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Speaker: Dr. Donna M. Mertens

1) Becoming a Mixed Methods Researcher

Hello, it is very nice to be here. Thank you very much for inviting me and thank you
to Hisako for her kindness and support, coming to see me last night when I first got
here, so I knew I was in the right place and someone was taking care of me. I want
to just tell you that, I will be talking about the title, obviously mixed methods
research, and focusing on design and research using mixed methods. And then that
part, this is for transformative purposes, indicates that in the way that I look at
research: I want it to be used for social change; I want it to be used to improve
human rights; I want it to be used to improve social justice. That is where I am
coming from. I will be getting into the transformative paradigm in the various
assumptions that are associated with that. If I say something and you are very
perplexed, I would be very welcoming to have you just raise your hand and ask a
question for clarification. And then at the end, I would like to leave some time for
discussion, and your response, your reaction, your thoughts to what I presented. So if
there are things that occur to you, just take a little note and that way you will be

ready, so we can have some discussion at the end.

So, I thought it might be good to just start with talking with you for a few minutes
about how I came to situate myself in the world of mixed methods, because in some
ways it is an approach to research that has been used for a long time. In another
way, it is an approach to research that has only really come into its consciousness in

a short period of time. And so, in my graduate work, I was trained completely in

quantitative methods. I had my undergraduate degree in psychology and my

graduate degrees were both in educational psychology and I took research designs,
quantitative statistics first semester after semester after semester and survey design,
and everything was quantitative. I actually started my research work at the college
of medicine at the University of Kentucky, looking at who was accepted into the
medical school and what kind of qualifications they had, and used some very

sophisticated regression analysis to figure out what the qualities were to predict
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success. And not surprisingly, the qualities, the variables that came out most
significant were, their undergraduate degree in science, their grade point average in
science, and then their medical school entrance exam in science. And so that was
actually in 1972. And at that time I wrote an article saying, “Okay, we have this
quantitative data and it is telling this one thing, but is that the only quality we want
in a doctor, someone who knows science? Do I want a qualified doctor that knows
science? Yes! But is that the only quality that we should be looking for in basing our
decisions?” So you can see, even at that point, even though I have been raised very
quantitatively, I was already struggling with the idea that we are not getting the
whole picture here, and maybe we should be looking at the social factors that are
leading us to accept these scientists who mostly were white able-body males at the
time. And that maybe, they needed to look at the implications of changing criteria for
accepting people who might have more of a humanitarian approach to medicine,
people who came from different cultural groups and women. And so I think, even at
that point, it was just the beginnings of my consciousness that the conduct of

research requires us to go beyond just the data that we get, whether it is quantitative

or qualitative.

From there, I went to work for what was called the Appalachian Regional
Commission and the Appalachian Mountains are those in the United States that
stretch along the East Coast that go from New York down to Alabama - an area of
high poverty and they are isolated. So once you get into the mountains, there is less
access to education of quality, less access to professional development opportunities
for people who provide services there. And so that was the kind of work that I was
doing. Initially I was doing surveys to find out what kinds of things people needed
there and then surveys to find out if the programs we were doing were providing
benefit. And as I would look at the data and then I would go visit the areas, I think
there is a disconnect. Yes, I have this data that is numbers, but I am not getting that
sense of what it means to have those kinds of needs in the context and what it means
to have programs provided and how that is changing or not changing because it is
not reaching; it doesn’'t have the relevance that it needs to have. And in order to
really capture that and for me to do good research, I was looking at my research

saying, “There is just significant limitations here.” Then I felt that I really had to
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learn the qualitative skills.

Why did not I learn qualitative skills in graduate school? They did not teach it. When
I was in graduate school, they did not teach it. So I actually have the opportunity to
work with Yvonna Lincoln and with Egon Guba® during the very early days when
they were introducing qualitative methods, and people were talking about the
paradigm wars and people who did quantitative work were saying, “There was
something wrong with people who did qualitative work”™ and vice-a-versa, and
sometimes it got kind of ugly. But for me, it was like, “Why don't we put these two
together? Why are we having this war? Why don't we say there is value in different
kinds of data and each one is going to bring us to a closer understanding of the
complexity of things that we are working with?” And so that really was the
trajectory for me to say, “Hey, I need both of these kinds of data, I am going to learn
the skills.” And at that point, there still wasn't something called the Mixed Methods
International Research Association® because that didn't come around until like four

years ago!

