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Abstract

Purpose: This article discusses the use of mixed methods research in tourism. It provides the 
rationale for the use of mixed methods and discusses the context in which this was chosen and 
used. It outlines the major research philosophies, and their advantages and disadvantages, and 
discusses the systematic, sequential, step-by-step research processes that were employed. The 
article also analyses the potential usefulness of specific qualitative data collection techniques. 
Method: The context of the article was a study investigating what tourists associate with tour-
ism destination quality (henceforth referred to as the TDQ study). The article indicates the na-
ture of the phases of research in the TDQ study, beginning with the qualitative exploratory re-
search involved. It discusses how questions were designed, and the pre-testing and piloting of 
questions and research techniques. It provides details on the main qualitative and subsequent 
quantitative phases of the research. 
Findings: The article argues that an initial systematic qualitative phase of research can be 
used within an overall mixed methods approach to precede a quantitative phase with a success-
ful outcome in terms of robust and rigorous research findings. Additionally, the results of the 
pilot study data indicate the superiority of the in–depth interviews technique over focus group 
interviews and open-ended questionnaires in terms of the technique’s effectiveness, efficiency, 
and ability to generate in-depth, detailed and unique data. 
Research and conclusion limitation: The article discusses only one case study in detail. 
Practical implication: Although not intended to be prescriptive, this article could be used as 
a blueprint for those involved in research involving similar methodology.
Originality: This article advances knowledge of the effectiveness of mixed method method-
ologies and techniques in tourism studies. By providing a detailed account of a systematic se-
quential mixed method approach, the paper provides insights into and a potential blueprint for 
researchers interested in conducting such research. 
Type of paper: research methodology article.

Keywords: mixed methods, pragmatism, exploratory research, qualitative research, quantita-
tive research, systematic sequential research design, tourism destination quality.
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 Introduction

The use of mixed methods, although not new, is a fairly recent phenomenon 
in tourism research [Khoo-Lattimore, Mura, Yung 2019; Mason, Augustyn, 
Seakhoa-King 2010; Seakhoa-King, Augustyn, Mason 2021] and there have 
been relatively few articles employing mixed methods compared with the 
use of just one research philosophy, be it either quantitative or qualitative 
[Khoo-Latimore et al., 2019] Early research in tourism, going back to at 
least the 1960s, was largely quantitative [Mason 2017]. The starting point 
for such quantitative research was often government or company docu-
ments, and this approach was frequently supported by the primary research 
technique of the questionnaire survey, which usually sought generalisable 
results from a sample of respondents who provided mainly short answers, 
via closed–ended questions, that could be statistically analysed. 

Reaction against this quantitative approach in tourism research was ap-
pearing during the 1970s in the work of sociologists and anthropologists such 
as E. Cohen [1972] and G. Dann [1977] For such researchers, the use of in-
terviews and focus groups was relatively common [Lincoln, Guba 1985], as 
they were interested in views and opinions and these can best be expressed 
in depth and detail using the words of respondents themselves, rather than 
responses generated via the use of author–designed, closed–ended questions, 
such as those on a questionnaire, it was argued [Cresswell 2018; Mason 2014].

Although the paragraphs above refer briefly to the nature of the two 
predominant research traditions used in tourism research over the past fif-
ty years, a third approach was being applied during the last thirty years or 
so. This, mixed methods research, is less well known than either of the two 
other approaches, partly because it is relatively new [Teddlie, Tashakkori 
2009]. As it is less well known, it is defined below. A. Teddlie and A. Tashak-
kori, major authors discussing mixed methods, have indicated it presents an 
alternative to the quantitative and qualitative traditions by:

‘advocating the use of whatever methodological tools are required to answer 
the research questions under study’ [2009, p. 6]. 

In terms of research design, A. Tashakkori and A. Teddlie [2003] defined 
mixed methods research as where both quantitative and qualitative ap-
proaches are used in types of questions, research methods, data collection 
and analysis, while A. Tashakkori and J. Cresswell, [2007] also stressed the 
links between the two main research traditions, when defining mixed meth-
ods as research where the investigator collects and analyses, and integrates 
findings, using both qualitative and quantitative approaches. 

However, the use of mixed methods is frequently viewed as controversial 
[Teddlie, Tashakkori, 2009; Timans, Wouters, Heilbron 2019] and for some 
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researchers combining quantitative and qualitative design, data collection 
and analytical processes is regarded as inappropriate, as the underlying phi-
losophies are incompatible [Guba 1987; Smith, Heshusius 1986]. This issue of 
potential incompatibility is discussed later in this section, and in more detail 
in that following this one, which focuses on research philosophy. 

Nevertheless, it is appropriate here to indicate the thinking that took 
place in relation to the main context for this article, where mixed methods 
were used. Whilst questionnaires may be appropriate where pre–existing 
published work can be used to create questions for a new context, there is 
much that is still unknown, or little understood in the relatively new field 
of tourism studies. This means that the type of questions to be asked are 
not necessarily obvious, and there is little or no guidance from previous-
ly published work. In this context, question design may not be straightfor-
ward, and the use of a questionnaire survey is probably unsuitable. Hence, 
a quantitative approach is not necessarily viewed as appropriate. 

This was the context for the study discussed later in this article. The 
focus of this (the TDQ study) was tourism destination quality, a topic with 
some research already that had used the services marketing conceptualis-
ation of quality, but where there was a lack of research on tourists’ views on 
what tourism destination quality is. By definition, any research that investi-
gates new topics, is likely to be of an exploratory nature [Mason et al, 2010]. 
However, there appears to be little guidance on how to conduct exploratory 
research in the tourism field [Stebbins 2001]. 

This situation poses a significant dilemma for researchers who wish to push 
back the boundaries of tourism knowledge and yet conduct research that is valid, 
reliable and robust. The preference may be for quantitative techniques but cre-
ating questions for a new topic, with hardly any prior research, could be diffi-
cult. On the other hand, researchers are likely to be aware of the criticisms of 
qualitative techniques, as for examples interviews are criticised for lacking rigor 
and being not scientific and the results not being generalisable to the whole pop-
ulation [Timans et al., 2019; Cresswell 2018; Mason 2014]. As indicated briefly 
above, for many researchers there is potentially an even more important dilem-
ma: each of the two main research approaches, the quantitative and qualitative, 
has a different philosophy, as well as using different techniques. Hence for some, 
the two research philosophies are incompatible. So, a researcher who has only 
ever used quantitative techniques will not only have to learn about alternative 
techniques but may need to change their perspective on the nature of research 
itself, as well as the underlying principles that guide it. 

