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QUALITATIVE Mixed-method

Developing understanding and eval UathnS:

meaning through opinion, narrative
and observation rather than through

numbers - Difference between
* includes observation, interviews, : -
case studies, discussion or focus qua“tathe &
groups.

guantitative methods

Qualitative techniques
“scope” the issues &
provide context

QUANTITATIVE

Establishing facts or trends

numerically -
e includes counts, measures, Quantitative techniques
surveys, quantification of “scale” the issues &

opinions. enable generalizability




Quantitative v’'s Qualitative

Significant controversy over
the compatibility of
gualitative and quantitative
methods

‘.. debating methodologies, ..was also
reflected in the market research
industry.... whether focus groups are
a reliable form of data collection
(Houghton, 1998) or why brand and
category cueing differ from each other
in data collection (Sutherland, 1998)
rather than about the significant

strategic role of market research’.
(Bycroft and Vasiliauskas, 1998)

Mixed-method
evaluations:

A potted history



The pragmatism paradigm
(Howe 1988), provided a
framework for the
compatibility of qualitative
and quantitative methods.

... use of mixed methods can

provide additional richness and M |Xed-meth0d

detail to better understand a

phenomenon. evaluations:

(Green, Caracelli, Graham 1989)

By using both methods the

weaknesses or shortcomings of Cooperanon &

single method studies are

overcome - particularly of a new definition

gualitative studies.




Typical research process
“*Qual-Quant-Qual”

QUALITATIVE Q(WITAHVE QUALITATIVE

The survey Follow-up
scales the OCcus groups
extent of scope the

agreement/ likely causes
disagreement

Focus groups
develop
scope of the
survey




Sharp and Frechtling (1997) advocate that
two factors need to be considered when
designing a mixed method evaluation:

1. Which is the most suitable data

collection method for the type of
data to be collected?

2. How can the data collected be most
effectively combined or integrated?

Whilst important, this is far too limited and
does not take into account the range of
other factors must be considered (the
pragmatist’s paradigm!):
Credibility of findings, Staff skills,
Costs, Time constraints. (Sharp &
Frechtling, 1997)

Mixed-method
evaluations:

Design &
Implementation
considerations




Client needs and expectations

Contexts - positioning
documents, events and models

Evaluation objectives

Organisational reporting
objectives

Stakeholder audiences
Users/respondents

Data collection methodology
Evaluators

Mixed-method
evaluations:

Design &
Implementation
considerations
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Evaluation of
Informed methodology design, Transition Support
identified key information

sources, developed audience Service for
awareness of evaluation |ndigenOUS StUdentS

from Cape York
communities in
boarding schools
(2006)

Provided strategic context

Provided knowledge context
& new ideas

Assisted with identifying
stakeholder positions, but also
identified stakeholder expectations
about valid & robust evaluation
design & reporting.
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Revealed survey not possible with
students (literacy & logistical issues).

Provided context &
identified survey issues

#

Assisted with identifying
stakeholder positions

Evaluation of
Transition Support
Service for
Indigenous students

from Cape York
communities in
boarding schools
(2006)
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Evaluation of
% Transition Support

Each database had limitations & Service for
reliability issues, but provided |ndigenOUS StUdentS

information not available elsewhere

or set benchmarks. from Cape YOrk
communities In
boarding schools

Survey quantified & provided (2006)
robust stakeholder reporting
across several evaluation
objectives, & also identified
statistically significant differences
of opinion between groups.




Mixed-method
evaluations:

Dealing with large quantities of
gualitative & quantitative data

The Major

Gathering data using one method
exclusively for some user groups
and another method for other
user groups, but equal weighting
of reporting required across

Challenge

groups. Analysis,
Interpretation &
Deciding what to analyse and write-up phase

when to analyse it. - Critical
incident analysis (Flannagan,
1954; & Meister, 1985)




Different writing styles of
gualitative and guantitative
methods

Different writing styles of
researchers & how to store,
merge, share & retrieve data
(Neale, Carroll)

Different values sets of
gualitative and guantitative
evaluators

Mixed-method
evaluations:

The Major

Challenge

Analysis,
Interpretation &
write-up phase




Where one method is dominant
and drives the overall reporting
structure

Where one method is used
across all primary audience/user
groups

Where a framework or model for
discussing results has been
initially or subsequently
developed

Asking the right questions and
establishing a clear model prior to an
evaluation or market research activity
Is the most significant factor in the
reliability and validity of the results
(Figueredo et al. 1997).

Mixed-method
evaluations:

What makes it

easier

Analysis,
Interpretation phase




Is essentially about communicating
with reader audiences and all good
communication & writing principles
should apply — storyline, structure,

clarity & succinctness.

Is made easier through use of visual
elements:
Give “material form” and “scientific
sensibility” to entities that were

previous immaterial & invisible
(Lynch, 1985)

Assist in creating order and structure

Assist with conveying & breaking up
text

Assist the reader in tracking the
storyline.

Mixed-method
evaluations:

What makes it
easler

Write-up phase




To qualify or Mixed-method

to quantify evaluations
— that Is the
question. A draft typology

Shagespence



| Mixed-method evaluations - A draft typology
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Internet based technologies are
vehicles for both qualitative and
guantitative methods, but there
s little in the current mixed
method evaluation literature
discussing the implications of
these methods.

Mixed-method
evaluations:

Implications for
using new
technologies




Mixed-method
evaluations:

Application
across sectors




Monitoring/
Interrogation
Realtime reporti

software tools,
CRM

Community
development

Story telling
& pl%torial

tools Application
of mixed-

methods

dClroSss
Communit
S Sectors
Planning,
capacit
buﬁdingy
Organisational
culture
Cultural

change, actioj
planning

Evaluation

Qual, quant,
mixed
methods

Market
research

Qual & quant,
online tools




¢ There is still much to be said
about the synthesis of mixed-
methods in new technologies &
across different sectors.

ixed-method evaluations may
be the current fad of the
moment, but they have the
potential to enhance evaluative
design, improve the rigor of
single method evaluations, and
to deliver enhanced evaluation
findings for our key clients — the
users and consumers of
evaluation outcomes.

4 ... the potential for the ‘perfect

mix’.

Mixed-method
evaluations:

In conclusion...




