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One	  aspect	  of	  Web	  Science	  is	  examining	  
Web-‐mediated	  experiences.	  For	  example:	  

• 	  How	  do	  we	  experience	  the	  mobile	  web?	  
• 	  What	  about	  the	  social	  web?	  
• 	  How	  to	  evaluate	  web	  design	  processes?	  

Experiences	  are	  subjec,ve;	  modelling	  
them	  is	  tough.	  Mixed	  methods	  open	  up	  
richer	  insights,	  but	  we	  need	  to	  understand	  
methodology	  as	  well	  as	  method.	  

Subjec6vity	  in	  ac6on:	  this	  image	  could	  represent	  
a	  happy	  memory,	  an	  arduous	  trek,	  or	  just	  a	  useful	  

example	  of	  subjec6vity…	  

Further	  reading:	  
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Mixed	  methods	  isn’t	  as	  hard	  as	  it	  sounds!	  
Mul,ple	  perspec,ves;	  corroborate	  results;	  follow	  up	  interes,ng	  results	  

You	  need	  to	  know	  your	  methods	  and	  know	  your	  methodology	  

One	  might	  combine:	  
• 	  Sta,s,cal	  analysis	  &	  qualita,ve	  coding:	  corroborate	  data	  
• 	  Expert	  reviews:	  deeper	  insight	  into	  prior	  results	  
• 	  Case	  studies:	  build	  on	  lab	  data,	  ‘how’	  and	  ‘why’	  ques,ons	  

More	  methods	  =	  more	  certainty	  

There	  is	  a	  perceived	  ‘pressure’	  in	  some	  fields	  to	  seek	  
quan,ta,ve	  results,	  to	  assume	  numbers	  mean	  rigour.	  And	  
we	  may	  be	  doing	  stats	  badly…	  

Methodology	  

Strengths	   Weaknesses	  
Lab-‐based	  
study	  

Specific,	  controlled,	  
broad	  

Ar,ficial	  

Case	  study	   Grounded	  in	  
prac,ce	  

Lack	  of	  control;	  indirect	  
data	  

Ques,onnaire	   Breadth,	  efficiency	   Tough	  to	  design,	  can’t	  
follow	  up	  interes,ng	  
responses	  

Interview	   Delve	  deep	   Confirma,on	  bias,	  ,me	  
required	  

Focus	  group	   Efficiency,	  delve	  
deep	  

Confirma,on	  bias,	  
individuals	  may	  
dominate	  

Expert	  review	   More	  objec,ve	  
insights	  

Confirma,on	  bias;	  
finding	  experts	  

Teasing	  Apart	  
with	  Meta	  
Analysis	  

Rich,	  rapid,	  flexible	   Can	  lack	  user	  focus,	  
many	  choices	  

Methods	  