This article therefore discusses the rationale for the use of mixed meth-
ods. Although, this paper is largely concerned with practical steps to achieve 
mixed methods research, rather than focusing on the philosophical issues, 
the paper briefly outlines the major research philosophies, and their advan-
tages and disadvantages. 
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2. Research Philosophy

According to T. Eldabi, Z. Irani, R.J. Paul and P. E. Love [2002], research 
philosophies can be grouped into two general categories: positivism and in-
terpretivism, with each representing different, if not competing views on 
how to conduct research. As J. Phillimore and L. Goodson [2004] note, any 
research philosophy adopted in a study should fit the research problem that 
the researcher intends to investigate, implying researchers need to choose 
one or other research category. 

 The research philosophy of positivism, until fairly recently regarded as 
the dominant approach in tourism research [Khoo-Lattimore et al., 2019; 
Riley, Love 2000; Walle 1997], views reality as singular and independent of 
the researcher [Creswell 2018; Decrop 1999; Lincoln, Guba 1985]. It also 
regards reality as something which can be measured objectively, for exam-
ple, by using a quantitative research instrument [Teddlie, Tashakkori 2009; 
Davies 2003].

However, the research philosophy of interpretivism rejects the idea of 
a single objectively measurable reality, positing instead the existence of sub-
jective, multiple constructed realities [Cresswell 2018; Davies 2003; Lin-
coln, Guba 1985]. The individuals involved in the research situation here, 
including the researcher, those being investigated, and the reader or audi-
ence interpreting the research, are regarded as the creators of these reali-
ties [Creswell 2018]. Interpretivists contend that multiple realities can only 
be captured through the employment of less rigid data collection techniques 
than generally used in quantitative research [Cresswell, Plano Clark 2007; 
Bernard 2000]. 

The research philosophies of positivism and interpretivism also differ in 
their assumptions about the relationship between reality and the research-
er [Creswell 2018]. Interpretivism has its roots in ‘Verstehen’ or the em-
pathetic understanding tradition of Max Weber. Here, it is argued that to 
understand peoples’ behaviour, researchers need to put themselves in the 
place of the enquiry subjects [Jennings 2011]. Therefore, interpretivist re-
searchers try to minimise the distance between themselves and respondents 
[Creswell 2018]. So, the interpretivist tries to get inside the respondents’ 
minds and see the world from their view [Jennings 2011]. Interpretivists 
have been described as observers ‘from the inside’, the term used is ‘emic’ 
[Teddlie, Tashakkori 2009; Phillimore, Goodson 2004; Walle 1997]. Howev-
er, positivist researchers try to provide an independent, outsider’s account 
of the research process, known as an ‘etic’ approach [Teddlie, Tashakko-
ri 2009; Phillimore and Goodson 2004; Walle 1997] to ensure that the re-
searcher’s biases are excluded [Creswell 2018].

Although, the two research philosophies may seem incompatible, they 
are being increasingly combined in the social sciences, including in tourism 
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research [Timans et al., 2019; Mason et al., 2010; Seakhoa-King et al., 2021] 
and what makes it possible to use them together in one study, is the under-
lying philosophy of the majority of mixed methods research, that of prag-
matism [Teddlie. Tashakkori 2009]. Pragmatism has been defined as a re-
search approach that:

debunks concepts such as ‘truth’ and ‘reality’ and focuses instead on ‘what 
works’ as the truth regarding the concepts under investigation. Pragmatism 
rejects the either/or choices of the paradigm wars (and) advocates for the use 
of mixed methods in research [Tashakkori, Teddlie 2003, p. 713].

Despite mixed methods being a fairly new research approach, a number of 
different types can be identified. For example, J.W. Creswell and V. Plano 
Clark [2007] identified 12 different classification systems in mixed methods, 
drawn from several fields in the social sciences, including nursing, health, 
education and behavioural studies. J.W. Cresswell [2009, based on Cress-
well, Plano Clark, Gutman, Hanson 2003], suggested there are six types of 
mixed methods research. There are two major groupings in this sixfold ty-
pology, based on whether different research approaches are used sequential-
ly or concurrently [Cresswell 2009]. In relation to sequential research, one 
approach begins with qualitative research and is then followed by a quan-
titative phase, and this is termed sequential exploratory research by J.W. 
Cresswell [2009]. Research starting with a quantitative approach, followed 
by a qualitative phase is termed sequential explanatory research [Creswell 
2009]. The third type of sequential research uses a specific theoretical per-
spective from the beginning, which shapes the direction of the research, and 
the sequence of the two-phase research can begin with either a quantita-
tive or a qualitative approach and J.W. Creswell terms this sequential trans-
formative research. In terms of the second major grouping, Cresswell indi-
cates there is concurrent triangulation, where both qualitative and quanti-
tative data are collected concurrently. In this approach, the intention is to 
give equal weighting to each of the qualitative and quantitative approach-
es. However, in contrast, in the concurrent embedded approach, there is one 
predominant approach, and the secondary supporting approach (quantita-
tive or qualitative) is embedded within the main approach. Finally, in this 
six-fold typology, there is the transformative concurrent approach where the 
research is guided by the use of a specific theory in the collection of both 
quantitative and qualitative data, concurrently [Cresswell 2009] 

 However, the major purpose of this article is not to focus on the phil-
osophical issues of the different research paradigms, but instead to show 
‘what works’ [Tashakkori, Teddlie 2003] by indicating the practical steps 
of mixed methods research, through a discussion of the sequential stages of 
the TDQ study, and reasons for the methodological choices made. This in-
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volves discussion of the selection of the overall research approach, data col-
lection techniques, sampling procedures and analytical techniques. Never-
theless, it does not discuss the results in any detail [for an in–depth discus-
sion of these see Seakhoa–King et al., 2021].

 3. The TDQ Study: Systematic Sequential Mixed 
Methods Approach

This section of the article indicates the nature of the phases of research in 
the TDQ study, beginning with the exploratory research involved. It dis-
cusses how questions were designed, and the pre-testing and piloting of 
questions. It provides details on the main qualitative and subsequent quan-
titative phases of the research.

At the start of the research process for the TDQ study, two significant 
questions required answers. These were:
a) What type of research problem/issue was being investigated?
b) How should research be conducted once the nature of the research prob-

lem/issue had been clearly identified?
The response to Question (a) depended on whether this was a problem/

issue that had been previously well–researched or a new/relatively un–/un-
der researched one. Once Question (a) had been answered, then Question 
(b) could be. In relation to Question (a) a literature search indicated little 
was known about the issue of destination quality from the tourists’ perspec-
tive, this was a new topic and hence the research was regarded as explorato-
ry. As there was no known pre–existing literature on the issue, an attempt 
to gain insights into and a clearer understanding of it, would require results 
to be in depth and detail, it was decided. However, the intention of the re-
search was not to just gain depth and detail, which would almost certainly 
mean obtaining views from a relatively small number of tourists, but also to 
gain a broader understanding from a larger population of tourists. 

