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Lecture Notes
Chapter 11: Validity of Research Results in Quantitative, Qualitative, and Mixed Methods Research
Learning Objectives
11.1 Explain the importance of validity in quantitative research.
11.2 Explain the concept of internal/causation validity including the two major types, the three required conditions, and threats to internal or causation validity.
11.3 Explain the concept of external/generalizing validity including its five major types.
11.4 Explain the importance of construct validity in research studies.
11.5 Explain the importance of statistical conclusion validity in research studies.
11.6 Explain the concept of research validity/trustworthiness in qualitative research including the five major types.
11.7 Explain the concept of research validity/legitimation in mixed methods research including the eleven major types.
Annotated Chapter Outline
I. Validity Issues in the Design of Quantitative Research
A. In quantitative research, researchers usually want to identify the effect created by some independent variable and to be able to generalize the results beyond the confines of the study.
i. We want the results of any study we conduct, regardless of whether it is experimental or nonexperimental, to be reliable, and we want the inferences we make from the result of any study to be valid.
ii. Research reliability: The consistency, stability, or repeatability of the results of a study.
iii. Research validity: The correctness or truthfulness of an inference that is made from the results of a study.
B. However, in every study, there is the possibility that some variable other than the independent variable influenced the dependent variable or limited the ability to generalize the results.
i. Extraneous variable: Any variable other than the independent variable that might influence the dependent variable.
ii. Confounding variable: An extraneous variable that systematically varies with the independent variable and also influences the dependent variable.
iii. Drawing clear and valid conclusions from the data you collect is impossible if an uncontrolled confounding variable is present.
iv. It is essential that you identify and control for all confounding variables that might threaten your study conclusions.
C. In quantitative research, four major types of validity—internal, external, construct, and statistical conclusion—are used to evaluate the validity of the inferences that can be made from the results of a study.
i. Not all of them will occur in every study.
ii. Consideration of these threats serves the valuable function of increasing the probability that you will anticipate their existence and do something about it.
iii. If you can anticipate a threat before conducting a study, you can design the study in such a way as to rule it out.
iv. If you cannot institute design controls, maybe you can measure the threat directly to determine whether it actually operated in your study and then conduct statistical analysis to find out whether it can plausibly account for the observed relationship.
II. Internal or Causation Validity
A. Internal (or causation) validity: The ability to infer that a causal relationship exists between two variables.
B. Internal validity is about establishing evidence of cause and effect for the people included in a research study.
C. Two Major Types of Causal Relationships
i. Causal description: Describing the consequences of manipulating an independent variable.
ii. Causal explanation: Explaining the mechanisms through which and the conditions under which a causal relationship holds.
iii. Generally speaking, once causal description is shown, much subsequent research is directed at explaining why and how the descriptive relationship exists.
iv. Identifying how and why a causal relationship exists is more difficult than describing that overall relationship.
D. The Three Required Conditions for Inferring Causation
i. Condition 1: The Relationship Condition
a. First, you need evidence that the independent and dependent variables are associated or correlated or related.
b. If there is no relationship between these two variables, then one cannot directly affect the other; however, if there is a relationship between the variables, it is possible that they are causally related.
c. Evidence of association is necessary but not sufficient to infer causation.
ii. Condition 2: The Temporal Antecedence Condition
a. The second type of evidence needed to infer causation is the correct temporal ordering of the variables being investigated, because a cause must precede an effect.
b. This means that you need some knowledge of the time sequence of the events.
c. Ambiguous temporal precedence: The inability to specify which variable is the cause and which is the effect.
d. In some nonexperimental studies, especially those that only investigate the degree of relationship between two variables with data collected at a single point in time, it is frequently unclear whether variable A precedes variable B or vice versa.
e. To make a claim of causation, you must have evidence of the temporal order of the relationship because a cause must precede an effect.
iii. Condition 3: The Lack of Alternative Explanation
a. The third type of evidence needed is that the variables being investigated are the ones that are causally related rather than being caused by some confounding extraneous variable.
