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Abstract 

The idea which includes the five dimensions of personality has strong dominant in the field of personality studies. 
In this way, it has enjoyed wide spread popularity in applied organizational context. Although five factors were 
found in various studies, but its structure has not been accepted generally. The present study aims to explore the 
current studies regarding nature of five dimensions of personality, its application, its limitations, and the other 
related characteristics in order to revalue it. The current study confirms the suggested structure of such traits for 
the study of personality. 
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1. Introduction 

The concept of personality has a long history, and since 2000 years back personality was researched by many 
scientists like Cicero and Hippocrates. During its history, it has received considerable attention in the literature 
up to date as various empirical and theoretical studies.  

Generally, high progress has been made toward a consensus on personality structure (Costa & McCare, 1992; 
John, 1990; McCare & John, 1992). It has been conceptualized at different levels of breadth (McAdams, 1992), 
and each of these levels include our understanding of individual understanding. Moreover, individuals are 
characterized by a unique pattern of traits. In such case, according to cook (2008), to understand scientifically, it 
must be interesting in personality.  

Psychologically, it is a truism that people are different in many fundamental ways. In such case, there are many 
variables affect personality such as genetic and environmental factors (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1985), sex 
differences (Budaev, 1999; Costa & McCare, 1992), Culture (Markus & Kitayama, 1998), and ethnicity 
(Griffiths, 1991). 

Such variables are studied in relationship with personality as topics in different fields such as sociology and 
anthropology. Such study of variables cause to appear as both theoretical and applied results that even can be as 
valuable applied theories. For instance, individuals who have same ethnic origin, they may have certain 
personality characteristics that varied from the other ethnic organs (Griffiths, 1991). 

2. Rievew of Literature 

A large number of researchers attempted to develop definitions for personality, but since natural taxonomies 
typically have fuzzy definition (Rosch, 1978), and the abstract nature of the concepts in psychology due to some 
difficulty in defining them empirically (Brown, 2001), there is not a universal definition for the concept of 
personality. However, there are some dominant definitions in the related literature which are somewhat more 
agreeable compare the other definitions which are suggested. 

There has not been unanimous consensus on definitions of personality traits; the same can be said for their 
classification. Such lack of unanimous consensus is resulted from many reasons. Moreover, the evaluation of 
such taxonomies can affect the process of research on personality traits.  
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There are many taxonomies of personality traits are suggested in the field of psychology during the history of 
psychology. The most widely accepted taxonomies are presented as questionnaires (tests) of personality traits. 
Such questionnaires are used as instruments in order to assess personality of individuals. 

There are four most dominant questionnaires of assessment of personality which are designed based on four 
dominant suggested taxonomies. Firstly, Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) is based on the work of Carl Jung, 
was developed by Isabel Myers and Katharine Cook Briggs. MBTI has been used by researchers more than 60 
years (Myers & Myers, 2009). Moreover, there is claim that it is the most widely used instrument around the 
world (Myers, McCauuley, Quenk & Hammer, 1998). However it is criticized by many researchers (Bess & 
Havey, 2002; Cowan, 1989; McCare & Costa, 1989). The personality traits in MBTI are classified as 16 types. 
The four preferences described by MBTI are Extraversion (E) or Introversion (I); Sensing (S) or iNtuition (N); 
Thinking (T) or Feeling (F); Judging (J) or Perceiving (P). 

The second one belongs to Eysenck. In the beginning, Eysenck suggested two dimensions which were 
Extraversion/Introversion and Neuroticism/ Emotional Stability. Later, after studying individuals suffering from 
mental illness, he added a personality dimension; it is called psychoticism(Eysenck, 1992). 

The third model of personality is Raymond Cattell’s Sixteen Personality Factor. Trait theorist, Raymond Cattell, 
identified closely related terms as sixteen key personality traits. According to Cattell, these sixteen traits are the 
source of all human personality. He developed personality questionnaire known as the Sixteen Personality Factor 
Questionnaire (16PF). 

The fourth model of personality which enjoys wide currency is Big Five Theory. This five-factor model of 
personality represents five core traits that interact to form human personality (McCare & Costa, 1997).  