Therefore, in relation to Question (a) above, attempting to gain depth 
and detail concerning the issue, but also a wider understanding of it, had 
implications for the conduct of the research, specifically in terms of the na-
ture of the underlying philosophy and the data collection techniques to be 
used. It was clear from what was required, that two philosophical and prac-
tical approaches to conducting the research would be required, but also that 
they would need to be sequenced. Therefore, of particular importance, in 
terms of the practicalities of actually doing the research, a decision on how 
the two approaches would be sequenced was required. Figure 1 shows the 
questions in chronological order that were created once the two initial ques-
tions, (a) and (b) above, were answered. This article discusses responses to 
Questions 1–14, as these are the key methodology questions. 
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Figure 1. Sequential research questions in the TDQ study

Source: based on Seakhoa-King et al. [2021].

 1) What research philosophy should be used in the first phase of research?
 2) Which research techniques should be used in the first phase of research?
 3) What specific questions should be asked in the first phase of research?
 4) How should pre-testing take place in the first phase of research?
 5) How should a pilot study be created and used in the first phase of research?
 6) How should the results of the pilot study be used to help design the main 

research instrument in the first phase of research?
 7) How should the research in the first phase be conducted?
 8) How should results of the first phase of research be used in the second 

stage?
 9) Which research philosophy should be used in the second phase?
10) Which research techniques should be used in the second phase?
11) What specific questions should be asked in the second phase?
12) How should a pilot study be created and used in the second phase?
13) How should the second stage research be conducted?
14) How should the results from the second stage be analysed?
15) What were the overall findings of Phase 1 and Phase 2?
16) What conclusions could be drawn from the findings?
17) What recommendations (if any) could be made, based on the findings?

In relation to Question 1 in Fig. 1, what research philosophy would be 
appropriate for use in the first phase, a literature search had indicated little 
was known about the issue of what tourism destination quality is from the 
tourists’ perspective, and hence the research was regarded as exploratory 
[Stebbins 2001; Cresswell 2009]. As far as was known there was no pre–ex-
isting literature on the topic, so any attempt to gain insights into this unex-
plored issue, would require results to be in depth and detail, it was decided. 
However, the intention of the research was not to just gain depth and detail, 
which would almost certainly mean obtaining views from a relatively small 
number of tourists, but also to gain a broader understanding from a larg-
er population of respondents. Attempting to gain depth and detail, but also 
a wider understanding of the issue, had implications for the conduct of the 
research in terms of the nature of the underlying philosophy and the data 
collection techniques to be used [Teddlie, Tashakkori 2009]. However, once 
it was clear that two approaches to conducting the research would be re-
quired, of particular importance, in terms of the practicalities of actually 
doing the research, was deciding how it would be the sequenced. 

The choice of the research philosophy in the first phase of research was 
primarily guided by the nature of the problem to be researched [Mason et al 
2010]. Given that the detailed and in–depth views of tourists were required 
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for the initial part of the research, the philosophy of interpretivism was re-
garded as appropriate and this underpinned the first phase. 

To briefly outline the meaning of later questions (Questions 9–17) in 
Fig. 1, having conducted the research in response to Questions 3–8, the sec-
ond phase of the research could then begin with an answer to Question 9, 
and proceed through, in sequence, up to Question 14, prior to a considera-
tion of the entire research process in terms of overall analysis, conclusions 
and recommendations (if required) (see Questions 15 to 17 in Fig. 1). 

4. The TDQ Study: Designing the Qualitative 
Phase of Research

The design of the qualitative phase of the TDQ studies followed several 
stages, which are discussed sequentially in sections 4.1–4.6. 

4.1. Selecting Qualitative Data Gathering Techniques

In response to Question 2 in Fig.1, in terms of how this initial phase should 
be conducted, with exploratory studies much literature suggests that the 
qualitative research approach is appropriate [see e.g. Patton 1990; Sekaran, 
Bougie 2016]. Hence, qualitative methods were regarded as most suitable 
in this initial phase, and it was considered appropriate to use qualitative 
techniques to capture individual tourists’ views on their understanding of 
tourism destination quality [Maykut, Morehouse 1994; Patton 2014]. Once 
Question 2 in Fig. 1 had been answered, then it was possible to consider sub-
sequent questions (Questions 3–8 in Figure 1) and how responses would be 
achieved. 

However, to return to the first stage of the planned research, it is ac-
cepted that qualitative research can have flexible research design, where re-
searchers have freedom to experiment, before establishing the most appro-
priate technique(s) for the study [Bernard 2000]. Therefore, in an attempt 
to answer Question 2 in Fig. 1, it was necessary to ascertain which tech-
niques would be most appropriate. As a starting point, previous explorato-
ry studies [Minjoon, Peterson, Zsidisin 1998; Echtner, Ritchie 1991; 1993] 
were reviewed, leading to the identification of three possibilities: an open–
ended questionnaire, an in–depth interview, and a focus group interview. 
These three techniques are also recommended by several other researchers 
[Finn, Elliott-White, Walton 2000, Frankfort-Nachmias, Nachmias 2008; 
Krueger 1994] in this type of context and each is discussed briefly below.

An open–ended questionnaire is a technique where respondents are re-
quired to answer questions in their own words, rather than in pre–deter-
mined categories [Finn et al. 2000; Frankfort-Nachmias, Nachmias 2008]. 
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An advantage of an open–ended questionnaire is that respondents can be 
asked to complete it themselves, unaided by a researcher [Frankfort-Nach-
mias, Nachmias 2008], which can eliminate researcher biases to which oth-
er qualitative data gathering techniques can be prone [Berg 1995]. Howev-
er, a disadvantage is that open–ended questionnaires may be very time–con-
suming to complete [Frankfort–Nachmias, Nachmias 2008].

A focus group is a planned group discussion intended to obtain partic-
ipants’ views on a topic [Krueger 1994]. The participants for focus groups 
are selected on the basis that they share certain characteristics relevant to 
the research issue but have not previously been in contact [Bernard 2000; 
Krueger 1994]. Full agreement on the size of a focus group is lacking, but 
somewhere between 6 and 12 is usually considered appropriate [Marshall, 
Rossman 2014; Sekaran, Bougie 2016]. However, focus groups consisting of 
fewer than five and larger than twelve participants are frequently reported 
in literature [Marshall, Rossman 2014].