b. In other words, you should look for variables other than the independent variable that might explain the change observed in the dependent variable, and these competing explanations must be ruled out.
c. Third variable: A confounding extraneous variable.
d. Establishing these conditions is easily accomplished in strong experimental designs because:
i. The experimenter actively manipulates the presentation of the independent variable (the causal variable) and observes the effect on the dependent variable.
ii. The experimenter randomly assigns participants to the treatment and control groups so that the groups are equated on all extraneous variables.
e. Nonexperimental research studies also frequently attempt to infer causality.
i. In nonexperimental research, condition 2 (showing direction of causation) is more difficult to establish because of the difficulty in showing the temporal sequencing of events.
ii. Ruling out the possible influence of confounding variables (i.e., “the third-variable problem”) is especially problematic in nonexperimental research.
E. Threats to Internal (Causation) Validity in Single-Group Designs
i. To infer that one variable caused an effect observed in another variable, we must control for all other possible causes.
ii. These other possible causes are threats to internal (i.e., causation) validity because they are rival or competing or alternative explanations for the results.
iii. When alternative explanations exist, it is impossible to reach a solid causal explanation, leading to suspect results that cannot and should not be taken seriously.
iv. One-group pretest-posttest design: Administering a posttest to a single group of participants after they have been pretested and given an experimental treatment condition.
v. History
a. History: Any event, other than a planned treatment event, that occurs between the pretest and posttest measurements of the dependent variable and influences the postmeasurement of the dependent variable.
b. These events, in addition to any treatment effect, can influence the postmeasurement; therefore, these events are confounded with the treatment effect and are rival explanations for the change that occurs between pretest and posttest measurements in one-group designs.
c. The history threat is especially worrisome when:
i. Something in addition to the treatment occurs between the pretest and posttest measurements of the dependent variable 
ii. The time interval between pretest and posttest measurement is lengthy.
vi. Maturation
a. Maturation: Any physical or mental change that occurs over time that affects performance on the dependent variable.
b. Examples include aging, learning, boredom, hunger, and fatigue.
c. Because such changes might alter performance on the dependent variable, they are threats to the internal or causation validity of a study.
vii. Testing
a. Testing: Any change in scores obtained on the second administration of a test as a result of having previously taken the test.
b. In other words, the experience of having taken a pretest may alter the results obtained on the posttest, independent of any treatment effect or experimental manipulation intervening between the pretest and the posttest.
c. Taking the pretest does a number of things that can alter a person’s performance on a subsequent administration of the same test.
i. Taking a test familiarizes you with the content of the test.
ii. After taking a test, you might think about errors you made that you could correct if you took the test again.
iii. When the test is administered a second time, you are already familiar with it and might remember some of your prior responses.
iv. This can lead to enhanced performance that is entirely tied to the initial or pretest administration.
viii. Instrumentation
a. Instrumentation: Any change that occurs in the way the dependent variable is measured.
b. An instrumentation threat occurs in two primary ways.
i. First, it can occur when the measurement instrument that is used during pretesting is different from that used during posttesting.
ii. Second, instrumentation can occur when data are collected through observation because human observers subject to such influences as fatigue, boredom, and learning processes.
ix. Regression Artifacts
a. Regression artifact: The tendency of very high pretest scores to become lower and very low pretest scores to become higher on posttesting.
b. Many studies investigate special groups of individuals such as children with learning disabilities or people with a specific deficiency such as poor reading or low mathematical ability.
i. These special groups of research participants are typically identified by having extreme scores such as low reading comprehension scores.
ii. After the research participants are selected based on low scores, they are given some experimental treatment condition to improve their deficiency or ameliorate the special condition, and then they are tested again to see if their scores have changed.
iii. Any positive change from pretesting to posttesting is frequently taken as evidence of the efficacy of the treatment program.
c. However, the internal or causation validity of such a study could be threatened because low-scoring research participants might tend to score higher on posttesting not because of any experimental treatment effect but simply because of a regression artifact.
d. Whenever you select participants based on very low or very high scores, you need to worry about regression to the mean.