2) Working with People from Marginalized Communities

T'll tell you how I was drawn towards working with members of marginalized
communities. I was raised in a family with 12 children and we were poor, but my dad
had a good job and my mom worked 24 x 7 raising children, growing the garden,
making the clothes; she never got a break. And so, even though, we were poor at the
beginning, but then we became really middle-class. And I was healthy and I was
doing well in school, so those were my markers of privilege and I did not have to
struggle to get a good education. It was there and I was good at it and I could do it.
But I would look around and I would see people either because they did not have
that kind of support from home or they had a different language or maybe they had
some kind of disability, and I would say, “Well, some people are going to make it

anyway no matter what we do, but some people are not. And so how can we

3)  HEHIVIZEDOTEMK, 20Mid iR F THAFHAIIZEIC BV TR TH - 72 FEHEEFITIE
SLCEMMET 7u—FICRbbrb0L LT, AW T 70 —F12& 2% BRERIHEI
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contribute to the improvement of the quality of life for people who are experiencing

that kind of marginalization?” And so from that, I said, “Well, I am going to do

research that looks at the experience of people from marginalized communities,” and

I did it with Ohio State University. At that point, they told me I could only use
quantitative data. And so I was removed from the people that I was doing the

research on. I was doing research on people, not with people. And I was doing it on,

like women in the workforce or people with disabilities or people in isolated rural
areas or other marginalized populations. And it was for the purpose of informing
policy for the United States Congress. Now just think about that, I was removed from
those populations because I was just doing numbers that I got from big databases
and I was informing policy decisions. When I think about it now, I kind of get goose
bumps and think, “Oh gosh, there could have been so much more that could have

been said.” And so, I looked around for places I could go where I could actually get

immersed in a community, and learn the culture and learn the context of people who

experience marginalization so that I could work with, instead of on.

Then I found an advertisement in the newspaper to teach research at Gallaudet

University, which is the only university in the world that is only for deaf people. And

at that point, I had never met a deaf person, so I did not know anything about it but
I thought, let me just try and it was really an experiment. It is like saying, they are a
marginalized community, I want to try to enter the marginalized community and
figure out what that means respectfully. And of course, they said, “You have to learn
sign language, American Sign Language, and deaf culture.” So, that was a big
challenge. And then I thought, “Well, I can work at that; I am strong and I am smart
and I can work at that.” And I start lecturing about my research because I knew
research. But they would look at me and say, “That has nothing to do with this. All
the things you are telling us about methods, that has nothing to do with, our lives.”
And so it became more of an exchange of “What are you experiencing? What would
make sense from your perspective to do research?” And that is where the

transformative paradigm came from. So, that was kind of an interaction between my

level of knowledge about methodology and their level of knowledge about the

meaning of being a member of a marginalized community and how we could learn

from each other.
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Deaf people had patience and willingness to open up and share, and we could really
learn together how to develop an approach to research that would be responsive to
these kind of issues. And while I developed it in conjunction with that as my home
base, it turns out that the issues regarding the experience of marginalization are
commonly experienced by people across the globe for various reasons. So I look upon
it as what dimensions of diversity are relevant within a particular context, what
dimensions of diversity are being used as a basis of discrimination and oppression
within that context, and how does a transformative paradigm then inform thinking
about how to approach research when you are working with the marginalized
population. So I don’'t make the claim that I know how to do research in marginalized
communities across the globe. What I do make the claim is that, I have given a lot of
thought to this and I have worked with a lot of different communities who have said,

“That makes sense to us.” We cannot just take what you say and apply it like a

cookbook, and for that I am grateful because that research shouldn’t be approached

as a cookbook. It is a thinking person’s exercise and we need to have that scholarly

base, but we also need to be responsive to the things that we are learning. And so

that was really, how I came to mixed methods research.

