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Overthepastfewdecadesknowledgegenerationhasrisendramaticallytoimpressiveheights.Though
humanity’ssearchfornewknowledgeismostevidentinourpresenttimes,itisanendeavorasoldas
humanexistenceitself.Thepropensityforseekingnewknowledgeandunderstandingsdefineshuman
society.Habermas(1971,ascitedinWang&Cranton,2013,p.30)capturesbeautifullythehumandrive
forconstantlylearningnewthings:“weallhaveneedsandinterestsinlifeandonlylearningcansatisfy
theseneedsandinterestssuchasgettingalongwellwithothers,controllingtheenvironmentandstaying
awayfromoppressionwithinoursociety.”

Learning,onoccasion,canbeincidentaloraccidental,butmoreoftenthegenerationoftheknowl-
edgeneededtohelphumanseffectivelyinteractwithphenomenaorrelationshipsrequiressystematic
investigationthroughtheactivityofresearch.Thewordresearchitself,originatesfromtheFrenchword
rescherchemeaningtosearch.Ofcourse,thesearchforknowledgeispointlessunlessthediscovered
knowledgeisdiffusedthroughouthumansociety.Thus,theconceptofresearchnecessarilyembodiesthe
methodsusedforsystematicinvestigation,andthemannerbywhichgeneratedknowledgeisdisseminated.
Bothresearchmethodsandmannerofknowledgedissemination,associallyembeddedactivities,flex
andchangeinresponsetosocialcontext,needsandinterests.Therecanbelittleargumentthatatthis
timeofgreatsocialandtechnologicalchange,researchmethodsandmodesofknowledgedispersalare
subjecttochange.Now,inthishighstateofchange,isagoodtimetotakestockandreflectonthemany
meansofknowledgediscoveryanddissemination,bothwellestablishedandemerging.

Thereisnosingular‘best’methodofresearch.Thedifferingnatureofvariousresearchendeavors
warrantmultiplewaysofgeneratingknowledge,sharingknowledge,andimportantly,avoidingerrors.
Nonetheless,thereexistrecommendationsastowhattypeofmethodsshouldbeemployedforvarious
typesofresearchproblems.IntheWest,researchersarecommonlyadvisedtoemployempiricalresearch
methodstoaddressresearchproblems.Typically,researchershavebeenfollowingthiskindofadvice,“if
youaddressthemagnitudeofaresearchproblem,utilizequantitativeanalyses;ifyouaddressthein-depth
ofaresearchproblem,thenutilizequalitativeanalyses.”Morerecently,thedichotomybetweenquantita-
tiveandqualitativeapproacheshasbeguntodissolveastheintegratedapproachofmixedmethodsgains
popularity.Therationalebehindadoptingmixedmethodsresearchisthatcombiningbothquantitative
andqualitativemethodsprovidesamorecomprehensiveviewofaresearchproblem.Mixedmethods
areseentoenablebothbreadthanddepthofunderstanding(Schoonenboom&Johnson,2017).Propo-
nentsofmixedmethodsapproachesarguethatmixedmethodsresearchprovidesanalternativeangle
ofviewingtheproblem.Traditionalmethods,maintainthemixedmethodsproponents,areinadequate
for investigatingverycomplexquestions(Hesse-Biber&Johnson,2013).Soforexample, inmixed
methodsapproaches,qualitativemethodsmightbeemployed toprovideelaborationor clarification
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understandingof‘whatthequantitativeanalysisistellingus’.Otherreasonsformixingqualitativeand
quantitativedatainclude:triangulationofdataorcorrespondenceofdatafromdifferentmethodshence
increasingcredibilityoffindings,usingresultsfromonemethodtoinformtheothermethod,seeking
newperspectivesorframeworks,andseekingtoincreasebreadthofinquirybyusingdifferentinquiry
components(Greeneetal.,1989ascitedinSchoonenboom&Johnson,2017).