F. Threats to Internal (Causation) Validity in Multigroup Designs
i. All of the basic (i.e., nondifferential) threats to internal (i.e., causation) validity for single-group designs just discussed would have been eliminated if a control group had been included.
ii. Multigroup research design: A research design that includes more than one group of participants.
iii. The addition of a control group enables you to untangle the confounding effect of the previous basic threats from the influence of the independent variable.
iv. In the one-group design, you determine the treatment effect by comparing the pretest scores of the individuals in the single group with their posttest scores, so you have no way of separating the effect of one of the basic threats from the effect of the treatment.
v. Basic threats can appear in a more complicated form in multigroup designs if the basic effect occurs for one group but not for the other group. These threats have different names to make this distinction.
vi. Differential Selection
a. Differential selection: Selecting participants who have different characteristics for the various treatment groups.
b. One common way in which this difference can occur is if you, the researcher, use nonequivalent groups of participants that are already formed (e.g., classes of students).
c. It is a serious problem when the groups differ on variables other than the independent variable.
d. The solution is to randomly assign participants to the groups.
i. Random assignment equates your groups (when sample size is large enough), so there are no systematic initial differences.
ii. When this is the case, the treatment is the only difference between the groups, and you can claim that the treatment is the cause of the posttest differences.
vii. Additive and Interactive Effects
a. Additive and interactive effects: Occur when two or more basic threats to internal validity combine to produce a more complex bias.
b. Once your experiment begins you must continue to treat the treatment and control groups in the same way, with the single exception being that the participants receive the different conditions defined by your independent variable.
c. Differential selection, or the fact that the comparison groups are composed of different kinds of people, can combine with any of the basic threats discussed above for single-group designs.
d. Selection-history effect: Occurs when an event taking place between the pretest and posttest differentially affects comparison groups and obscures the treatment effect.
i. A closely related effect is a differential history effect, where the groups are exposed to different history events and these produce differences between the groups on the dependent variable measure.
e. Selection-maturation effect: Occurs when comparison groups mature at different rates, obscuring the treatment effect.
f. Attrition: Loss of people who do not complete the experiment.
i. This can occur for any of a variety of reasons, such as failure to show up at the scheduled time and place or not participating in all phases of the study.
ii. Attrition becomes a problem to internal (i.e., causation) validity when it causes the groups to become different.
iii. Differential attrition: A differential loss of participants from the various comparison groups that causes the groups to become nonequivalent, and obscures the treatment effect.
g. Selection-testing effect: Occurs when groups react to the pretest differently, obscuring the treatment effect.
h. Selection-instrumentation effect: Occurs when groups react differently to changes in instrumentation, obscuring the treatment effect.
i. Selection-regression effect: Occurs when groups regress to the mean in a different way, obscuring the treatment effect.
j. Fortunately, random assignment is a general solution to the additive and interactive threats.
III. External Validity or Generalizing Validity
A. External (or generalizing) validity: The extent to which the study results can be generalized to and across populations of persons, settings, times, outcomes, and treatment variations.
B. One of the basic assumptions of science is that there are regularities in human behavior and these regularities can be discovered through systematic research.
i. Whenever we conduct a research study, we are attempting to discover these regularities.
ii. However, each research study is conducted on a specific sample of individuals, in a specific setting, with a specific independent variable, with specific outcomes, and at a specific point in time.
C. To generalize the results from a single research study, you would have to identify a target population of individuals, settings, times, outcomes, and treatment variations and then randomly select from this complicated population so that you have a sample representative of this population.
i. Most studies cannot randomly sample from complicated populations of individuals, settings, times, outcomes, and treatment variations because of the expense, time, and effort involved.
ii. Therefore, all studies contain characteristics that threaten their external validity.