3) Definitions and Paradigms of Mixed Methods Research

Okay, now that you have kind of a context from where and how I came to do mixed
methods, I am going to talk about our definition of mixed methods - what it means
and how it has been talked about in the scholarly world, and paradigms that are
functioning to help us understand the use of the mixed methods. And then I am
going to talk about transformative mixed methods and how they are used to
research the effectiveness of programs and also how they are used in policy research.
So those two applications. I am going to touch on some of the things that might be
relevant in Japan, challenges in Japan. And I am going to ask you to think about
what those challenges are and how you could envision mixed methods being used to
address those challenges. So again, I am not claiming to have expertise about what
the challenges are and how to do research in Japan, but I will share with you this
framework and I will ask you to think and to share what you think would work for

you and what would be relevant within this context.
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So when we say mixed methods, what is it that we are talking about? The simplest

part of looking at mixed methods would be to say, well it means you collect and

analyze both quantitative and qualitative data. Okay so, having been the editor of the

Journal of Mixed Methods Research for five years, I am not the editor anymore,
Michael Fetters is, along with José Molina-Azorin. But I was for five years and we
would get manuscript sometimes without quantitative and qualitative data included
and so we would just say, ‘It doesn't make the definition, so maybe you will find

another journal that is a better place for you to publish.” But the second quality that

is listed there is the integration of that data at various levels and stages of the study,

so it says you are going to collect both kinds of data, but they are not going to be

kept on separate tracks. There have to be some points where they integrate with

each other, where your understanding of concepts is informed by bringing
quantitative and qualitative data together. So, the integration part is really crucial.
And it can be done in a single study; it can be done in a sequence of studies. So you
might have one study that starts out quantitative, but it leads to a study where you
are doing more qualitative data collection that is informed by what you did in the
first stage of the study. And you can be methodologically eclectic; it doesn’'t mean
just surveys and focus groups; any kind of methodologies that you learn about in
your quantitative research and your qualitative research can be brought into the

context of mixed methods.

And as we see the sophistication of designs improving, then I think we are able to
see more of that final point that is there, the synergy between the qualitative and
quantitative, because it means that there is something different happening because

you were able to bring both types of data together. You are not just getting an

understanding from quantitative and qualitative, but you are getting something that

is richer, that can lead to a better understanding, that can lead to recommendations,

and that can lead to action. And so if you work with that definition of mixed methods,

you are sharing the definition that the mixed methods community right now is

working with.

So when I talk about quantitative and qualitative, as I said it is eclectic. You can talk
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about experimental, quasi-experimental, quasi-comparative, correlational surveys.
Single case designs are based on the collection of quantitative data. Qualitative, yes
focus groups - I worked with indigenous communities and they have their own
qualitative approaches to group processes. You can do case studies, ethnographic
research, phenomenological research, participatory action research,
ethnomethodology, discourse analysis, any kinds of qualitative methods can be

brought into a mixed methods study. And then my experience has led me to this

third statement here, that mixed methods are most likely to be the appropriate

choice because of the need to integrate community perspectives into the inquiry

process, thus necessitating collection of qualitative data during the research or

evaluation process. So if we are working with communities and we are trying to

understand multiple perspectives, I think it may be possible to do transformative
research with only quantitative data, but I have never been able to do it. I have to
have qualitative data, at least in the form of interaction with members of communities,

looked upon as opportunities for the collection of qualitative data.

4) Applying the Transformative Perspective to the Japanese Context

Now bringing in the perspective of equity and gender responsive, transformative
mixed methods research, why do I bring this in? Well, my understanding of some of
the issues that arise in Japan is that there is concern about the nature of relationships
between men and women and sexual minorities, that the nature of those relationships
are influx that there are some consequences that are being experienced, that a lack
of traditionally being egalitarian in those relationships is leading to later marriage, no
marriage or not having children, which is having economic consequences for the
country of bringing in more foreign workers. And even today in the newspaper, I
pick up the newspaper and International Monetary Fund says Japan should have
more foreign workers and they should get more women in the labor force, actually
even get old people in labor force. These are very contemporary issues. And so there
is an interconnection of the culture that is defining relationships and the
consequences of this relationship more broadly. And so I bring up these notions of
equity and gender responsiveness, and what it means to bring those into the research
process. What it does is it asks us to look at those structural causes of inequities

through an analysis of power relationships, through an analysis of social norms, and

10
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through an analysis of cultural beliefs.

