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1   Why this supplement
Mixed methods is where many DBA candidates land, because the practical problems they study rarely respect the line between qualitative and quantitative. This supplement sets out what mixed methods is, where its paradigm sits, how the three core designs differ and, above all, how the strands are brought together, because integration is the difference between a genuine mixed methods study and two separate studies stapled into one document. It complements the qualitative supplements rather than replacing them. The qualitative strand here still needs the rigour those supplements describe. The explanatory sequential supplement treats that one design in greater depth.
2   What mixed methods is
Johnson, Onwuegbuzie and Turner (2007, p.123) define it as research that combines elements of qualitative and quantitative approaches, in viewpoints, data collection, analysis or inference, for the broad purposes of breadth, depth and corroboration. Three features matter. It combines both kinds of work. It integrates them at one or more points. Its purpose is a fuller understanding than either gives alone.
A simple intuition. Picture a road accident. The police measure the skid marks and record the numbers. That is the quantitative account, accurate and at scale. You then ask the person beside you what happened and they tell you the story. That is the qualitative account, full of meaning and context. Put the two together and you understand more than either gives on its own. That extra understanding is what mixed methods is for.
	Not simply doing both. Mixed methods is a distinct methodology, the third methodological movement, with its own philosophical foundations, designs and quality criteria. Collecting both kinds of data without bringing them together is not yet mixed methods research.


3   Where the paradigm sits
Mixing methods raises an obvious paradigm question, because the two strands carry different assumptions. The usual home is pragmatism, Alien G in the Seven Aliens, which judges methods by what answers the problem rather than by allegiance to a single epistemology. This is the same pragmatist logic that underpins the responsible gambling exemplar in the session, where life history work and outcome evaluation sit together because the problem needs both.
Pragmatism is not the only option. Some researchers adopt a dialectical stance, holding the paradigms in tension on purpose and treating the friction as a source of insight. Others work within a single paradigm and treat the other strand as subordinate. What you cannot do is leave the question unanswered. State your paradigm and let it justify why two strands belong in one study.
4   Justifying the combination and internal coherence
The justification for mixing is practical. Quantitative work reveals the patterns and qualitative work explains why they occur. The strength of one strand offsets the weakness of the other: context and depth against generalisability, measurement against transferability. Pragmatism licenses the move by focusing on what answers the question rather than on philosophical origins.
Internal coherence is the discipline that holds it together. Creswell and Plano Clark (2018) hold that the research questions should correspond directly to each strand of inquiry. Every purpose needs a question driving it and every question needs a method answering it. When objectives and questions drift apart the internal logic fractures and the design loses coherence.
	The coherence test. Read the chain for each strand: purpose, objective, question, method, finding. If a question has no method or a method answers no stated question, the misalignment will show. In a mixed methods study the chain runs once for the quantitative strand and once for the qualitative strand. The two must meet at integration.


5   The notation: priority and sequence
A small notation carries two decisions at once. Capitals mark the strand with priority, the one that drives the study. Lower case marks the supporting strand. An arrow shows sequence, one strand after the other. A plus sign shows concurrency, both at the same time. So QUAN then qual is quantitative led and sequential, while QUAN plus QUAL is two equal strands run together.
	Attribution for doctoral work. The capitalisation, the plus and the arrow originate with Morse (1991). Creswell then adopted and formalised the system, which is why his name is attached to it in practice. Attribute the notation to Morse (1991) as the originator and cite Creswell and Plano Clark (2018) for its formalisation and current usage. That shows you know the system did not start with Creswell even though his name is on it now.


One caution. A string such as QUAN qual QUAN qual is not one alternating design. It reads as two separate sequential designs. A genuinely repeating pattern describes a multiphase or iterative design, which Creswell treats separately and which is a more complex animal.


6   The three core designs
Creswell and Plano Clark (2018) set out three basic designs. Keeping them distinct matters, because they answer different questions and integrate at different points. Calling an explanatory study exploratory or the reverse is the mixed methods equivalent of method slurping.
	Design
	Notation
	What happens

	Explanatory sequential
	QUAN → qual
	Quantitative first, qualitative follows to explain the results, especially the surprising ones.

	Exploratory sequential
	QUAL → quan
	Qualitative first, used to build an instrument or model that the quantitative phase then tests.

	Convergent
	QUAN + QUAL
	Both strands run in parallel, analysed separately and merged at interpretation. Not sequential at all.



Choosing between them
The choice is driven by purpose, not preference. If you need to explain or follow up quantitative results, the design is explanatory sequential. If you need to develop and test an instrument or generalise qualitative findings, it is exploratory sequential. If you need to corroborate or build a fuller picture from both at once, it is convergent.
	The lineage to cite. The five purposes of mixing, triangulation, complementarity, development, initiation and expansion, come from Greene, Caracelli and Graham (1989). The design typology comes from Creswell and Plano Clark (2018). Priority and sequence trace to Morgan (1998) building on Morse (1991). Purpose picks the design, the design fixes the notation.



