more likely to occur in an article as practices than as rationales.

· Following on from this, I conducted a contingency table analysis cross-tabulating rationale against practice. The paper will draw attention to some highlights from this analysis, which shows that the rationale given for combining quantitative and qualitative research doesn’t always tally with practices, and vice versa.

· I take this finding to mean that social researchers frequently derive a wider range of outcomes and benefits from combining quantitative and qualitative research than they expected.

· My interviewees spoke about their reasons for doing mixed-methods research in very similar terms to my coding scheme. Several felt that mixed-methods research was often being selected because it was fashionable and was more likely to be favoured, suggesting that mixed-methods research is sometimes being chosen for reasons other than its capacity to answer certain kinds of research questions.

· Related to this last point, my interviewees discussed mixed-methods research in 2 contrasting ways, occasionally moving between the two. Some used what I call a particularistic discourse, which was essentially the textbook account, which depicts methods choices as ways of answering certain research questions. Some used a universalistic discourse, depicting mixed-methods research as having a general superiority.

· These differences may imply two things which I discuss in my talk. One is that many researchers may be uncertain about how to connect mixed-methods research to particular research questions, in large part because of the relative absence of prescriptive discussions about this issue. Second, it may be that there is some ambivalence about the whole issue of whether research methods should be seen as solutions to research questions, in part because the latter often provide in practice only limited guidance regarding methods choices.

· Finally, I turn to the issue of what we mean by mixing, integrating, etc. I argue that seeing practical significance in using different verbs to describe the process (mixing, integrating, blending, etc.) probably doesn’t take us very far. They are all to do with a bringing together of quantitative and qualitative approaches. The issue is: what is involved in mixing, integrating, etc.? I suggest that it has to be more than the collection of 2 or more types of data. In other words, the findings need to be related to each other.

· From my content analysis I show that a very large proportion of articles either don’t do this or do it in a limited way. From my interviews, I show that several of my interviewees identified barriers to integrating quantitative and qualitative findings. I will refer to these barriers in my talk.

· I end up suggesting that two main areas that my research has thrown up as issues requiring further attention are: when is it appropriate and/or desirable to employ a mixed-methods approach? and what do we need to do to enhance the integrating of quantitative and qualitative findings in publications?