And so I ask you to start thinking about the Japanese context and what that means,
- What is the nature of power relationships between the genders? What are the
social norms that are guiding behavior choices? What are the cultural beliefs that are
relevant within that context? And then start thinking about, well with mixed
methods research, how can we provide evidence-based learning on how policies and
programs deliver results and what needs to be done more efficiently and more

effectively. So how can mixed methods research be brought into the culture of Japan

to address gender inequalities to support workers and families who come from

outside of Japan and people with disabilities and sexual minorities? These to me were

salient challenges that would fit very well within a transformative perspective.

Now what I am going to do is to talk about the sensitivity of dealing with these
issues and as researchers how we need to be cognizant of that sensitivity. And a way
of doing that for me is to talk about the work that I have done with the Centers for

Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), one of the major funders for health research

in the United States. They have started a major initiative to prevent violence against

women, but not only just to prevent violence against women but to prevent rape.

And so they have this initiative that is national, where every state health department

is getting funding. Who knows if they'll keep that funding now that we have a new

president, but there is an initiative to stop rape. And if you think about the programs
that have in the past been used to prevent violence against women, for a large part,
they redirected at women. And they will say, “Well women don't dress provocatively;
women don't drink alcohol; women don't go out alone at night.” But then the CDC
said, ‘It is actually the men that are raping the women, and so maybe we should
work with the men.” Radicall And so I show you this slide with the little cartoon with
the fellow saying, ‘Let me know when you look at me again with that being me
reminded of the sins of my gender.” So when we are talking about rape, it gets
uncomfortable, right? And we say we are going to work with the men and it gets
uncomfortable. And so the transformative paradigm brings us to the point of saying,

“We have to talk about things that are uncomfortable; otherwise, we are not going

to see change. But we also have to do it with sensitivity and with an understanding

11
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of how that concept is understood in order to bring it to visibility that doesn't create

defensiveness but creates a willingness for change.” It is a tall order:-- How do we do

that?

So, what I am going to ask you to do is to think about your own research interest
area. I have only had a chance to speak with a couple of you, and as we go through
this, think about your interest area and what your training has been in methodology,
and if you have been quantitatively and qualitatively trained, if you have had mixed
methods opportunities, and what is your interest in working with marginalized
populations. It is not something that everybody makes the choice to do, but the Japan
Society for Mixed Methods Research® is having its meeting in Osaka in a couple of
days and the theme of the meeting is “transformation.” And so this is what Hisako
invited me to talk about, and so I invite you to play with those ideas within the

context that you do your research. Where does transformative ideas come into play?

5)Paradigms Supporting Mixed Methods Research

Okay. So I said that I will be talking about paradigms. This structure of paradigms
that T am using is based on the work of Lincoln and Guba and they were talking
about the structure of paradigms as being made up of four types of philosophical
assumptions. It really came about for me because of being trained in quantitative and
then learning qualitative and having the paradigm wars going on and then having
feminist say, “Oh, you have to do qualitative work,” and I am like, “Is it only
qualitative work that feminists can do?” So I was looking for a paradigm that allowed
me to do this transformative kind of work, that crossed over from the positivist and
the constructivist and said, “Where is the ground where we can talk to each other?
Where is the ground where we can do work together?” And this notion of paradigm
helped me sort through that. And so I will be talking about the axiological
assumption associated with the transformative paradigm. So what does ethics mean if
we are working from a transformative stance? Ontologically, what is the nature of
reality from a transformative stance? And epistemologically, what is the nature of

knowledge and the relationship between the researcher and the participants and the

5 HARAWIEH:SS  http//www.jsmmr.org/
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research study? And methodologically, what does that mean that we do

methodologically?