Therelativebalanceofquantitativeandqualitativeinmixedmethodsapproachesvariesalongacon-
tinuumfromqualitativedominance,toquantitativedominance,throughtoanequalstatusofquantitative
andqualitativemethods(McManus,Mulhall,Ragab,&Arisha,2017).Mixedmethodsdesignscanalso
varyaccordingtowheneachofthecomponentmethodsisused.Somemixedmethodsdesignsimplement
bothquantitativeandquantitativemethodsconcurrently.Otherdesignsuseasequentialimplementation,
usingeitherquantitativeorqualitativemethodssingularlyfirstandthenapplyingtheothermethod.For
example,asocialresearchmightbeginwithcollectingquantitativedatathroughsurveysandstatistically
analyzingquantitativedata.Onthebasisofstatisticalanalysis,pointsofinterestareidentified(perhaps
outlierresults)andthenqualitativefocusgroupsor interviewsareundertakenwithpurposefullyse-
lectedsubsamplesofparticipants.Regardlessofthetimingofqualitativeandquantitativecomponents,
thedefiningfeatureofmixedmethodsisthatatsomepointintheresearchprocessthetwoapproaches
meldandintegratetogether.Mostcommonly,theintegrationofqualitativeandquantitativeisseenin
theresultsbutauthorssuchasTeddieandTashakkori(2009),Guest(2013),andSchoonenboomand
Johnson(2017)haveidentifiedotherpointsatwhichintegrationmayoccurincludingatthestagesof
purpose,researchquestions,methods,theoreticalfoundation,paradigmanddatacollection.

Theideaofintegratingbothquantitativeandqualitativeresearchisappealingaswestrivetobetter
understandcomplexproblems,butintegratingquantitativeandqualitativeapproachesisnotnecessarily
straightforward.Quantitativeandqualitativeapproachesrepresentessentiallytwodifferent(opposing)
worldviews–just‘howto’bestbringtogetherthetwoviews,oreveniftheycanorshouldbe,remains
openfordiscussionanddebate(Hesse-Biber&Johnson,2013).Manyadvocateformoreexplicitdiscus-
sionofmixedmethodsandparadigmaticfoundations(Shannon-Baker,2016).Asthesetofbeliefsthat
guidepractice,theparadigmsandtheunderlyingepistemologicalassumptionsunderpinningresearch
methodsareworthdelvingintoregardlessofmethodology.

Underpinningresearcharefourmajorepistemologicalpositions:post-positivism,constructivism,
advocacy/participatory,andpragmatism.Post-positivistsbelievethatknowledgeiscreatedbyhumans’
conjecturing,andthatforlearnerstocreateanunderstanding,itisimportantthattheyworkwithand
challengetheconjectures(Bettis&Gregson,2001).Post-positivismrestsonthreebasicprinciples:truth
isourbeliefinthetruthofthetestedhypotheses(Popper,1959,ascitedinScotland,2012);theprincipal
offalsificationandthuseveryscientifictheoryisalways‘tentative’atbest(Popper,1959ascitedin
Scotland,2012),andthirdly,understandingrequiresmorethanonlyempiricaldata(Scotland,2012).
Restingprimarilyonempiricalevidencewithdirectexperimentation,empiricaltesting,andvariablecon-
trol,thepositivist/post-positivistpositionisthatknowledgegeneratedisvalueneutral(Scotland,2012).

Positivismpositionsknowledgeasbeingneutral,objectiveandgeneratedthroughscientificmethod.
Constructivism,takesamorepersonalapproachsincetheparadigmisembeddedinaworld-viewin
whichrealityissubjectiveandconstructedbyindividuals.Constructivistsassumethatindividualsseek
anunderstandingoftheworldinwhichtheyliveandwork.Individualsdevelopsubjectivemeanings
oftheirexperiences—meaningsdirectedtowardcertainobjectsorthings(Creswell,2009,p.8).The
meaningsconstructedbyindividualsarevariedandmultiple,leadingthelearnertolookforthecom-
plexityofviewsratherthannarrowingmeaningsintoafewcategoriesorideas.Individualsconstruct
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differentmeaningsfromthesameexperiences,andthoseindividuallyconstructedmeaningsarevalid
interpretationsofreality.