The connecting point: where each design integrates
The strands do not just sit together. They meet at a defined point and naming where is part of naming the design.
	Design
	Where it integrates

	Explanatory sequential
	After the numbers. The results decide who is followed up and what they are asked.

	Exploratory sequential
	Earlier, at the instrument. The qualitative work shapes the survey or model that is then tested.

	Convergent
	At interpretation. The two datasets are merged once both are analysed.



	The most common point of failure. A weak or arbitrary connecting decision breaks the logic that makes the design one study. A principled decision is evidenced in two ways. First, by showing exactly which results or concepts were carried across and why. Second, by showing how the two samples relate.


7   Sampling and connecting
The two samples are related and that relationship is deliberate. In an explanatory design the qualitative participants are usually a purposive subset of the quantitative sample, chosen on the basis of the results: the outliers to understand an extreme score, the typical cases to understand the central pattern or a subgroup whose numbers surprised you. The quantitative phase becomes the sampling frame for the qualitative phase. In an exploratory design the relationship runs the other way, as the qualitative work defines the constructs the larger quantitative sample then measures. In a convergent design the strands may draw on the same population at the same time.
Sample sizes follow each strand's own logic: powered for the quantitative phase, small and purposive for the qualitative phase where depth matters more than count. Decide the strategy before you see the results so the choice is principled rather than convenient.


8   Integration, the heart of it
A study earns the name mixed methods only if the strands are brought together. Fetters, Curry and Creswell (2013) describe integration at three levels. At the level of design, integration is the sequence itself. At the level of methods, it is connecting the sample and the questions. At the level of interpretation and reporting, the two sets of findings are woven into joint conclusions.
The joint display
The joint display is the practical tool. It is a table that places the quantitative result, the qualitative finding that explains it and your combined interpretation side by side, so a reader sees the explanation happen.
	Quantitative result
	Qualitative explanation
	Meta inference

	App uptake was far lower than forecast, at twelve percent.
	Staff said the app implied the problem was personal, not structural.
	Low uptake reflects a mismatch of framing, not of need. Redesign the message, not the app.

	Satisfaction scored high yet retention was poor.
	Interviews revealed satisfaction with colleagues, not with the role.
	The survey measured the wrong object. Retention turns on role, not workplace warmth.



Meta inferences
Meta inferences are the conclusions you can draw only because you had both strands. The survey alone may show that an outcome does not follow from its supposed cause. The interviews alone may surface a worry. Together they yield a conclusion neither reaches on its own. That is where mixed methods earns its keep.
	The test that reveals the failure. If your findings chapter could be split cleanly back into a quantitative half and a qualitative half with nothing lost, you have not really integrated and a reviewer will say so. The connecting point and the integration are not optional extras. They are what make it one study.


9   Quality and legitimation
Mixed methods is judged on each strand and on the join. Hold the quantitative phase to validity and reliability. Hold the qualitative phase to trustworthiness, as the qualitative supplements set out. Then add the standards specific to the mix: was this the right design for the question, was it carried out as designed and do the meta inferences follow from both strands rather than from one?
Legitimation, not just validity. Onwuegbuzie and Johnson (2006) name the threats unique to combining strands. They are about whether you can trust the combined inference, not each strand alone.
	Legitimation threat
	What it asks

	Sample integration
	Do the two samples connect soundly enough to be combined?

	Inside outside
	Is the insider account balanced against the outsider analytic stance?

	Weakness minimisation
	Does each strand offset the other's weakness rather than import both?

	Sequential
	Would running the phases in a different order have led elsewhere?

	Conversion
	Does turning data from one form into another, such as counting codes, mislead?

	Paradigmatic mixing
	Are the differing assumptions reconciled rather than ignored?

	Commensurability
	Can you switch between the two mindsets to reach one integrated inference?

	Political
	Will the audience accept the mixed findings as credible?


10   Strengths, challenges and the common pitfall
The designs are popular for good reasons. They give a fuller account than either strand alone. The sequential ones are intuitive to report. A lone doctoral researcher can run them phase by phase. The challenges are real too. Sequential designs run long, sometimes too long for a fixed registration period. Deciding what to follow up demands judgement that cannot be fully planned before the data arrive. And the researcher needs genuine competence in both strands, not strength in one and a token gesture at the other.
	The pitfall that sinks most attempts. Two studies stapled together. The quantitative phase is reported, then an apparently unrelated qualitative phase is reported and no joint interpretation connects them. Name your paradigm, justify the design, make the connecting decision in a principled way, integrate through a joint display and draw meta inferences. Do those five things and the study holds together as one piece of work.
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	A note on terminology. Keep explanatory sequential, QUAN then qual, distinct from exploratory sequential, QUAL then quan, where the qualitative phase comes first to build a model the quantitative phase then tests. The two are mirror images and are judged on different joins.
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