And to give you a picture of where this fits at the present time according to me and

other scholars, there are four paradigms that are being used as a basis for making

the claim that we can do mixed methods research. And I like to think of it as the

anti-paradigm war or the anti-war paradigm, that we can use mixed methods
without having contention and argument that gets vicious. We can have civilized
conversation across paradigms and find paradigms that allow us to do both
quantitative and qualitative and find the space of comfort in them. And so we are
looking at now the pragmatic paradigm, which if you are familiar with John
Creswell's work and Abbas Tashakkori, people like that are writing a lot about the
pragmatic paradigm and their work is situated within that. The post-positivist
paradigm, we are seeing people who are writing about mixed methods designs that
are dominantly quantitative, but they see the benefit of the use of qualitative data in
a subservient role, but within the post-positivist paradigm. The constructivist, more

along Lincoln and Guba and Norm Denzin, are saying, “Yes, you can have

quantitative data in a qualitative study, but it will be dominantly qualitative, your

work from the constructivist assumptions with the inclusion of quantitative data as

well.

And then the transformative paradigm, which I will be going into a lot of detail about,

is looking at how we bring mixed methods to understand the cultural context, power

dimensions and so forth in order to have a study that contributes to transformative

change. And then we have the work of people like Burke Johnson® and Jennifer

Greene”, who are talking about dialectical pluralism where they are saying, “Well

6) WMAEMZREEITHNHENSELL, £ OmEZIIIEY L TWwE, 2015FE RSN
TIREWFRILER Y YR YT 2@E%] ICQBHEFEDO—~ AL LTEMLTW5, RETEDLE
JH W% #3852 | C Jennifer Greene 238 L 72 il 09 A # ~ A (dialectic stance) (Greene, 2007)
%, FrEFE % ot 32 2% (dialectical pluralism) & W9 #2212 ESS R X4 T w5 (Johnson, 2017) 6

7)) HEHOIZEA M E L, REWREEAN2AS4ICEZET, bo L BII0d 5015t
FHFDO—NE VR B, RERUIZEE TS 5 HIYZ HRL L 72 Greene 512 X %73 (Greene,
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you could pick two paradigms and just have a research team that does one paradigm
and research team that does the other paradigm and then put them in conversation
with each other.” So that is the dialectical conversation, pluralism with each other.
Okay, so I have arguments with Burke, just civilized arguments, because I tell him it
would make me feel schizophrenic to try, accept these, sticking with these
assumptions and then sticking with these assumptions, I cannot do it myself. That is
why I say, “Well I have to go to the transformative paradigm because it allows to me
to have assumptions that I can work with.” That is what paradigms are. They are
sets of assumptions that define your worldview. How do you view ethics? How do
you view reality? How did that inform your choices of methodology? So I think mixed
methods helps us get beyond those wars into civil conversation, that how we can use

quantitative and qualitative data to do better research.

6) The Essence of Transformative Paradigm
So, we are going to talk about the transformative paradigm. And just as an overview,
we'll be looking at the meaning of ethics, the axiological assumption. It starts with

cultural respect. In order to do research that has a hope of creating change or

contributing to positive change, there needs to be an understanding of culture and a

respect for culture. So if we go back to the example of rape prevention education, we

would go back to what is the culture that surrounds that, and what is the meaning of
masculinity in that culture. And it is not monolithic; there are varieties of perspectives
on the meaning of masculinity. And so we would want to interrogate that to say,
“What definitions are we moving now more into the ontological, the variety of
versions of reality? Are there definitions of masculinity that lead to egalitarian
relationships, respectful relationship? Are there definitions of masculinity that would
be more oppressive and that might be contributors to the occurrence of rape and
violence?” And so we would want to understand the cultures that surround the

concepts of importance within the study that we are conducting.

The second part of ethics is the promotion of social justice and human rights, and you

have heard me talk about that since the moment I opened my mouth. My hypothesis

ZIOFPBABIERR VY —F 7 A F a VR END L ER D,

14



RETREDE I F -l AU 2 BIT 5 LERRGITIEE

is, if we don’'t say our study is going to address social justice and human rights, it
probably won't. If we do say it, we have a better chance of actually bringing that into
the conversation about how we are going to collect data, who we are going to collect
it from, how we are going to share it, what is going to be done with that data. And so

for me, it is really important to put that upfront and say for my study to be ethical, I

need to be including the meaning of human rights and social justice at the very

beginning and let that inform my methodology.