Constructivismacknowledgesknowledgeandunderstandingtobeactivelyconstruedbytheindividual.
Withinconstructivismthepersonisempoweredasapowerfulagentintheprocessofknowledgepro-
duction.Theadvocacyandparticipatoryviewtaketheconstructivistviewonestepfurther.Notonlydo
individualsactivelyconstructtheirownknowledgeanddiscovertheirownunderstanding,butindividuals,
throughcriticalthinkingandparticipationhavethepotentialtochallengethestatusquoandbringabout
changeforthebetterofhumankind.DrawingonthewritingsofMarxandFreire,theparticipatoryand
advocacyworldviewsrestonanactionagendatohelpmarginalizedpeoplesinsociety(Neuman,2000).
AccordingtoCreswell(2009),anadvocacyandparticipatoryworldviewholdsthatlearnersneedtobe-
comeradicalphilosophers;thatis,theyneedtohaveanactionagendaforreformthatmaychangetheir
lives,theinstitutionsinwhichtheyworkorlive,andperhapsthelargersociety.Thecourseinstructor’s
roleistohavelearnersspeakaboutimportantsocialissuesoftheday—issuessuchasempowerment,
inequality,oppression,domination,suppression,andalienation.Learnersareconsideredtobeequals
withtheircourseinstructors(co-learners).Therefore,learnershelpdesignlearningquestions,collect
data,andanalyzeinformationtogetherwiththeircourseinstructors,whichmayinvolvetheuseoftech-
nology.Sincethisepistemologicalpositionfocusesontheneedsofthelearnersandlearnersinsociety
thatmaybemarginalizedordisenfranchised,theultimategoalofthispositionisforlearnerstodevelop
emancipatoryknowledge.Participatoryresearchmethodsbasedontheadvocacyworldviewdateback
tothe1970’sbutinmorerecenttimestherehasbeenaresurgenceintheuseofparticipatoryresearch
particularlyincommunityprojectsdesignedtohelpaddressmanyoftheissuesplaguingtheplanetand
itsinhabitants.Participatorymethodshavebeenusedinsituationsincludingraisingawarenessofthe
impactofdeforestationpracticesandinhealthcaretobetterunderstandtheneedsandexperiencesof
patients.Thefundamentalpremiseofparticipatoryapproachesisgivingthoseaffectedbytheproblem
‘avoice’,andnotonlyempoweringthembutalsoprovidinggreaterdepthofunderstanding.

Thefourthepistemologicalpositionispragmatism.Pragmatismsitssomewhatinbetweenpositivism
andparticipatoryapproaches.Pragmatismmaintainsthataworldviewarisesoutofactions,situations,and
consequencesratherthanantecedentconditionsasinpost-positivism(Creswell,2009).Inotherwords,
fromthestandpointofpragmatism,“themeaningofaneventcannotbegiveninadvanceofexperience.
Thefocusisontheconsequencesandmeaningsofanactioninasocialsituation”(Denzin,2012,p.81).
Learnersarerequiredtouseallapproachesavailabletounderstandproblems.Tounderstandproblems,
learnersarefreetochoosethemethods,techniques,andproceduresthatbestmeettheirneedsorpurposes.
Learnersmayusemultiplemethodstounderstandaparticularproblem.Theemphasisinpragmatismis
onhands-onapplicationandpracticalsolutionstoproblemsratherthanesotericortheoreticalapproaches.

Allfouroftheepistemologicalpositionsdescribedabovearesupportedbydeductiveandinductive
reasoningwhichtranslatesintothefamiliarDewey’sscientificmethod:

1. Identifyanddefinetheproblembasedontheexistingknowledge.
2. Determinehypothesesaboutwhytheproblemexists.
3. Collectandanalyzedata.
4. Formulateconclusions.
5. Applyconclusionstotheoriginalhypothesesortheory.
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Step5 inDewey’s scientificmethodcanbe explainedasknowledgecreationorgeneratingnew
knowledge,andnewknowledgemustthenbepublishedinordertodisseminateittotheacademicworld
andtothegeneralpublic.WithintheConfuciantradition,torealizeone’sinnerselforself-actualization,
oneshouldbecompletelyfreefromfourthings:arbitrarinessofopinion,dogmatism,obstinacy,and
egotism.TwomajortenetsofresearchinConfuciusheritagecountries(CHC)emerge:(1)Confucian
thoughtrelatedtoresearchemphasizesmeditationtocontroloneself,and(2)thereneedstobeanin-
ternalintegrationbetweenselfandnature.Theresearchprocessthatfacilitatesthedevelopmentofthis
meditativeandintegratedselfistobecontinuallyextendedthroughdialoguewithotherswithinmany
differentstructuresofhumanrelationships(Wang&King,2006).