3. Instruments to Assess Personality  

Kline (2000) argues that tests to measure personality are based on those aspects of personality they intend to 
assess. However, there are two types of psychological tests. The first one is “homothetic” in character that face 
with measuring traits, those dimensions common to individuals, and on how the individuals can be differentiated, 
such as personality inventories. The second one is “idiographic” in character that deal what is unique and 
individual to one person, such as projective tests and objective tests. 

Generally, in the first type of assessment of personality traits, the relevant literature shows that there are three 
types of personality measurement tests that more enjoy currency in order to measure one individual’s personality 
as separately or in correlation with various variables such as academic performance. The first one is Eysenck 
Personality Questionnaire (EPQ). Many studies used EPQ in order to measure personality as separately or in 
correlation with other variables (Furnham, Jackson & Miller, 1999; Goh & Moore, 1977; Jackson & 
Lawty-Jones, 1996; Khosravi & Bigdely, 2008; Pazouki & Rastegar, 2009). 

The second one is Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI). In many studies, MBTI used in order to measure 
personality as separately or in correlation with the other variables (Raymond, 1988; Sharp, 2004, 2008; 
Zimmeran, Johnson, Hoover, Hilton, Heinemann & Buckmaster, 2006). Moreover, many researchers worked on 
the MBTI (Beuke, Freman & Wang, 2006; Boyle, 1995). McCare and Costa (1989) prove that the scales of the 
MBTI are clearly related to four of five basic factors. 

The third one is the questionnaire of Big Five Factors that is one of the most widely used personality assessment 
around the world. Factor structure resembling the Big Five was identified in numerous sets of variables (Digman 
& Inouye, 1986; Goldberg, 1981, 1990; John, 1990; McCare & Costa, 1985; Saucier & Goldberg, 1996). In 
addition, the Big Five Factors personality questionnaire can be as a satisfactory tool to assess the relationship 
between personality and a number of academic variables (Chamorro-Premuzie, Furnham & Lewis, 2007). Such 
measurement is done through some different type of sub-scales and questions but in general, they are used in 
order to test five dimensions of personality. Those dimensions composing the Big Five Factors are labeled and 
detailed firstly, Neuroticisms represents the tendency to exhibit poor emotional adjustment, pessimistic, anxious, 
feeling anxious, nervous, sad, and tense. Secondly, Extraversion represents the tendency to be sociable and 
assertive, cheerful, active, upbeat, optimistic, activity, assertiveness, positive emotionality. Thirdly, Openness to 
experiences represents the tendency to imaginative, intellectually curious, imaginative, and artistically sensitive. 
Fourth, Agreeableness is the tendency to be trusting, compliant, caring, gentle, compassionate, empathic, 
cooperative, altruism, tender-mindedness, trust, and modesty. Fifth, Conscientiousness represents the tendency to 
responsible, organized, hard-working, dependable, able to plan, organized, persistent, achievement oriented, 
purposeful, strong-willed, determined, thinking before acting, delaying gratification, following norms and rules, 
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planning, organizing, and prioritizing tasks (as cited in the related literature such as Chamorro-Premuzie, 
Furnham & Lewis,2007;Costa & McCare,1992; John & Srivastava, 1999). 

In the specific definitions, the five dominations in the Big Five are defined as: 

“Extraversion implies an energetic approach toward the social and material world … Agreeableness contrasts a 
prosocial and communal orientation towards others with antagonism…..Conscientiousness describes socially 
prescribed impulse control that facilitate task- and goal-directed behavior…Neuroticism contrasts emotional 
stability and even-temperedness with negative emotionality… Openness to Experiences describes ….the breadth, 
depth, originality, and complexity of individual’s mental and experiential life” (John & Srivastava, 1999, p30). 

It must bear in mind that Extraversion, Conscientiousness, and Neuroticism are measured most reliable, and the 
other two less (John & Srivastava, 1999). Moreover, the related literature shows that the researchers researched 
on extraversion and introversion more than other personality traits (MacIntyer & Charos, 1996). However, 
conclusions regarding the studies of extraversion and introversion are varied from each other and they are 
inconsistent (Busch, 1982; MacIntyer & Charos, 1996).  