D. Population Validity
i. Population validity: The ability to generalize the study results to individuals who were not included in the study.
ii. Target population: The larger population to whom the study results are to be generalized.
a. Within this larger target population, there are many subpopulations, such as male and female children with a learning disability.
b. Generalizing to a population: Applying a finding based on a research study sample (e.g., a sample average or correlation) to the target population (e.g., the population average or correlation).
c. Generalizing across subpopulations: Applying a finding based on a research study sample (e.g., a sample average or correlation) to all subgroups in the target population.
d. Many studies that are conducted to test the generalization of a specific treatment across subpopulations are attempting to identify the specific subpopulations to which a treatment can and cannot be generalized.
E. Ecological Validity
i. Ecological validity: The ability to generalize the study results across settings.
ii. Ecological validity exists to the extent that the study results are independent of the setting in which the study was conducted.
iii. One of the subtle setting factors that can affect the ability to generalize the results of a study is the participant’s knowledge of the fact that they are participating in a study.
iv. Reactivity: An alteration in performance that occurs as a result of being aware of participating in a study.
v. A reactivity effect can threaten both the internal and external validity of a study.
F. Temporal Validity
i. Temporal validity: The extent to which the study results can be generalized across time.
ii. Temporal validity is an issue because most educational research studies are conducted during one time period.
iii. Although data are valid for the time period in which they were collected, there is no assurance that the same results would hold true 30 years later.
iv. Failure to consider the time variable can lead one to form erroneous conclusions about the current external validity of the study.
G. Treatment Variation Validity
i. Treatment variation validity: The ability to generalize across variations of the treatment.
ii. Treatment variation validity is an issue because the administration of a treatment often varies from one time or situation to the next.
H. Outcome Validity
i. Outcome validity: The ability to generalize across different but related dependent variables.
ii. Sometimes one outcome measure demonstrates that the treatment was effective.
iii. However, other outcome measures show no effect and maybe even a negative effect.
iv. Using several outcome measures is always desirable because this gives a more complete picture of the overall effect of the treatment.
IV. Construct Validity
A. Conducting a research study requires that the variables be adequately measured or “operationalized.”
B. The educational researcher is therefore faced with the task of identifying or devising some way of measuring the constructs being investigated.
C. Construct validity: The extent to which a higher-order construct is accurately operationalized and measured in a particular study.
D. Operationalizing a construct: Identifying a specific instrument to empirically measure the construct.
E. Construct validity is fostered by having a good definition and explanation of the meaning of the construct of interest and then identifying effective items to measure the construct.
F. Developing new measures requires a lot of work and is especially difficult for beginning researchers.
G. Treatment Diffusion
i. Because the researcher cannot control who interacts with whom in a field study, treatment diffusion can occur if participants in the treatment group interact or share resources with participants in the control group.
ii. Treatment diffusion: The participants in one treatment condition are exposed to all or some of the other treatment condition.
iii. If this happens, what is thought to represent the control condition is no longer correct because it has become contaminated with something from the treatment condition.
V. Statistical Conclusion Validity
A. Statistical conclusion validity: The ability to infer that the independent and dependent variables are related in the larger population of interest and the strength of that relationship.
B. Statistical conclusion validity is important when you are making statistical inferences from the sample data to the population of interest.
i. The first statistical inference is whether a relationship exists between the independent and dependent variables in the population.
ii. The second statistical inference is an estimate of the magnitude of the relationship between the independent and dependent variables in the population.
iii. Both of these inferences rely on statistical tests with sample data.
C. Effect size indicator: A measure of the strength or magnitude of a relationship between the independent and dependent variables.
VI. Research Validity (or “Trustworthiness”) in Qualitative Research
A. Discussions of the term validity have traditionally been attached to the quantitative research tradition.
i. Not surprisingly, reactions by qualitative researchers have been mixed regarding whether this concept should be applied to qualitative research.
ii. At the extreme, some qualitative researchers have suggested that the traditional quantitative criteria of reliability and validity are not relevant to qualitative research.
