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Validity is the most fundamental criterion for the quality of research, more important even than objectivity 
and reliability. This criterion aims to demonstrate, over the entire research process, whether interpretations 
and uses of quantitative or qualitative data can be plausibly supported by theoretical arguments (Kane, 
2013; Messick, 1995). Thus the question of validity cannot, however, be answered sufficiently in the 
context of a single empirical study. On the contrary: “A sound validity argument integrates various strands 
of evidence into a coherent account of the degree to which existing evidence and theory support the 
intended interpretation” (AERA, APA & NCME, 2014, p. 21) of data for specific uses.  
In order to meet the requirement to integrate various strands of evidence one possibility is to use a mixed 
methods approach. In contrast with its key significance, the “concept of validity has been addressed 
sparingly in the mixed methods literature” (Dellinger & Leech, 2007, p. 314) for a long time. There are 
now, however, both methodological concepts for relating mixed methods to validity issues (e.g. Dellinger 
& Leech, 2007; Leech, Dellinger, Brannagan, & Tanaka, 2010; Onwuegbuzie, Bustamente, & Nelson, 
2010) and empirical studies in which the mixed methods approach is used to assess validity (see, for 
example, Daigneault & Jacob, 2014; Linninger et al., 2015; Luyt, 2011; Morell & Tan, 2009). Overall, 
however, there are still concerns that “more contributions about why and how to mix methods for 
validation purposes are needed” (Daigneault & Jacob, 2014, p. 6). 
We also see the need for and the potential of the mixed methods approach in the process of validation and 
have therefore used this approach for the implementation and evaluation of two educational studies. In both 
studies, the analytical competence of teachers has been investigated. By this we mean the ability of teachers 
to properly perceive and assess their own and others’ lessons in terms of the effectiveness of learning. The 
data (analytical performance of experts and novices) were collected in the first study using a standardised 
test, and in the subsequent second study using a qualitative analysis of in-depth interviews.  
Both studies were organised into a sequential explanatory design (Ivankova, Creswell & Stick, 2006) to 
provide evidence for the validity of the underlying construct of analytical competence. They therefore 
focused on the research question of whether the data generated through different methods can be 
interpreted by means of the theoretical assumptions that we use to define the construct of analytical 
competence. Our two studies took as their basis the expectation that the factorial structure of the construct 
of analytical competence found in study 1 would be confirmed by study 2. We put these expectations in 
two hypotheses: 
(1) Both the quantitative and the qualitative data support a coherent interpretation of the factorial structure 
of the construct of analytical competence. 
(2) In according to the so-called known-group validation (DeVellis, 1991) both the quantitative and the 
qualitative data are able to show that experts are significantly superior to novices in the analysis of 
teaching.  
 