The Big Five taxonomy applies integrative function because it represents various systems of personality 
description (John & Srivastava, 1999), and factor structures were found in Big Five resembling were found in 
various studies (Goldberg, 1981, 1990; John, 1990; McCare & Costa, 1985, 1987; Saucier & Goldberg, 1996). 
Moreover, the natural language is as a base for personality in the Big Five personality description (John & 
Srivastava, 1999). 

Such assessment of five dimensions of personality are done as Five Factors Personality, Five Factors Inventory, 
Big Five Factors, Big Five Personality, Five-Factor Model, NEO-Five Factor Inventory, NEO-PI-R (Burtonand 
& Nelson,2005; Busato, Prins, Elshout & Hamaker,1998; Caspi, Chajut, Saporta & Beyth-Marom, 2006; 
Chamorro-Premuzie & Furnham ,2003a,2003b;2008; Chamorro-Premuzie, Furnham & Lewis,2007; 
Conard,2006; De Fruyt & Mervielde,1996; Diseth,2003; Farssides & Woodfield,2003; Furnham 
&Chamorro-Premuzic, 2004; Gray & Watson,2002 ; Liadra, Pullmann & Allik,2006; Lucas & Donnellan,2008; 
McCare & Terracciano,2005; Mount, Barrick & Strauss,1994; Oyesoji,2009; Paunonen, 1998 ; Paunonen & 
Ashton,2001; Paunonen & Jackson, 2000; Paunonen & O’Connor,2007; Rubinstein, 2005;Shokri, Kadivar, 
Valizadeh & Sangari,2007; Zhang,2002). The NEO questionnaire includes the best-validates Big Five measures 
in the type of questionnaire (John & Srivastava, 1999). Moreover, Costa and McCare (1992) developed 60-item 
NEO-FFI based on item factor analysis of 1985 version of NEO PI (McCare & Costa, 1985). 

There are various types of research regarding the measurement tests that are used to measure the 
above-mentioned five dimensions of personality. For example, Block (2001) researched as Five-Factor 
Approach; Mount and Barrick (1998) researched as Big Five dimensions; Saucier and Ostendorf (1999) 
researched as Big Five Factors; Costa and McCare (1987) researched on validation of Five-Factor Model 
regarding instruments and observers; Buchanan, Johnson and Goldberg (2005) researched on online version of 
Five Factor Personality Inventory; and Harvey, Murry and Markham (1995) compared Big Five Factors with 
MBTI. 

Many studies used Big Five Factors Personality Questionnaire which shows both good internal and external 
validity (Costa & McCare, 1992), and even John and Srivastava (1999) used online version of Big Five 
Personality. They reported internal consistency reliability for all of five dimensions as high. Moreover, evidence 
for the universality of the Five Factor Model (FFM) is clear across different instruments (McCrae & Costa, 1997) 
that Digman and Inouye (1989) state “the domain of personality descriptors is almost completely accounted for 
by five robust factors” (p.116). In this way, the evidences indicate that Big Five is fairly stable over time (Costa 
& McCare, 1988; Digman, 1989), and the scales of Big Five Personality have proven to be useful tool in a 
number of applied fields. In addition, from other point of view, McCare and Costa (1997) claim that FFM of 
personality is found in all cultures. Even McCare and John (1992) argue in cross-cultural replication and 
empirical validation of the Five Factor Model across many methods and instruments. Moreover, John and 
Srivastava (1999) present “ the Big Five provides a descriptive taxonomy that organizes the myriad 
natural-languages and scientific trait concepts into a single classificatory framework” (p.33), and “personality 
taxonomy should provide a systematic framework for distinguishing, ordering, and naming types and 
characteristics of individuals” (John & Srivastava, 1999, p.43), In such description, there are various reasons 
why Big Five Personality dimensions are applied as a workable tool to test personality. However, there is a 
frequent objection to the Big Five dimensions is lack of inclusive status for all types of personality (Block, 1995; 
McAdams, 1992). 
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The Big Five measures aspects of individual personality by asking questions about behaviors, attitudes, and 
reactions. It includes groups of questions related to five personality dimensions. The Big Five Personality 
Questionnaire is based on the Big Five Factor Model of personality whose major proponents are Lewis Goldberg, 
Paul Costa, and Robert McCare. This theory proposes that five broad dimensions provide complete description 
of personality.  