Complexproblems,suchasthosepresentincurrentsociety,demandamultiplicityofmindsandmeth-
odstoproduceinnovativemethodsandviewpoints.Thisisnottosaythatwell-establishedparadigmsof
inquiryareoutdatedandmustnecessarilyberemoved.Thevalueoftheestablishedshouldbeacknowl-
edgedbutwemustnotgetstuckthere.Likealleffectiveinquiry,questionsneedtobefrequentlyasked
abouttheresearchprocessitselfsuchthatmethods,approachesandideascanbecontinuallyrenewed:
Howcan/shouldtheestablishedmethodsbeusedinnewways?Doweevenneedtousenewmethodsor
doestablishedmethodsworkwell?Howareestablishedresearchmethodschallenged(ifatall)bynew
contexts?Whatopportunitiesarethereforinnovative,systematicwaysofknowingthatwillincrease
problemsolvingcapacity,helptoseethingsfromnewanglesandultimatelyenrichunderstandingof
ourinteractionswiththeenvironmentandothers?Thereisamyriadofresearchcontextsandproblems,
sonaturallyinquiryintomethodsandapproachesneedtobecontextuallysituated.

Thevariousbranchesofknowledgeordisciplinestendtohaveestablishedorpreferredmethodsof
researchgroundedinestablishedepistemologicalbases.Disciplinesmaybespokenofasifeachisa
self-containedorclosedsystemofknowledgewithitsownwell-establishedrulesdictatinghowthesys-
tematicsearchforknowledgeshouldproceed.Inrealitydisciplinescannotbefullyisolatedinthisway
becauseunderstandingrelationshipsandphenomenausuallyrequiresunderstandingofdifferentbranches
ofknowledge.Thus,engaginginresearchthatdrawsonmorethanonedisciplineisnotexactlynew.
Approachesbringingtogethervariousdisciplinesservewelltheneedsofcomplexproblemsolvingin
aninter-connectedandrapidlychangingworld.Collaborationandresearchmethodsspanningthedisci-
plinesareemergingasdefiningcharacteristicsofmorerecentresearchefforts(Origgi&Ramello,2015).

Disciplinaryboundariesarebecomingincreasinglypermeableandsometimesblurredwithteamsof
peoplefromdifferentdisciplines,workingcollaborativelyonsolvingresearchproblems.Insomeinstances
researchersmaydevelopmethodsthatintegrateavarietyofapproachesfromdifferentdisciplines.The
mannerbywhichmultipledisciplinesarebroughttogethervariesandinliterature,differentprefixes
areattachedtotheword‘discipline’soastoconveythemannerbywhichmultipledisciplinesarebeing
enactedintheresearch.Rosenfield(1992)hasproposedataxonomytocapturethevaryinglevelsof
integrationamongdisciplines.AccordingtoRosenfield(1992)themostbasiclevelofintegration,level
1ismulti-disciplinaryresearch.Atleveloneresearcherscomingfromdifferentdisciplinesworkalong
sideeachotherusingtheirowndisciplinemethodstoaddressacommonresearchquestion.Atleveltwo,
interdisciplinaryresearchentailsjointworkbutstillapproachingtheproblemfromspecificdisciplines.
Atthethirdlevel,isthetrans-disciplinaryapproachwheremethodsfromdifferentdisciplinesarebrought
togetherharmoniouslyandsynthesizedtoformtheresearchapproach.Researchmethodsdrawingon
differentdisciplinesorthattranscendtheboundariesofdisciplineshavebeenusedinthepast,butas
researchersseektoaddressproblemsofgreatercomplexity,andtechnologyaffordsincreasedcollabo-
ration,thepracticeisgrowing.Researchersareincreasinglyrecognizingtheneedtoexploreandbetter
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understandhowdisciplinescanbemosteffectivelybroughttogethertoaddressproblems.Someauthors
suchasPunch(2016)callforanextensionofresearchdialogbeyondtheboundariesofdisciplineand
academia.Referringtothefieldofchildhoodstudies,Punch(2016)identifiesthe“needformoreinter-
disciplinary[and]crossworlddialoguewhichalsobridgesthedividebetweenacademiaandpractice”
(p.352).OtherssuchasBarry,BornandWetzkalnys(2007)havesoughttounderstandthepracticeby
identifyingvariousdriversforbringingtogetherthedisciplines.Driversincludeintroducingadiscipline
foritsmethodologicalcontribution,foritsabilitytolegitimizeotherdisciplinesorforitsontological
andepistemologicalcontribution(Barry,Born,&Wetzkalnys,2007).