B. Most qualitative researchers argue that some qualitative research studies are better than others, and they use the term validity (or some prefer the word trustworthiness) to refer to this difference in quality.
i. When qualitative researchers speak of research validity, they are usually referring to qualitative research that is plausible, credible, trustworthy, and therefore defensible.
C. Triangulation: A validation approach using multiple investigators, methods, data sources, and/or theoretical perspectives in the search for convergence of results.
i. This approach builds into your study and research process systematic cross-checking of information and conclusions through the use of multiple procedures or sources.
ii. As an outcome, “triangulation” is said to occur when your results converge on the same conclusion.
iii. However, findings sometimes do not converge but are divergent.
iv. This is not necessarily a problem, because it can be quite useful and important to look at our objects of study in different ways and learn from the different methods and perspectives.
D. Researcher bias: Selecting and interpreting results consistent with what the researcher wants to find.
i. The problem of researcher bias is sometimes an issue in qualitative research because qualitative research tends to be exploratory and is open-ended and less structured than quantitative research.
ii. Researcher bias tends to result from selective observation and selective recording of information and also from allowing one’s personal views and perspectives to affect how data are interpreted and how the research is conducted.
E. Reflexivity: Self-reflection by the researcher on their assumptions, biases, predispositions, and actions, and their impact on the research situation and evolving interpretations.
i. Many qualitative researchers include a distinct section in their research proposals titled “Researcher Bias,” in which they discuss their personal background, how it might affect their research, and what strategies they will use to address the potential problem.
F. Negative-case sampling: Selecting cases that are expected to disconfirm the researcher’s expectations and generalizations.
i. If you use this approach, you will find it more difficult to ignore important information, and you will come up with more credible and defensible results.
G. Descriptive Validity
i. Descriptive validity: The factual accuracy of an account as reported by the researcher.
ii. Descriptive validity addresses two key questions:
a. Did what was reported as taking place in the group being studied actually happen?
b. Did the researchers accurately report what they saw and heard?
iii. Multiple investigators: The use of multiple researchers and observers in collecting and interpreting the data.
a. It is helpful to use multiple observers to record and describe the research participants’ behavior and the context in which they were located.
b. The use of multiple observers allows cross-checking of observations to make sure the investigators agree about what took place.
c. When corroboration (agreement) of observations across multiple investigators is obtained, it is less likely that outside reviewers of the research will question whether something occurred.
H. Interpretive or Emic Validity
i. Interpretive or emic validity: Accurately portraying the study participants’ perspectives and meanings, providing the insider’s viewpoint.
a. The most important skill required for conducting qualitative research is understanding the research participants’ “inner worlds” (i.e., their subjective worlds), and interpretive validity is the degree of accuracy in presenting these inner worlds.
b. Accurate interpretive validity requires that the researcher get inside the heads of the participants, look through their eyes, and see and feel what they see and feel.
ii. Participant feedback (or member checking): Discussion of the researcher’s conclusions with the study participants to determine their accuracy according to the members’ perspectives.
a. By sharing your interpretations of participants’ viewpoints with the participants and other members of the group, you may clear up areas of miscommunication.
b. Although this strategy is not perfect, because some participants may attempt to put on a good face, it frequently obtains useful information and often identifies inaccuracies.
iii. Low-inference descriptors: A description that is phrased very similarly to the participants’ accounts and the researchers’ field notes.
a. In this way, the reader can hear how the participants think and feel about issues and experiences.
b. A verbatim is the lowest-inference descriptor of all because the participants’ exact words are provided in direct quotations.