The NEO-PI, NEO-PI-R and NEO-FFI have been translated into different languages such as Arabic, Chinese, 
Dutch, French, German, Hebrew, Japanese, Polish (Costa & McCare, 1992), and McCare and Terracciano (2005) 
discuss that NEO-PI-R has been translated into 30 languages and almost of them were done by bilingual 
psychologists familiar to the culture. However, traits in everywhere do not mean that average trait levels need to 
be universal. 

Most research on Big Five has been done based on self-reports and peer ratings (John & Srivastava, 1999).There 
are various examples of studies around the world regarding the use of Big Five. Some of these studies are listed 
below. 

Chamorro-Premuzie, Furnham and Lewis (2007) used NEO-FFI personality inventory in their study in order to 
investigate on 221 British medical students (both female and male, with range age between 20 to 28, on average 
22.67 years old) in UK. They found that Emotional stability, Openness to Experiences, and Agreeableness were 
associated with deep approach to learning, and they were negatively related to the surface approach. In addition, 
Conscientiousness was associated with deep and achieving learning approaches. 

Liadra, Pullmann and Allik (2006) used NEO-FFI in their study in order to investigate on 3618 students from 
elementary to secondary school (both female and male, with age range 7to19) in Estonia. They found Openness 
to experiences, Agreeableness, and Conscientious correlated positively and Neuroticism correlated negatively 
with grade point average. 

Shokri, Kadivar, Valizadeh and Sangari (2007) used Big Five Factor Inventory in their study in order to 
investigate on 419 university students (both female and male) in Iran. Its factors’ reliability in their study were 
found .64 for Extraversion, .79 for Openness to experiences, .79 for Neuroticism, .55 for Agreeableness, .88 for 
Conscientiousness. They found that Openness to experiences, Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness have 
significant positive relationship with deep learning, and Openness to experiences and Conscientiousness have 
negative relationship with have surface learning. In addition, they found that Neuroticism and Extraversion have 
significant positive relationship with surface learning. 

Oyesoji (2009) used NEO Big Five Factor Inventory in order to investigate on 450 students (both female and 
male with age range 17 to 21) in Nigeria. Its reliability was found .77. He found Neuroticism could predict 
academic self-efficacy. Moreover, it was found that the Big-Five Factors of personality were positively 
associated with academic self-efficacy of educationally distressed adolescents. 

Caspi, Chajut, Saporta and Beyth-Marom (2006) used Big Five Inventory in order to investigate on 214 
university students (both female and male, with age range between 17 to 57, and on average age 27.6 years old) 
in Israel. Their study was about comparison of two instructional environments that were classroom vs. 
Web-Based Instructional Environment (WBIE). A clear difference between two environments was observed. It 
was found that classroom participants were as extroverted, and non-participants as neurotic. 

Busato, Prins, Elshout and Hamaker (1998) used Big Five Factor personality questionnaire in their study in order 
to investigate on 900 students at university of Amsterdam. They investigated on the relationship between Big 
Five Factor personality and learning style. Their study shows that there is significant relationship between some 
of personality dimensions and some other of learning styles. 

Hu (2004) used Big Five Personality Questionnaire in his study in order to investigate on 379 students of 
hospitality education (both female and male, with age range 19 to 25, on average 20.88 years old) in Taiwan. Its 
factors’ reliability in his study were found .61 for Extraversion, .80 for Openness to experiences, .85 for 
Neuroticism, .82 for Agreeableness, .81 for Conscientiousness. He found that different dimensions of Big-five 
personality traits were positively related to learning motivation, and Openness to experiences is more greater 
than other dimensions. Moreover, he found that Openness to experiences and Conscientiousness could be as 
predicators of learning performance. 

Chamorro-Premuzie and Furnham (2008) used NEO-PI-R in their study in order to investigate on 158 university 
students (both female and male, with age range between 18 to 21, and on average age 19.2 years old) in London. 
They found that academic performance correlated with openness to experiences and conscientiousness. 
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4. Self-report Questionnaires 

A self-report questionnaire is chosen as a basic instrument, because it is possible to use this kind of questionnaire 
to survey a large number of participants in manner that would be practicing almost impossible using any other 
method. Questionnaire is used as one of the most widely data-elicitation tool (Gao, 2004). In addition, it is used 
by many researchers (Bialystok, 1981; Ehrman & Oxford, 1990; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989; Ramirez, 1986). If 
high reliable questionnaires are preferred because we can be sure that, we will get the same result each time we 
measure the same thing. However if the questionnaire is not reliable, we do not know if the changes in the scores 
are due to changes in the person we are measuring or to some type of error in testing process.  