Atapersonal level,collaborationacross thedisciplinesmayhelpscholars togrowasaresultof
navigatingtheparadoxicaltensionofhonoringone’sfieldofscholarshipwhile[atthesametime]reach-
ingacrosstoexpandandenrichone’sengagementinauthenticandcomplexinterdisciplinaryresearch
(Groen&Hyland-Russell,2016).Thoughthereisobviousadvantage(andneed)forresearchmethods
thatdrawonvariousdisciplines,therearealsochallenges.Eachdisciplinehasdevelopedlargelywithin
itsownboundariesandthusthereareoftendifferencesamongmethodologiesineachofthedisciplines
including:quantitativeversusqualitative,closedversusopendatacollectionmethods,objectivismversus
subjectivism(forexampleinmedicineobjectivismisvalued,whereasinanthropology,subjectivismis
thefundamentalconditionforresearch),causalityversusdescription,absolutetruthversusthesearch
for a relativeperspective (Aagaard-Hansen,2004). In reality, researchactivitydrawingondifferent
disciplinesoccursalongacontinuumandtheresultingmethodologyisdefinedbythedifferencesin
how,andatwhatpointthedisciplinesarebroughttogether,andthe“powerofdisciplines”tosettheir
methodologyandsetresearchagenda(Mallabandetal.,2017).Regardlessofthenatureoftheintegra-
tionofthedisciplinesintheresearcheffort,theinherentdifferencesamongthedisciplinesareasource
oftension,andnecessitatenegotiationandthoughtastohow,whataresometimesseeminglyopposing
methods,canbeintegratedsuccessfully.Thechallengeforresearchersistolookbeyondtheirownbelief
systemsandaccustomedwaysofworkingtoconsiderthenatureoftheproblem,assessthelimitations
andstrengthsofmethods,andthencraftanapproachtomosteffectivelyallowsystematicinvestigation
oftheproblemathand.

Thechallengesofresearchingacrossdisciplineswashintoscholarlypublishing.Therearedifferences
amongdisciplinesinrelationtomeasuresofqualityandevenacceptedethicalpractices.Peer-reviewas
thegoldstandardforinsuringqualityinacademicjournalsandconferencesbecomesmuchmorecomplex
inreviewingresearchthatcrossesdisciplinaryboundaries.Disciplineshavefairlyclearepistemological
foundationsandestablished(butsometimesimplicit)criteriaforevaluationofquality.Whenininter-
disciplineresearchthevariousepistemologiesandmethodscollide,thedefinitionofqualitybecomes
particularlyproblematic–itisnolongersufficienttoapplythecriteriafromanyoneofthecontributing
disciplines;attemptingtoapplycriteriafromallcontributingdisciplinescanleadtocontradictionsand
uncertainty(Belcher,Rasmussen,Kernshaw,&Zornes,2016).Theneedtodevelopcriteriaforbestprac-
ticeandresearchqualityacrossdisciplinesisamatterofsomeurgency(Belcher,Rasmussen,Kernshaw,
&Zornes,2016).Peerreviewingresearchdrawingonmultipledisciplineshighlightsjusthowmuch
disciplinarynormsandconventionsshapecommunication.Reviewersfromoutsidethedisciplinemay
notfullyunderstandcontextsandothersituations.Cross-orIntradisciplinepeerreviewchallenging–
chargedwithbothmaintainingrigorbutyetbeingopentonewpossibilitiesforknowledgeproduction.

Scholarlypublishing,regardlessofdiscipline,isfacinganumberofsignificantchallenges.Since
around1665,scholarlypublishinginpeer-reviewedjournalsandacademictextbookshasbeen(themain-
stayofknowledgedisseminationandisthemeansbywhichscholarlydialogueanddebateisinitiated
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andextendedbeyondtheboundariesofindividualsandresearchinstitutions(Origgi&Ramello,2015).
Thoughscholarlypublishing isa long-establishedpractice, the forcesemanatingfromthescientific
community,fromscienceandfromexternalcontextssuchasmarketpressures,thedigitalrevolutionand
globalization,havethrustscholarlypublishingintothelimelightsuchthatscholarlypublishingitselfhas
becomeamajortopicofdiscussion,debateandspeculation(Origgi&Ramello,2015).

