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intoxicated victims, the women interviewed by Testa et al. (2011) all revealed that they had had so much to drink that they 
were unconscious or at least unable to speak at the time of the rape. Testa and her colleagues concluded that the prevalence 
of this type of “incapacitated rape” required a new approach to the problem of violence against women (2011, p. 242):

Qualitative analysis of our data has resulted in numerous “a-ha” types of insights that would not have been 
possible had we relied solely on quantitative data analysis (e.g., identification of incapacitated rape and sexual 
precedence, heterogeneity in the way that sexual assaults arise) and also helped us to understand puzzling 
quantitative observations. . . . These insights, in turn, led to testable, quantitative hypotheses that supported 
our qualitative findings, lending rigor and convergence to the process. We never could have anticipated what 
these insights would be and that is what is both scary and exhilarating about qualitative data analysis, particu-
larly for a scientist who has relied on quantitative data analysis and a priori hypothesis testing. The lengthy 
process of reading, coding, rereading, interpreting, discussing, and synthesizing among two or more coders is 
undeniably a major investment of time.

Testa and her colleagues concluded that insights yielded by the qualitative data analysis fully justified the time-
consuming process of reading and rereading interviews, coding text, and discussing and reinterpreting the codes.

22 Strengths and Limitations of Mixed Methods
Combining qualitative and quantitative methods within one research project can strengthen the project’s design by 
enhancing measurement validity, generalizability, causal validity, or authenticity. At the same time, combining 
methods creates challenges that may be difficult to overcome and ultimately limit the extent to which these goals are 
enhanced. This should be your golden rule: The choice of a data collection method should be guided in large part by the 
aspect of validity that is of most concern and the best method for answering your research question!

As you can see in Exhibit 11.4, none of these methods is superior to the others in all respects, and each varies in 
its suitability to different research questions and goals. Choosing among them for a particular investigation requires 
consideration of the research problem, opportunities and resources, prior research, philosophical commitments, and 
research goals.

True experimental designs are strongest for testing nomothetic causal hypotheses and are most appropriate for 
studies of treatment effects as well as research questions that are believed to involve basic social/psychological pro-
cesses. Random assignment reduces the possibility of preexisting differences between treatment and comparison 

Exhibit 11.4 Comparison of Three General Research Methods

Design
Measurement 
Validity Generalizability

Type of Causal 
Assertions Causal Validity

Experiments + -a Nomothetic +

Surveys + +/- Nomothetic +/-b

Participant Observation and 
Intensive Interviewing

-/+c - Idiographic -

aExperiments are designed to ensure causal validity, not generalizability.
bSurveys are a weaker design for identifying causal effects than true experiments, but use of statistical controls can strengthen causal arguments. 
Also, only if a random sample is used to collect survey data and the response rate is high can results can be generalized to the target population.
cReliability is low compared to surveys, and evaluation of measurement validity is often not possible. However, direct observations may lead to a 
greater understanding of the concepts being measured.