There are three ways of using self-administered questionnaire instruments. Firstly, using the available 
questionnaire without any change; secondly, using adapted questionnaire; thirdly, developing new questionnaire. 

Based on the availability and characteristics, one researcher will choose one of these questionnaire types. If the 
same questionnaire has tested for its psychological parameters, it is possible to use it as what it is, and without 
any change. Nevertheless, since in cross-cultural research, some changes are needed in order to avoid some 
problems.  

5. General Procedure of Adaptation Instrument of Five Factors of Personality Traits 

In adaptation of Instruments from one language to another in research works, some problems occur, such as the 
problem of translation one questionnaire to another language (Perera & Eysenck, 1984), differences in cultures 
(Ben Porath, 1990).  

In the translation of Instrument of Five Factors of Personality Traits, the translation/back translation is one of 
more effective ways to solve the equivalent concepts of translated and original version of one questionnaire 
(Behring & Law, 2000), and one researcher can be ideal translator if she or he is fluent in target language. In 
such case, there is need to some psychologists who are professional in the related field in order to check the 
translated and adapted questionnaire from two points of view. Firstly, since the psychologists must be fully 
proficient in both languages (English and the language that the questionnaire must be translated), they check the 
translated version of the questionnaire in order to check the consistency with English version of it. Secondly, 
since the psychologists are professional in related study of the questionnaires, they check the psychometrics of 
the questionnaire. In such case, after full agreement among the psychologists will be achieved, and the pilot 
study confirms the items of the Instrument of Five Factors of Personality Traits, it will be administrated. 

In the pilot study of Instrument of Five Factors of Personality Traits, after pilot study, one informal discussion 
with the participants who participate in the pilot study is suggested. In such session of discussion, the comments 
of the participants will be asked. All the suggested comments will be written as a particular list of comments. 
Such list must checked by the researcher to categorize its items in different categories. Moreover, such list must 
be discussed with the psychologists in order to apply them and affect the instrument of the study (Instrument of 
Five Factors of Personality Traits). In the end, all the suggestions of the psychologists must be applied up to 
everybody agrees upon. The revised instrument will be shown to some of participants who participated in the 
pilot study in order to finalize it.  

The reason for such procedure it is that the participants should be tested on valid and reliable instruments 
(Chamot, 2005).  

6. General Limitations of Working with Instrument of Five Factors of Personality Traits 

Since all the education quasi-research deal with living human beings are occur out of laboratory conditions have 
limitations (Gall, Gall & Borg, 2003). Generally speaking, there are some limitations inherent in endeavor to 
conduct any research work on personality assessment. Such limitations are as the results of method (e.g. 
measurement issues, sampling issues), type of instrumentations(e.g. exclusive reliance on self-report responses 
to the questionnaires, ambiguity in the questionnaire item wording, response style bias) and so on. 

Regarding the issue of questionnaire type of this instrument, although survey studies have been very illuminating 
and have yielded important results, the first limitation of this study is that measuring of personality traits is done 
by using questionnaire. Since the questionnaires are self-report and single source of information, it is not clear 
whether personality traits they actually have. Their response may not be just their beliefs and thoughts that they 
have about themselves. In such way, in order to investigate students’ actual personality traits, it should be some 
research method to corroborate results of questionnaire. The second, there are may also have been some unclear 
points in questionnaire itself. “Strongly Agree” to “Strongly Disagree” may have been fuzzy because the 
interpretation of these scales can change according to context (Hatch & Brown, 1995), and the vagueness of 
wording has been another persistent problem in using questionnaire (Gu, Wen &Wu, 1995). The third limitation 
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is response biases. As it is known there are three prominent types of response biases, which are social desirable 
response, acquiescence, and extremely response bias (Herk, Poortinga & Verhallen, 2004). The fourth issue, 
difficulty in cross-language research involves translation of the questionnaires. Regarding the limitation related 
to culture, as Eliason (1995) discuses both culture and language affect the questionnaires. In such way, fifth 
limitation, many value measurements which are developed in western countries are not success to assess in 
eastern countries (Matthews, 2000; Schwartz, Malech, Lehmann, Burgess, Harris & Owens, 2001).  