The advantages associated with the technique, are that it is able to gen-
erate a good deal of information, particularly when participants ‘spark each 
other off’ [Berg 1995; Morgan 2006], and its relatively flexible nature pro-
vides the freedom to explore unanticipated issues that may arise [Krueger 
1994]. Furthermore, as there are more participants in focus groups than in 
much qualitative research, this can overcome issues of small sample size, as 
well as save time [Morgan 2006]. 

However, a major weakness of this technique is that it can be prone to 
bias, particularly if researchers lead participants to say what they think the 
researcher wants to hear [Kruger 1994; Morgan 2006]. This technique can 
create false consensus wherein participants with strong personalities and /
or similar views may dominate the discussion, while others may remain si-
lent [Kruger 1994]. A researcher will have less control when gathering data, 
than in the context of an interview, meaning focus groups can be time–wast-
ing, as irrelevant issues are discussed [Morgan 2006].

There are various definitions of the in–depth–interview. However, N. 
Lincoln and E. Guba [1985] indicate that it is a purposeful conversation, 
and R. Bodgan and S. Biklen [1982] concur, adding it usually between two 
people. The term ‘in–depth’ here means to go into detail and to get more 
understanding of a topic [Wengraf 2001]. This technique can maximise the 
amount and variety of information obtainable from each interviewee [Wen-
graf 2001]. It also has the advantage that trust can be built, making it pos-
sible to gain information that would not be obtained otherwise [Adams, 
Schvaneveldt 1991]. 

A major disadvantage is that the technique can be time consuming [Jen-
nings 2011; Wengraf 2001]. Bias, arising from the verbal and non–verbal ac-
tions and reactions of the interviewer can also be a problem [Frankfort-Na-
chmias, Nachmias 2008; Jordan, Gibson 2004]. 
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The next section outlines the process of constructing each of the three 
data collection techniques adopted in the first phase of the research process. 

 
4.2. Designing Qualitative Data Gathering Techniques

The process of designing the data collection techniques commenced with 
the formulation of questions (see Question 3 in Fig. 1). This is crucial, as 
the nature and quality of the questions have significant effects on the over-
all research findings, and the relevance of information collected depends on 
the questions [Belson 1986; Foddy 1993]. As there is a risk that questions 
containing errors can be incorporated in data collection instruments [de 
Vaus 2013], preventative measures to reduce risk were incorporated in the 
design. Literature provides strategies for reducing the risk of formulating 
questions with errors [e.g. Foddy 1993; Sudman, Bradburn 1982] and these 
consisted of five steps. 
• Step one: determine precisely what information is needed. A major 

source of what information is required is the research question/re-
search aim (s) [Foddy 1993; Sudman, Bradburn 1982] and reading and 
re–reading this was the approach used in the TDQ study. 

• Step two: decide on questioning strategy. Generally, the choices are 
whether to use open–ended or closed–ended questions, or possibly both 
[Oppenheim 1992]. As open–ended questions are more suited for quali-
tative studies [Patton 2014], this strategy was selected. However, it was 
decided that some questions in this first phase would be closed–ended, 
to identify the socio–economic and travel characteristics of respondents 
[Frankfort-Nachmias, Nachmias 2008].

• Step three: formulate suitable questions. The questions formulation 
process resulted in
a) five open–ended questions concerned with tourism destination 

quality, and 
b) six closed–ended questions, plus two open–ended questions, con-

cerned with socio–economic and travel characteristics.
• Steps four and five: pre–tests, revising and confirming the questions. 

Generally, it is suggested questions should be pre–tested [Foddy 1993], 
to detect any errors [Foddy 1993; Zikmund, Carr, Griffin 2013]. To ena-
ble ‘pre–testing’ of the questions, a questionnaire divided into Sections 
A and B was developed, where Section A consisted of the five open–end-
ed questions concerned with tourism destination quality, and Section 
B comprised six closed questions and the two open–ended questions to 
gather respondents’ profile. 
Pre-testing of questions (see Question 4 in Fig. 1) is usually conducted 

with small numbers of respondents drawn from the target population [Foddy 
1993; Belson 1986; Zikmund et al 2013]. However, in the TDQ study, a pre-
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liminary step was added that involved pre-testing using students from the re-
searchers’ University Business School. This led to the elimination of some mi-
nor errors prior to the main pre-test of questions conducted with a sample of 
tourists at a UK shopping mall and twenty questionnaires were distributed. 
Each questionnaire was completed in the presence of the researcher, with re-
spondents being encouraged to comment on the quality of questions, to help 
make improvements [see Belson 1986]. Based on the respondents’ comments, 
changes were made to the wording of some questions in Section A, resulting 
in six open–ended questions. The six closed–ended questions and two open–
ended questions in Section B did not require any changes. 

The second stage in the designing of the techniques involved the con-
struction and pre–testing of each of the three techniques. Using the ques-
tions trialled in the pre–test, first the open–ended questionnaire was de-
veloped, following guidelines particularly from A.N. Oppenheim (1992] and 
A.J. Veal [2011]. The resulting questionnaire consisted of Section A, made 
up of six open–ended questions concerned with destination quality, and Sec-
tion B comprised six closed–ended questions and two open–ended questions 
concerned with the respondent’s profile.

Regarding the in–depth interviews and the focus group interviews, it 
was decided to use the same questions as used in the open–ended ques-
tionnaire to enable comparisons to be made, and separate pre–tests were 
conducted for each technique, using five respondents, and no problems 
emerged.

Pre–testing of the focus group interview was conducted with eight Uni-
versity Business School students who had had no previous involvement in 
the research. The problems that occurred were respondents often spoke to 
two or three people at the same time, which created a problem when tran-
scribing, and some respondents spoke quietly, so could not be heard well. 
Improvements were then made for the planned pilot study. 

4.3. Piloting Qualitative Research Techniques

It was difficult to anticipate whether the three techniques would work in 
the TDQ study, and as D.G. Miller [1991] noted, techniques of data collec-
tion are useful if (and only if) they are appropriate within the context of the 
study in which they are employed. As a result, it was decided to conduct 
a pilot study, to try out the suitability of each. For this to be meaningful, cri-
teria for assessing the suitability of each collection techniques were estab-
lished in advance [see Mason et al., 2010; Patton 2014; Seakhoa-King et al., 
2021]. These criteria were: (1) effectiveness, (2) efficiency, (3) depth and de-
tail, and (4) the uniqueness of data generated.