Adominantthemeinthecurrentdiscussionsurroundingscholarlypublishingisthepotentialdemise
ofuniversitypresses.Traditionally,universitypressesareprimaryavenuesforacademicpublishing.
However,assistedbythedigitalrevolutionnewbusinessmodelsofpublishinghaveemerged,andin
academia, there is theemergenceof relativelynewbusiness-likemodelsandanassociatedgrowing
competitiveness(Origgi&Ramello,2015).Suchfactorsareplacingincreasingpressuresontraditional
universitypressprocesses.Giventhelong-standingroleofuniversitypressesinscholarlypublishing,it
iswithadegreeofalarmthatsomespeculatethetraditionaluniversitypressmodelofpublishingwill
notsurviveemergingtrendsandislikelynearingitsend.Anarticlepublishedonthe22April2018,in
theonlinepublication,The Chronicle of Higher EducationisentitledScholarly Publishing’s Last Stand
–Whenuniversitypressesclose,sodoourminds(Cohen,2018).Inthearticle,CoitGilman,founderof
theuniversitypressatJohnsHopkinsisquotedassaying“Itisoneofthenoblestdutiesofauniversity
toadvanceknowledge”,andthearticle’sauthorCohenarguesthatthelossoftheuniversitypressisa
majorblowtoacademicpublishingsinceuniversitypressespublishwhatcommercialpublisherswill
notandtheyare“motivatedbysomethingotherthancommerce”(2018,para.3).Mostdefinitelythe
sustainabilityofuniversitypressesisa‘hottopic’atthepresenttime.Oneofthetopicsemerginginthe
discussionofviabilityofuniversitypressesandindiscussionofdisseminationofresearchingeneralis
thatofopenaccesspublishing.

Openaccesspublishingrestsontheideologythatresearchshouldbeaccessibletoallandmoney
(orlackof)shouldnotimpedethataccess(Hayes&Holley,2014).Butopenaccesspublishingiscon-
troversial.Althoughtheideologyisfreeaccesstoresearchpapers,authorsareusuallyupforafeefor
publication.Asysteminwhichtheauthorpaystohaveapaperpublishedisclearlyopentocorruption.
Thepeerreviewprocesscanpotentiallybe‘boughtout’resultinginthepublicationofinferior‘science’.
Furthermore,inanefforttoappearcompetitiveandattractive,publishersmayacceptlessthanacademi-
callyrigorousworks.

Openaccessornot,thepeerreviewprocesshasinitselfcomeundersomescrutiny.Somepointto
alackofevidenceoftheeffectivenessofthepeerreviewprocessindicatingthatoftenitdoesnotpick
uperrors,orthatinthecaseofconferencespressurestoacceptlargernumberofpapersallowsworkto
bepublishedthatfallsshortofacademicstandardsandcredibility(Kelly,Sadeghieh,&Adeli,2014).
Otherscriticalofthepeerreviewmodelpointtotheinconsistenciesbetweenpeerreviewsofthesame
article.Withthenewerbusinessmodels,greatercompetitivepressuresinbothbusinessandacademia,
andtheaccessaffordedbydigitaltechnologiesanotherissueisplaguingthescholarlypublishingprocess
morethanever–predatorypublishing.Predatorypublishersarepublisherswho“publishwithlittleor
nopeerreviewandlureunsuspectingauthorswhoneedtopublishtheirwork”(Smart,2014,p.55).

Ethicalconsiderationsaside,scholarlypublishingisalsobeingchallengedbytheemergenceofpo-
tentiallynewoutletsfordisseminatingscholarlywork.Academicjournalsandtextbooksarethestaple
ofscholarlypublishing.However,thedigitalrevolutionisopeningoptionsforthedisseminationand
discussionofscholarlywork.Blogsarebeginningtoattractsomeattentionasmethodsforsharingand
discussing scholarlyworks.Whereas in the1990’swhenblogs first appeared theywereconsidered
personalexpressionsofthoughtsonasimplysocialor‘humaninterest’basis,blogsarenowstartingto
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beconsideredlegitimatewaysofbuildingreputationandexpertise.Inthefieldofscholarlypublishing,
blogsarenotbeingtoutedasreplacementsforjournalsandtextbooksbutrathertheargumentisforthe
valueofbloggingasagenuinescholarlyactivityandasavaluabletoolforopeningscholarlydialogue.
Thecasearguedisforbloggingtoberecognisedasaformofscholarship.AsMatizen(2012)observes:

Academic blogging can and should have an acknowledged place in the overall ecology of scholarship. It 
does contribute—and should be recognized as contributing—to both the intellectual and the institutional 
goals of our universities.” (p. 348)

Partoftheattractionofsocialmediatoolssuchasblogsinscholarshipisthatsuchtoolsfacilitatecol-
laborationandcriticismfromawiderangeofaudiences–rememberingthegoalofscholarlypublish-
ingisnotonlytodiffusenewknowledge,butmoreimportantlytosubjectworktorigorousdiscussion
throughwhichideasareconstructivelydiscussed,evaluatedand/orelaborated.