Since longitudinal research is more complicated and much slower, such type of study (use Instrument of Five 
Factors Personality) in group is chosen by many researchers. Regarding the limitations related to statistical 
method, there is an important issue in the statistical procedures, that it is the reliability estimates of internal 
consistency may not be appropriate to measure something that could fluctuate in short period of time as what is 
used in the most of studies. The test-retest reliability measure is better indicator of reliability in this type of 
research.  

Generally speaking, one of the problematic issues that can be as a limitation is rarely possible to adequately 
control for all variables in any natural research. 

7. Conclusion 

The idea of major dimensions include much of personality is long standing (Norman, 1963). Even there is belief 
that the Big Five dimensions have substantial genetic basis (Loehline, McCare, Costa & John, 1998). In addition, 
Digman and Inouye (1989) state “the domain of personality of personality descriptors is almost completely 
accounted for by five robust factors” (p.116). In addition, Big Factor Inventory has enjoyed wide spread 
popularity in applied organizational context. In this way, the development of Big Five personality framework 
(Costa & McCrae, 1992; Goldberg, 1990) can be conceptualized in terms of five basic dimensions. Despite the 
Five Factors Inventory enjoys international use, but the Big Five structure has not been accepted generally 
(Block, 1995; Eysenck, 1992, 1997; McAdams, 1992).  

There are various methods to collect data, such as survey tools and written questionnaire (Gu & Johnson, 1996; 
Fan,2003), interview (Gu 2003; Parks & Raymond,2004), think-aloud or verbal reports (Anderson & 
Vandergrift,1996; Goh,1998; Nassaji,2003), diaries or dialogue journal (Carson & Longhini,2002;Oxford, 
Lavine, Felkins, Hollaway & Saleh, 1996), recollective narratives (Oxford, Lavine, Felkins, Hollaway & Saleh, 
1996). Such measurements are used in the single form of method (separately) or as component methods (single 
set of methods) based on nature and goals of research works. For example, Griffiths (2004) used self-report and 
interview in her research work. Rubin (1975) did by means of observing students in classrooms, talking to good 
language learners, and eliciting observation from teachers.  

Every one of these methods has specific structure and characteristics. For instance, according to Nunan (1992), 
interview vary from structured, through semi-structured to un- structured, and as Naiman, Frohlich, Stern and 
Todesco (1978) claim “the interview proved to be a useful research technique” (p.35). Alternatively, the 
multiple-methods procedure has specific characteristics. For instance, it is used whenever the time is available. 
When the time is restricted, researcher should use the most reliable and valid strategy assessment measure 
(Oxford, 1996). In this way, Cohen (1998), McDonough (1995), O'Malley and Chamot (1990) claim that each 
kind of data collection has its own limitation. 

Since usually some items of Instrument of Five Factors of Personality Traits are vague, and therefore open to 
differing interpretation based on the different individuals, thereby possibly affecting reliability, it causes to the 
results, as Gu, Wen and Wu (1995) state that such results can be “dangerously inadequate and unreliable”(p.7). 
However, as Dornyei (2003) points out advantages for self-report, as versatility, cost effectiveness, and 
efficiency in terms of staff and students time and effort, and self-administered questionnaire may have much less 
interview bias (Gorard,2001). 

Although most research has employed multi-data collection (Ellis, 1994), and in order to amplify the quantitative 
questionnaire data, it is need to employ complementary qualitative data collection as recommended by Chaudron 
(1986), but as O'Malley and Chamot (1990) point out the results of data collection procedure varied considerably 
when there are multi-data collection procedures 

At last but not least, there is not a method abandoned as what it might be called a baby-and-bathwater type 
reaction. Still all methods have failed to deliver quit the hoped-for miracles. In this way, methodology alone can 
never be a solution to find what is searching. Rather it is an aid and suggestion. In addition, in the case of 
methodology, it is true that we are moving in risky area. Moreover, it is the best when design is dictated by 
nature of the problem rather than academic fashion and prestige.  
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