And then the addressing of inequities that says, everybody here is not getting

treated the same- What is the basis of discrimination within the context that you are

working? And then very importantly the notion of reciprocity- What do we give

back to communities when we do research with them? And this came home to me so

strongly with both the deaf community and indigenous communities who said, ‘It is
not that we are opposed to research; we are just opposed to research that comes in
and either just tells us one more time how terrible everything is for us, or tells us
that there is something wrong with us, or inaccurately portrays what is going on
with us, and then the researcher leaves and nothing gets better.” So here the

reciprocity is being seen as capacity building, leaving people better off as a result of

having participated in the research. Sometimes in the United States when we do

research we say, “Yes we are going to give something to the people who are
participants in our research; we are going to give them a coupon that they can take
to a bookstore, or we are going to give them a pizza, or we are going to give them
something, that would define this reciprocity.” But I think, we are looking at from a

transformative perspective, we don't want to just give them something material, but

something that they can actually have grown and understand better and are in a

position to continue to advocate for improvement in their own communities. And if

we are going to do that, we have to change the way we design our research, because

it has to include that.

So when we get to ontology, the nature of reality, for me this was a big struggle of
how to really understand it from a transformative perspective and here is how I
came down to understand it. I said we have lots of versions of reality out there. Just

as I said about the meaning of masculinity as an example, we have lots of versions of
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reality and what that means, but those versions of reality come from different places.
They come from positions of privilege or not privilege; they come from different
socio-economic statuses; they come from different racial-ethnic groups; they come
from immigrant refugee status; they come from disability and deafness. So trying to

understand where those different versions of reality come from is a part of the

research process. And the other part of it is looking at the consequences of accepting

one version of reality over another. Suppose you had a leader of your country who

says, “Yes, I am in the powerful position, and I can go in and I can grab women
because I am powerful.” That is a version of reality. But what are the consequences
of accepting that version of reality? The version of reality that says that is okay
versus a version of reality that says, “Women should be respected; there should be
mutual respect between men and women and not a domination and not behaviors

that are invasive of your privacy and your personal space and your rights.”

So looking at which version of reality is going to move us closer to social justice and

how we move towards the broader acceptance of that version of reality versus one

that is going to continue an oppressive status quo... . Hisako was just telling me about

how terrible it would be to ride a train in Japan as a woman. And not that it is
perfect now, but there has been improvement. And that was a cultural shift. That
was looking at a version of reality that said, “It is okay, you are in a train, I am a
man, I can grab you~ to saying, ‘No, that is not okay.” That is a version of reality
that is not okay, and we need a policy change and we need enforcement of that
policy. That is a cultural shift. How did that come about? And what other kind of
cultural shifts are needed? How do we move from beliefs that are present to beliefs

that are constructive and that move us towards more justice?

And epistemologically, how do we interact with the people in our studies? Like when

I was raised post-positivist, I was told, “Don’t you get involved with those people; you

should be objective; you should be neutral; you should not get close or involved

because you are going to be biased.” But my experience tells me something different.

If I work only from a distance, I could be operating for my own personal unexamined

biases that have never been challenged by the people that I am studying, and it is

not until you actually come into interaction and build relationship that your personal
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biases can become something that you are cognizant of. It is something that could be

challenged. In my case, many relationships with deaf people that I came to
understand their experiences and what needed to shift for them to have more access

in the broader society, more respect as a human being.

And so it is that ability to develop a trust because people are sharing things with you
that are personal and that might be painful. If we are going to really address these
difficult issues, they can be very painful. And why should people trust you with that
kind of information unless you have spent the time and you go back up to that

axiological assumption to learn their culture and learn the power dynamics within

that community and learn how to be respectful, and then you have the opportunity to

build trust. And so I would argue, yes you can go ahead and collect your quantitative
data, but you don’t really know how the people in the community are interpreting
your quantitative scales unless you have had that interactive process where the
assumptions you make are challenged and there is a cooperative effort to create daily
collection methods that are viewed as legitimate and valid by the people you are

collecting the data from.

So, methodologically where does that take us? I would say to a transformative lens

that we apply to the methodologies. It takes us to the need to have dialogue on

multiple levels with multiple constituencies in order to really be able to know how to

move forward. And in my experience, it leaves us to mixed methods.

3. LIV
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