Fromtheprecedingdiscussionitisseenthatbothdimensionsofresearch–themethodofsystematic
investigationandthemethodofdissemination,aresubjecttotheforcesofchange.Giventhecomplex-
ityofpresentsocietyanditsdrifttowardsconnectivityandsystemthinking,workingwithinandacross
disciplinesisafocalpointofresearchactivity.Therearemostcertainlypointsofsimilarityandpoints
ofdifferentiationamongdisciplines along thedimensionsof content, approaches, scopeof inquiry,
philosophicalunderpinnings,researchmethods, throughtohowquality,andtohowworthwhileand
ethicalresearchisdefinedandconducted.Whiletheconceptofadisciplineprovidesaconvenientunit
ofanalysisforunderstandingandorganizingknowledgeproduction,disciplinesareembeddedwithin
the intricate ecosystem of phenomena and human relationship. Specializing in one discipline must
thereforenotprecludeappreciatingandunderstandingthestrengthsandweakness,theopportunities
andchallengesfoundinothers.

Unfortunately,mostbooksonscholarlypublishingandresearchmethodsfocusona“howto”approach,
overrelianceoneitherquantitativeanalysesorqualitativeanalysesorevenmixedmethodsresearch,very
fewofthesebooksdeviatefromDewey’sapproachtoresearchorofferdifferentperspectivesfromother
majorworldcultures.WhyhavecontemporarytheoristsandstatisticianssuchasStephenBrookfield,
SharanMerriamandPatriciaCrantonpublishedthemostpopularbookstoinformreadersandresearchers
worldwide?Inpart,thisisbecauseoftheirwillingnesstopublishtheirwritingsinabooksuchasthisone,
whichaddressesissuesofscholarlypublishingandresearchmethodsacrossthedisciplines.Itwaswith
thisgoalinmind,thatweaskedtheseworld-leadingscholarstosendustheirchapterproposalsbased
onthethemeofthisbook.Theyquicklysentintheirchapterproposals.Theyhavewrittentheirchapters
usingalanguagethatcanbeunderstoodbyallgraduatestudents,faculty,researchersandlibrarians.

OBJECTIVE OF THE BOOK AND TARGET AUDIENCE

TheHandbookofResearchonScholarlyPublishingandResearchMethodsacrosstheDisciplinesfea-
turesfull-lengthchapters(around13,000wordsperchapter)authoredbyleadingexpertsofferingan
in-depthdescriptionofconceptsrelatedtoscholarlypublishingandresearchmethodsinthisevolving
society.Theauthorsarenotjustleadingexperts;theyareworld’sleadingexperts.Amazeyourselfby
readingthebiographysectionforallauthorsofthisuniquevolume.Thisbookisintendedforresearchers,
scholars,professors,graduatestudentsaswellaslibrariansinEducation,BusinessandSocialSciences.
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ORGANIZATION AND IMPACT OF THIS VOLUME

Basedonthethemeofthisbook,thisbooknaturallyfallsintoseveralparts:

1. Theprocessofscholarlypublishing;
2. Qualitativeresearchmethods;
3. Quantitativeresearchmethods;
4. Multilevel/multidisciplinaryanalysisandassessmentofresearch.

Someofthechapterswerewrittenbythemostfrequentlycitedscholarsandtheirownbookshave
beenadoptedasrequiredtextbooksbynumerousuniversitiesworldwide.Wearefortunatethatthese
scholarsaswellastheircolleagueshavedecidedtocontributetothisbooktohelpourstrugglingscholars
andgraduatestudents.Wordscannotexpressourgratitudefortheirexpertiseanddecadesofexperience
inscholarlypublishingandresearchmethods.

Victor C. X. Wang
Grand Canyon University, USA

Geraldine Torrisi-Steele
Griffith University, Australia
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