I. Theoretical Validity
i. Theoretical validity: The degree to which a theoretical explanation fits the data.
a. Theory is usually more abstract and less concrete than description and interpretation.
b. Theory development moves beyond “just the facts” and provides an explanation of the phenomenon.
ii. Extended fieldwork: Collecting data in the field over an extended period of time.
a. As you spend more time in the field collecting data and generating and testing your interpretations, your theoretical explanation might become more detailed and intricate.
iii. Multiple theoretical perspectives: The use of multiple theories, disciplines, and perspectives to interpret and explain the data.
a. The various theories/perspectives might provide you with insights and help you develop a more useful explanation.
b. In a related way, you might also use multiple investigators and consider their ideas and explanations.
iv. Pattern matching: Predicting a pattern of results and determining whether the actual results fit the predicted fingerprint or signature pattern.
a. If all of the predictions occur as predicted (i.e., if the pattern or “fingerprint” is found), you have good evidence supporting your explanation.
b. As you develop your theoretical explanation, you should also use the negative-case sampling strategy mentioned earlier.
c. As a general rule, your final explanation should accurately reflect the majority of the people in your research study and you can build in contingency explanations for the other cases.
v. Peer review: Discussing one’s interpretations and conclusions with peers or colleagues.
vi. Critical friend: A person whom you trust to be open, honest, and constructively critical of your work.
J. Internal (Causation) Validity
i. Internal validity is the degree to which a researcher is justified in concluding that an observed relationship is causal.
ii. It is important to realize that quantitative and qualitative research are good at providing different kinds of causation that can complement each other.
a. Quantitative research is excellent with causation among variables (changes in Variable A cause changes in Variable B).
b. Qualitative research is excellent with local event causation (i.e., Event A caused Event B).
c. The key for both kinds of causation is to attempt to eliminate alternative explanations for the claim of causation.
iii. Causal process tracing: Qualitative approach for showing causation in local events including complex causal sequences and processes.
a. Causal process tracing uses single case-study data to identify sequences of events and rule out alternative explanations for claims of causation.
b. After local causal processes and relationships among events are studied using qualitative research, researchers will often want to convert them into relationships among variables and then test and check for confirmation using experimental methods when feasible.
c. They also should be checked for generalizability versus situational or context boundedness of the causal conclusions.
iv. Researcher-as-detective: A metaphor applied to the researcher who is searching for cause and effect.
a. When a researcher believes that an observed relationship is causal, they must also attempt to make sure that the observed change in the dependent variable or outcome is due to the independent variable or causal event and not to something else.
b. The successful researcher will make a list of rival explanations that are possible reasons for the relationship other than the originally suspected cause.
c. One way to identify rival explanations is to be a skeptic and think of reasons why the relationship should not be causal.
d. After the list has been developed, each rival explanation must be examined.
v. Ruling out alternative explanations: Making sure that other explanations of your conclusion are not better than the explanation you are using.
a. When trying to identify a causal relationship, the researcher makes mental comparisons.
b. The researcher can think about what would have happened if the causal factor had not occurred.
c. If the event is something that should occur again, the researcher can check again to see whether the causal factor precedes the outcome.
vi. Multiple methods: The use of multiple research and data collection methods.
a. The word methods is used broadly here to refer to different methods of research (ethnography, correlational, experimental, and so forth) as well as to different methods of data collection (e.g., interviews, questionnaires, focus groups, observations).
b. The whole obtained from the use of observations and interviews will likely be better than the parts.
vii. Multiple data sources: The use of multiple sources of data within a single research or data collection method.
K. External (Generalizing) Validity
i. External validity (or, better, generalizing validity) is important when you want to generalize from a set of research findings to other people, settings, times, treatments, and outcomes.
a. Traditionally, generalizability has not been a purpose of qualitative research, and external validity tends to be a weakness of qualitative research. 
b. The people and settings examined in qualitative research are rarely randomly selected.
c. Most qualitative researchers are interested in documenting “particularistic” findings rather than “universalistic” findings.
ii. Idiographic causation: Local, singular, particularistic causes, including intentions, specific or local attitudes, conditions, contexts, and events.
iii. Nomothetic causation: The standard view of causation in science; refers to causation among variables at a general level of analysis and understanding.