Effectiveness of data collection techniques was assessed in terms of the 
technique’s ability to generate required data, while efficiency was assessed 
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in terms of the amount of data each technique could generate per respond-
ent [Patton 2014; Seakhoa-King et al., 2021]. Regarding depth and detail, 
each technique was assessed in terms of the meaningfulness of data [Patton 
2014]. Uniqueness of the data was assessed in terms of the ability of a tech-
nique to generate information no other technique generated [Patton 2014; 
Seakhoa-King et al 2021]. 

A detailed plan of the pilot phase of the TDQ study was created (see 
Question 5 in Fig.1) with the intention of involving a relatively large num-
ber and variety of participants, spread across several different locations. 
This sample was intended to gain a deep and detailed understanding of 
tourists’ understanding of destination quality and the type of sampling used 
was purposive [Mason 2014; Patton 2014]. This means that the selection of 
subjects ensured that ‘information rich’ [Patton 2014] individuals were in-
cluded – i.e. those with the potential to provide the greatest insights into the 
research questions [Devers, Frankel 2000]. 

‘Information rich’ subjects are usually identified against criteria rele-
vant to the study, pre–determined by the researcher [Patton 2014]. As tour-
ists from different backgrounds could have different views on destination 
quality, respondents from diverse demographic origins were to be included. 
As a result, socio–demographic and travel characteristics were the pre–de-
termined criteria for selecting respondents. Data was then collected in loca-
tions in England and South Africa, as part of a strategy of triangulation of 
locations of data collection [Decrop 1999]. This was intended to ensure that 
potential differences in views, based on different locations, were captured. 
The places were chosen by means of convenience sampling [Henry 1990], 
but in the case of South Africa, one of the team of researchers was co–inci-
dentally visiting the country. 

There were some issues in relation to the piloting of each technique. In 
terms of the open–ended questionnaire, not all respondents understood the 
questions concerned with destination quality and the questionnaire was im-
proved and four new open–ended questions created and then pre–tested at 
a UK shopping centre, before being successfully piloted at Stansted Airport 
with a sample of 40 respondents completing the questionnaire. 

The piloting of the in–depth interviews was conducted after the com-
pletion of the open–ended questionnaires, using convenience sampling. This 
sequence enabled the questions developed previously to be used for the in–
depth interviews [Patton 2014]. The same location was used for the piloting 
of the open–ended questionnaire. The major issues in this case were related 
to recording techniques. Initially, manual written recording was conducted, 
but this took too long, and subsequently an electronic recorder was used, but 
some respondents were not happy with this. Additionally, interviewing in pub-
lic spaces led to problems, as this setting was uncomfortable for some partic-
ipants. In terms of the piloting of the focus group, no major issues occurred.
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The data gathered in the pilot study of all three techniques was analysed 
using the constant comparison technique developed by B. Glaser and A.L. 
Strauss [1967]. Constant comparison is a process whereby data is coded into 
emerging themes and then repeatedly revised until it is apparent that no new 
themes are emerging, and the themes are then categorised (this process is 
discussed in more detail in section 4.6). The analysis of pilot study data ena-
bled the assessment of the suitability of each three data gathering techniques.

4.4. Learning from Qualitative Pilot Study Results

A total of 92 respondents, spread over the three techniques, were involved in 
the pilot and there was a wide range of characteristics. There was an almost 
equal proportion of male and female respondents, all ages from 18 to 55+ were 
well represented, a range of different income levels from low to high took part, 
education of respondents ranged from just post–primary up to postgraduate 
levels, and just under a half of the sample had travelled with children. 

The suitability of each technique was assessed based on the four criteria 
discussed in Section 4.3: (1) effectiveness, (2) efficiency, (3) depth and detail, 
and (4) the uniqueness of data generated. While the data generated by each 
data collection technique was evaluated separately, the results of the pilot 
study conducted in various places have been combined, since there were no 
significant differences in the results from different data gathering locations.

The effectiveness of each data collection technique was assessed in 
terms of whether it could generate the type of data that was required. The 
amount of relevant data was measured in terms of the number of units of 
meaning [Maykut, Morehouse 2002]. The results indicated each data collec-
tion technique produced some relevant data. However, the largest amount, 
104 units of meaning, was obtained from in–depth interview data, whilst 
the focus group produced 10 units of meaning and the open–ended question-
naire 56. The results indicate that the in–depth interview technique was the 
most effective technique employed.

The efficiency of the techniques was assessed in terms of the amount of 
data that each technique could generate, divided by the number of respond-
ents involved with each. The in–depth interview technique generated an 
average of 9.45 (104/11) units of meaning per respondent, while the focus 
group interviews generated only 1.10 (11/10) units of meaning per respond-
ent and the open–ended questionnaires produced just 0.79 (56/71) units of 
meaning per respondent. Therefore, the in–depth interview technique was 
the most efficient technique employed.

The depth and detail of the data generated by each technique was as-
sessed in terms of the meaningfulness of data. The results of the pilot study 
indicated that in-depth interviews generate more in-depth and detailed data 
than focus group interviews and open-ended questionnaires. 
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The uniqueness of the data generated was assessed in terms of the abil-
ity of each technique to generate data that no other had generated. A com-
parison of the units of meaning generated by each technique indicated that 
the in–depth interviews were the source of most unique data. 

A summary of the results of the evaluation of the pilot study data is 
presented in Table 1, and this indicates the superiority of the in–depth in-
terview, which can be attributed to some of the strengths inherent in this 
technique. In particular this relates to the use of probes that can be used 
to get explanation of answers from interviewees [Bernard 2000], which is 
not possible with the open–ended questionnaire technique. Also, probes can 
mean respondents add depth and detail to answers [Mason et al 2010; Pat-
ton 2014] and can be used to raise related points, thereby improving the 
overall efficiency and effectiveness of this technique.

Source: [Seakhoa-King et al 2021].

Table 1. Comparison of the Usefulness of Data Collection Techniques in the TDQ Pilot Study

Techniques
Criteria for Assessing the Data Collection Techniques*

Effectiveness Depth and Detail Efficiency Uniqueness

In–depth Interview    

Focus group  

Open–ended questionnaires 

Pilot study data was also used to evaluate the potential usefulness of 
the open–ended questions designed for the qualitative phase of the TDQ 
study. Each of the open–ended questions was analysed in terms of the to-
tal number of units of meaning per question to determine the most suitable 
questions to be used in the planned exploratory study. Two questions that 
generated the highest number of units of meaning: ‘In your own opinion, 
what are the characteristics of a quality tourism destination?’ and ‘In your 
own opinion, what makes a quality tourism destination?’ were selected to be 
used in the first phase of the qualitative exploratory TDQ study.