iv. Qualitative research is frequently considered weak on external (i.e., generalizing) validity, even though identification of local causation can certainly lead the way for additional research to determine if the causation holds more generally.
v. Naturalistic generalization: Generalizing on the basis of similarity by the reader of the research report rather than by the original researcher.
a. The more similar the people and circumstances in a particular research study are to the ones to which you want to generalize, the more defensible your generalization will be, and the more readily you should make such a generalization.
b. To help readers of a research report know when they can generalize, qualitative researchers should provide the following kinds of information:
i. The number and kinds of people in the study.
ii. How they were selected to be in the study.
iii. Contextual information.
iv. The nature of the researcher’s relationship with the participants.
v. Information about any “informants” who provided information.
vi. The methods of data collection used.
vii. The data analysis techniques used.
vi. Theoretical generalization: Generalizing a theory or explanation or process beyond the people and situation in which it was originally developed.
a. Many grounded theories have been found to generalize beyond their place of origin.
b. Replication logic: The idea that the more times a research finding is shown to be true with different sets of people, the more confidence we can place in the finding and in generalizing beyond the original participants.
VII. Research Validity (or “Legitimation”) in Mixed Methods Research
A. All of the types of validity discussed in this chapter are important when conducting mixed methods research.
B. You must design and conduct mixed methods research studies that have strong quantitative and qualitative validity.
C. Meta-inference: An inference or conclusion that builds on or integrates quantitative and qualitative findings.
D. Emic-etic legitimation: The extent to which the researcher accurately understands, uses, and presents the participants’ subjective insider or “native” views (called the emic viewpoint) and the researcher’s “objective” outsider view (called the etic viewpoint)
E. Inside-outside legitimation: A synonym for emic-etic legitimation.
F. Paradigmatic/philosophical legitimation: The degree to which the mixed methods researcher clearly explains their philosophical beliefs about research.
G. Commensurability approximation legitimation: The degree to which a mixed methods researcher can make Gestalt switches between the lenses of a qualitative researcher and a quantitative researcher and integrate the two views into an “integrated” or broader viewpoint.
H. Weakness minimization legitimation: The degree to which a mixed researcher combines qualitative and quantitative approaches that have nonoverlapping weaknesses.
I. Sequential legitimation: The degree to which a mixed methods researcher appropriately addresses and/or builds on effects or findings from earlier qualitative and quantitative phases.
J. Conversion legitimation: The degree to which quantitizing or qualitizing yields high-quality meta-inferences.
K. Sample integration legitimation: The degree to which a mixed methods researcher makes appropriate conclusions, generalizations, and meta-inferences from mixed samples.
L. Pragmatic legitimation: The extent to which the research purpose was met, research problem “solved,” research questions sufficiently answered, and actionable results provided.
M. Integration legitimation: The degree to which the researcher achieved integration of quantitative and qualitative data, analysis, and conclusions.
N. Causation legitimation: Is present when quantitative and qualitative findings relevant to causation are integrated into a stronger and fuller causal explanation.
O. Multiple stakeholder legitimation: The degree to which a mixed methods researcher addresses the interests, values, and viewpoints of multiple stakeholders in the research process; it is a synonym for sociopolitical legitimation.
P. Sociopolitical legitimation: A synonym for multiple stakeholder legitimation.
Q. Multiple validities legitimation: The extent to which all of the pertinent “validities” (quantitative, qualitative, and mixed) are addressed and resolved successfully.
VIII. Action Research Reflection
A. Action researchers are reflective practitioners.
B. One important part of this reflexivity is considering how to obtain results that are defensible and trustworthy not only to the researcher but also to insiders (the people studied) and “objective outsiders” who might have the power to make decisions about sanctioned practices.
C. Which "validity paradigm" do you think most closely fits an action researcher's position on research validity-the quantitative, qualitative, or mixed approach?
D. What specific validity strategies do you think will be most useful and important for the kinds of conclusions you want to draw?
E. How exactly can you use the validity strategies just listed in your place of study?