The pilot study had several implications for the design of the planned 
qualitative phase. In relation to the site for conducting the study, the pilot 
study revealed that the site of data collection, had little, if any, impact on 
the results. Hence, collecting data at multi–sites would not be necessary. It 
also indicated that the site chosen should be a place frequented by a wide 
spectrum of tourists, in terms of e.g. ethnicity, gender and age group back-
grounds, but also where there were no distracted e.g. shopping. 

Concerning the choice of data collection techniques, the in–depth inter-
view was found to be the most appropriate technique in the pilot study, and 
it was decided that this would be employed for the main qualitative phase 
of the TDQ study. 
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Regarding the choice of questions to be used, the questions: ‘In your own 
opinion, what are the characteristics of a quality tourism destination?’, and 
‘In your own opinion, what makes a quality tourism destination?’ showed 
the most potential to generate the data required. 

 As for the research strategy for recording responses to be used, the pilot 
revealed that each recording technique had advantages and disadvantages. 
The implications for the exploratory study were that both techniques could 
be employed, to make use of the advantages of each. This meant the inter-
views would be recorded and notes would also be taken. 

4.5. Designing Sampling and Interviewing Procedures for the Qual-
itative Research 

Given the results of the pilot study, it was decided that the in–depth inter-
views would be conducted between July and August at Trafalgar Square, in 
London, an attraction visited by a wide spectrum of tourists and where ac-
tivities were not likely to discourage tourists from participating. 

The sampling frame was composed of tourists who were present at Tra-
falgar Square during the period of data collection. Although sample sizes of 
between 15 to 40 have been proposed as adequate [de Ruyter, Scholl 1998], 
consensus on the number of interviews in qualitative research is yet to be 
reached. A strategy for determining an appropriate sample size, suggested 
by B. Glaser and A.L. Strauss [1967], known as theoretical sampling, was 
employed. The researcher continued interviewing until a point of ‘satura-
tion’ was attained, i.e. when no new information was being obtained [Gla-
ser, Strauss 1967], which in the TDQ study was when 41 interviews had 
been conducted.

 The procedures for selecting respondents for the qualitative explorato-
ry phase of the TDQ study, and for interviewing, were similar to those used 
in the pilot study. The formal interviewing process began with the research-
er asking the question: ‘In your own opinion, what are the characteristics 
of a quality tourism destination?’. Once the discussion was underway, the 
researcher relied mainly on the use of probes to stimulate further discus-
sion and asked the remaining questions. Interviews were completed with 
the question ‘Are there any other points you can think of?’ [Bernard 2000; 
Ryan 2000]. All interviews were electronically recorded.

 
4.6. Selecting Techniques for Analysing the Qualitative Research 

Results

Given the exploratory nature of the research, the approach to analysing the 
qualitative data was to ‘let the data speak for itself’ [Jordan and Gibson 
2004], which means results are grounded in the data. Since the constant 
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comparison method [Glaser, Strauss 1967] that had been used in the pilot 
study proved to be suitable, it was employed to analyse the TDQ study’s 
in-depth interview data. There were five major steps involved in analysing 
data using the constant comparison method [Maykut, Morehouse 1994].

Step one: preparing the interview data for analysis. The in–depth in-
terviews were transcribed, and the transcripts labelled. After labelling, the 
transcripts were photocopied and the original transcripts stored for safe-
keeping, to ensure the original material was not lost. Photocopies of the 
transcripts were then used in subsequent stages of data analysis.

Step two: unitising the interview data. The next step was to unitise the 
data [Maykut, Morehouse 1994]. This is the process of searching for mean-
ing through identifying ‘…chunks or units of meaning in the data’ [Maykut, 
Morehouse 1994, p. 127]. In the initial stages, small units of meaning were 
identified, and these would then form the ‘…basis for defining larger cate-
gories of meaning’ [Maykut, Morehouse 1994, p. 127]. This led to a total of 
175 unitised index cards.

Step three: developing and assigning units of meaning to provisional 
categories. All 175 unitised index cards were pasted to a wall. The first high-
er–level category was developed in vivo (i.e. from the data itself) by random-
ly selecting a unitised index card and by assigning a name to the category 
that conveyed a wider sense of the unit of meaning presented on the uni-
tised index card. The name of the category was written on a blank catego-
ry index card. The unitised index card was placed under the category index 
card. If subsequent index cards did not fit the existing higher–level catego-
ry, a new one was created. This process continued until all 175 index cards 
had been checked. 

Step four: transforming the units of meaning to attributes. An index 
card consisting of a unit of meaning belonging to a specific category was se-
lected. Using wording as close as possible to that in the unit of meaning, the 
first attribute of tourism destination quality for that particular category 
was created. To develop a second attribute, a second unit of meaning from 
the same category as the first unit of meaning, was selected to formulate the 
second attribute, and entered under the category where it belonged. This 
process was repeated until all the index cards falling within a given catego-
ry had been exhausted, before moving on to the next category. This process 
then resulted in an initial list of attributes that were then allocated to re-
spective categories (dimensions) of tourism destination quality.

Step five: refining the categories and attributes. Two tourism academ-
ics, not connected to the study, were asked to: (a) critique the categories 
and attributes developed, and (b) suggest the categories or attributes which 
could be further merged to try to eliminate duplicates [Echtner, Ritchie 
1993]. Involving researchers to critique, comment or make suggestions dur-
ing qualitative data analysis, is a widely employed strategy [e.g. Echtner, 



25MIXED METHODS RESEARCH IN TOURISM...

Ritchie 1993] to bring external scrutiny to the process, thus enhancing the 
validity of the outcomes [Perreault, Leigh 1989; Sinkovics, Penz, Ghauri 
2005]. 

 Subsequently, on the basis of the two experts’ comments, some catego-
ries and attributes were merged and then a revised list of the categories and 
attributes of tourism destination quality was produced. The revised list of 
attributes was shown to experts again for comment. This process was then 
repeated. At each stage of this process, the researcher discussed with the ex-
perts the changes they were recommending. The final result was a list of 75 
attributes, linked to 12 dimensions of destination quality, which were then 
used to inform the second (quantitative) stage of the TDQ study (see Ques-
tion 9 in Fig.1).

5. The TDQ Study: Designing the Quantitative 
Phase of the Research

 The use of quantitative research in the second phase of the TDQ study pro-
vided an opportunity for findings from the qualitative phase to be assessed, 
using a larger, more representative sample of the population of tourists. 
Also, a quantitative approach would enable an assessment of whether there 
were any significant differences in responses among tourists, based on their 
socio–economic and travel characteristics. Therefore, a quantitative survey 
research approach was adopted (see Question 10 in Fig.1), which involved 
collecting data about respondents’ characteristics, experiences, and opin-
ions [Frankfort-Nachmias, Nachmias 2008].

 A self–administered (or self–completion) questionnaire technique [Ber-
nard 2000] was employed in this phase (see Question 10 in Fig.1), as this 
type of questionnaire has certain strengths in that respondents give an-
swers without the help of a researcher [Frankfort-Nachmias, Nachmias 
2008]. This has the advantage of reducing the researcher’s bias [Oppen-
heim 1992]. In addition, this technique is regarded as appropriate where 
a researcher intends to ask a relatively large number of questions [Bernard 
2000], which was the case in this phase of the TDQ study. In addition, with 
this technique, the researcher can use questions that are difficult to ask us-
ing other methods [Bernard 2000]. For example, spoken questions involving 
a list of response categories, e.g. such as a Likert scale, can be difficult for 
respondents to follow (Bernard 2000). However, disadvantages associated 
with this technique include misinterpretation of questions by respondents 
[Oppenheim 1992]. The commonly used strategy for identifying and recti-
fying questions that could be misinterpreted, involves subjecting the ques-
tionnaire to pilot testing [de Vaus 2013]. Hence, this strategy was employed 
in the TDQ study. 
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 5.1. Designing the Quantitative Self–administered Questionnaire 

The design of the quantitative self–administered questionnaire followed 
a systematic process involving four steps [de Vaus 2013]. 

 Step one: development of questions. Tourists’ opinions provided and 
analysed in the qualitative phase of the TDQ study were used to devel-
op questions for the self–administered questionnaire (see Question 11 in 
Fig. 1). Specifically, each of the 75 attributes identified in the qualitative 
phase was converted into a scale item, which is a statement designed to 
allow respondents to give their opinion [Oppenheim 1992; de Vaus 2013]. 
The intention was to enable respondents to provide their opinion on each 
attribute and this required a measurement scale. The most widely scales 
used are the Likert, Guttman and Thurstone Scales [Judd, Smith, Kid-
der 1991]. In the TDQ study, it was decided to adopt the Likert–scale as 
this is considered to be more reliable than others, respondents find it eas-
ier to use than the Guttman and Thurstone Scales [Judd et al.1991], and 
it can be used to measure multi–dimensional constructs (such as quality), 
unlike Guttman and Thurstone scales [Judd et al., 1991]. A seven–point 
Likert–type rating scale was employed, as this is considered to facilitate 
better discrimination of responses than other interval scales [Ryan 1995]. 
The scale used intervals ranging from 1=Strongly Disagree to 7=Strongly 
Agree, although no labels were used for the numbers between 1 and 7. In 
line with a number of researchers [e.g. Moser, Kalton 1975; Ryan 1995], 
an option of ‘No Opinion’, denoted by a zero (0), was also provided for re-
spondents that did not have an opinion. 

 Step two: draft design of the self–administered questionnaire. A draft 
version of the questionnaire, comprising Sections A and B, was then devel-
oped. Section A contained 75 scale items based on the findings of the qual-
itative phase, and respondent opinions were to be provided on the seven–
point Likert scale. Section B comprised questions concerned with respond-
ents’ demographic and socio–economic profile.

Step three: pilot test of the self–administered questionnaire. The draft 
version of the questionnaire was piloted at Stansted Airport (see Question 
12 in Fig.1) mainly because this was a lengthy, self–administered question-
naires, which could be prone to a low response rate. Hence, the site of an 
airport was selected to ensure it was suitable for a relatively long question-
naire. An airport was also considered as appropriate, as it offered a poten-
tial pool of ‘captive’ respondents [Echtner, Ritchie 1993] with time to com-
plete the questionnaire. 

The pilot study was conducted in the lounge areas of the main terminal 
buildings of Stansted Airport, and respondents were informed that it was 
a pilot test [de Vaus 2013]. Declaring the pilot test had been used success-
fully at the qualitative phase, so was repeated here. 
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Examination of the completed piloted version of the questionnaire, 
revealed areas requiring further improvement, specifically relating to re-
spondents giving many high scores (six or seven on the scale) to questions 
in Section A. This is termed ‘acquiescence bias’ and is not uncommon. An-
other area of improvement was related to font size, which some respondents 
felt was too small to read. It was therefore decided to conduct a second pi-
lot test in an attempt to rectify these problems. As ‘acquiescence bias’ can 
be caused by the sequencing of questions [Frankfort-Nachmias, Nachmias 
2008], those in Section A were revised, resulting in random question pres-
entation, in an attempt to reduce this bias.

The second stage of the pilot test was intended to be a complete simu-
lation of the actual main fieldwork and was therefore undeclared [de Vaus 
2013]. In total, 50 questionnaires were distributed to tourists at Luton Air-
port and 50 questionnaires at Stansted Airports and all questionnaires were 
returned, completed.

The data from the pilot test was analysed using the Statistical Package 
for the Social Sciences (SPSS) for Windows, which provided an opportunity 
to create a plan for data analysis, i.e. to devise a coding scheme and make de-
cisions on data analysis techniques ahead of the main fieldwork of the quan-
titative phase [see Saunders et al., 2009].

 Step four: final design of the self–administered questionnaire. Modifi-
cations in earlier stages of the pilot study showed that there were no longer 
problems with the questionnaire, which meant that it could be employed in 
the main quantitative phase of the TDQ study.

5.2. Designing Sampling Procedures for the Quantitative Research

As with the pilot study, Luton and Stansted Airports were selected as sites 
for data collection in the quantitative phase of the TDQ study due to the 
length of the questionnaire (see Question 13 in Fig.1). Of significance also 
was that an airport offered a ‘neutral’ location – it was not an actual tour-
ism destination, thereby avoided contextualising the study. Before collect-
ing data, the researcher contacted the management of both airports in writ-
ing, seeking and gaining permission to conduct the research.

The population for the quantitative phase of the TDQ study was tour-
ists selected by convenience sampling [Patton 2014], involving people at the 
airports at the time the study was conducted. Data collection was between 9 
am and 4 pm (Monday–Sunday) for a period of one week. 

 In terms of sample size, studies of this type usually restrict themselves 
to no more than 200 respondents, but this brings into question the reliabil-
ity and the validity of results [Kozak 2000]. Literature indicates a positive 
relationship between the number of scale items and the sample size, sug-
gesting a ratio of at least 1:4 [Tinsley, Tinsley 1987] or more acceptably 1:10 
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[Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson 2014; Nunnally 1967]. Given that there were 
75 scale items in the questionnaire, the target sample was 750 question-
naires i.e. ten times the number of scale items.

5.3.  Selecting Techniques for Analysing the Quantitative Research 
Results

Descriptive data analytical techniques using SPSS for Windows were em-
ployed to indicate which attributes and dimensions tourists most strongly 
associated with tourism destination quality (see Question 14 in Fig.1). The 
most commonly used descriptive statistics, mean and standard deviation 
scores [Cooper, Schindler 2018; Sekaran, Bougie 2016], were calculated for 
each attribute and dimension, and they were then ranked in a descending or-
der, based on mean scores values. The mean score values were interpreted as 
follows: the lower the mean score, the less tourists were considered to asso-
ciate that particular attribute, or dimension, with destination quality, whilst 
the higher the mean score, the greater the extent to which tourists were con-
sidered to associate the attribute, or dimension with destination quality.

Statistical data analytical techniques for comparing groups were em-
ployed to investigate a number of hypotheses that had been established to 
investigate relationships between dependent and independent variables. 
Here, the dependent variable was what tourists associated with tourism 
destination quality (represented by the twelve dimensions), while the inde-
pendent variables were the tourist demographic factors such as age, gender 
and education level.

The main goal for investigating these hypotheses was to establish 
whether there were any significant differences in tourists’ responses based 
on their socio–economic and travel characteristics. Two types of statistical 
data analytical techniques for comparing groups were used. They were: (a) 
tests to establish whether groups were significantly different, and (b) tests 
to ascertain the strength of association between the dependent and inde-
pendent variable. 

 Both major types of statistical tests, namely parametric and non–para-
metric tests were used [Zikmund, et al., 2013]. Parametric tests are regard-
ed as more powerful than non–parametric tests [Tabachnick, Fidell 2007] 
as they are more sensitive in detecting a relationship or difference between 
groups than non–parametric tests [Tabachnick, Fidell 2007]. For this rea-
son, it is usually recommended that parametric tests should be used, where 
possible [Tabachnick, Fidell 2007]. However, parametric tests usually re-
quire data that is to be analysed to meet certain stringent assumptions in 
terms of: independence of observations; the sample coming from a normal-
ly distributed population; the sample coming from a population of equal 
variance; and that the measurement scales used to collect data are interval 
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scales [Cooper, Schindler 2018; Zikmund et al., 2013]. The main reason for 
using both types of test is that there is debate about whether self–admin-
istered questionnaires using a Likert scale, meet the requirements of par-
ametric tests, as some researchers argue Likert scales are ‘ordinal’ whilst 
others that they are ‘interval’ [Pallant 2013; Sekaran, Bougie 2016]. Given 
the significant amount of controversy, where possible both parametric and 
non–parametric tests were employed. The use of both parametric and non–
parametric techniques can also be viewed a part of a strategy of triangula-
tion of methods. Parametric tests were the primary statistical techniques on 
which the interpretation of the results of this phase were based.

 Depending on the hypothesis being investigated, the following tests 
were used to establish whether groups were significantly different: t–test 
for independent samples, the Mann–Whitney U test, the one–way between–
groups Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) and the Kruskal Wallis test.

The t–test and the ANOVA test, referred to above, can only reveal 
whether group differences are statistically significant. They do not provide 
any indication as to the magnitude of the difference [Cohen 2013]. Such in-
formation is particularly important given that small differences can be sta-
tistically significant, especially where relatively large samples are involved 
[Tabachnick, Fidel 1996]. According to J. Pallant [2013], although small dif-
ferences can be statistically significant, they may have no practical or the-
oretical value. Consequently, where t–tests and ANOVA tests detect statis-
tically significant differences, it is necessary to conduct additional tests to 
assess the meaningfulness of such differences [Cohen 2013]. 

One way of assessing the meaningfulness of statistically significant find-
ings is to calculate the ‘effect size’ [Cohen 2013; Tabachnick, Fidel 1996]. This 
is a set of statistics which indicate the relative magnitude of the differences be-
tween mean score values. There are a number of different ‘effect size’ statis-
tics that can be computed. In the TDQ study one of the most frequently used 
‘effect size’ statistic, eta squared [Cohen 2013], was employed to ascertain the 
strength of association between the dependent and independent variables. 

6. Conclusions

This article has discussed the methodology employed in the TDQ study, re-
vealing a sequential mixed method research process, which involved a qual-
itative phase that explored what tourists associate with tourism destination 
quality, followed by a quantitative phase that examined whether the emer-
gent results could be generalized to the whole study population. Hence, this 
methodology can be seen to fit within J.W. Cresswell’s [2009] sixfold typolo-
gy, under the sub-heading of sequential research, and more precisely can be 
termed exploratory sequential research. 
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Although the overall findings have not been discussed in this article, 
they indicated that the results obtained in the qualitative phase were strong-
ly backed up by the outcomes of the quantitative phase, providing significant 
evidence for the successful use of mixed methods in the TDQ study [for an in–
depth discussion of the results, see Seakhoa-King et al., 2021]. The article has 
demonstrated that an initial systematic qualitative phase of research can be 
used within an overall mixed methods research approach to precede a quanti-
tative phase. Such an approach generated robust and rigorous research find-
ings. This supports the claim of A. Teddlie and A. Tashakkori [2009] that 
mixed methods research is primarily focused on ‘what works’, and less con-
cerned with arguments about different philosophical positions.

Additionally, the results of the qualitative pilot study data indicate the 
superiority of the in–depth interviews technique over focus group inter-
views and open-ended questionnaires in terms of the technique’s effective-
ness, efficiency, and ability to generate in-depth, detailed and unique data. 
Similar findings, concerning the superiority of in-depth interviews in oth-
er fields, particularly marketing, have been revealed, when different qual-
itative techniques have been compared [see for example, George, 2010 and 
Granot, Brasher, Motta 2012]. This is an important finding for future re-
searchers considering alternative qualitative data gathering methods, as 
well assisting those engaged in types of similar mixed methods research. 

This article provides confirmation of the growing use of mixed methods 
in the social sciences and specifically in tourism [see Khoo-Lattimore et al., 
2019; Timans, et al., 2019], and it advances knowledge of the effectiveness 
of mixed method methodologies and techniques in the field. The original 
aim was to indicate how the research was conducted and it was not intend-
ed to be prescriptive, but by providing a detailed account of a systematic se-
quential mixed method approach, the paper may, it is hoped, provide a blue-
print for researchers who are intent on conducting similar research. 
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