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o5 Of Research

HOW DO YOU EVALUATE THE QUALITY
OF YOUR RESEARCH?

PART 2 The Steps in the Proct
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research. The improvement of practice, o
at of knowledge all call for high-qualy, Q(-j;, o,
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? Y ag

K

Both during the process of
mindful of the quality of the :
icy debates, and the aclvancemcl J
research. It becomes important, the
“What criteria should T use?’

Employ Appropriate Standards . ”
Because the quantitative and qualitative approaches toa (r;seesa:;};l f: l(lm)&'rcm- fal
its own criteria for evaluation. HOWever, both appro ; e broage, e
process (i.c., the six steps in the research procesls.), an | someCl .C()n?ljlof’ elemens >
play into the evaluative criteria as well. In. ad.dmon. tlehauf lﬁn(L‘S for fesearch m(:_?
tioned earlier in this chapter, will employ criteria such as the following:

e Does the research meet the standards for publication?

e Will the research be useful in our school? ‘ e

e Will the research advance policy discussions in our region? |
e Will the research add to our scholatly knowledge about a topic or research Probiey |
e Will the research help address some pressing educational problem? =1
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These are important questions, ar.xd the .answers will shape ) e evaluate 3 et |
report. Because of the various audiences involved, we have no single standard for resey |
Moreover, standards for quantitative and qualitative research tend to differ because the y, |

approaches to research differ. |

Quantitative Standards

In a study by Hall, Ward, and Comer (1988), the authors asked a panel of judges o re
128 educational quantitative articles. The specific shortcomings of these articles, in o
of their importance, were the following:

i

Lack of validity and reliability in data-gathering procedures
Weaknesses in the research designs

Limitations of the study were not stated

Research design not appropriate for the problem
Inappropriate sampling

Results of analysis not clearly reported

Inappropriate methods used to analyze data
Unclear writing

Assumptions not clearly stated
Data-gathering methods not clearly described

As you can see, quantitative evaluato
data collection, the anal
phase of the projects.

TuckAn?:r:her ll":rspective on evaluating the quality of quantitative research is &5 |
sy e:z;n(l farper ( fOlZ). As shown in Table 9.2, the standards follow the resea™ P’; o1
1asis on ( : 2 ’ ran® |
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and accurate?
tar theoretical and practical value?

Review: :
ant, recent, and based on studies reporting numbers?
sns and references accurate?

d Variables:

e hypotheses, and what types are they?

study indicate the independent, dependent, intervening, moderating
tional definitions given for the variables? g

s effects controlled in the study so that bias did i

alization of the results? not have an effect on the participants, their experiences,

n variables manipulated?

and control variableg?

statistics the right choice?

iscussion:

fit the problem?

and important were the findings?

ssion section report conclusions, and were they consistent with the study’s results?

3 ssion section offer reasonable interpretations of why results did and did not match .expectations'v
&eu_ssion section suggest reasonable implications about what readers should do with the results? '

Source: Adapted from Tuckman and Harper (2012).

Qualitative Standards

Tuming to qualitative research, the criteria for a good research report vary depending
on your emphasis as a researcher. When we examine current perspectives about judging
qumm research, ideas within each of the three themes—philosophy, procedures, and
Participation/advocacy—combine to form our evaluation criteria. For example, as one
fieresied in the philosophical ideas behind qualitative research, you might draw from
P@pegives about what constitutes knowledge (e.g., an evolving design) or reality (e.g.,
CCive experiences). As a procedural researcher, you might emphasize the impor-
Zv? of rigorous data collection (e.g., multiple forms of data) and analysis (e.g,, multiple
b of aI““ll}’SiS). As a participatory/advocacy writer, you might stress the importance of
Sive wﬁﬁnm (e.g,, researcher collaborates on equal terms with participants) and persua-
ng (e.g., does it seem true to participants?). .
by dif ©Xamine three sets of criteria for evaluating qualitative research de\eloptf‘-
fm:mm scholars, As seen in Table 9.3, the standards reflect both overlap and dif
a:' All the standards speak to the importance of the participant in the relse.lrgg
‘Wjﬂlvk:p:;ufas Slan‘dz‘trds set within research communities. Writing pe\rxs'l'llzliil\efzo;;\ :
Pﬁm“{wlf Or participants is also paramount in all three smnda.rds. ri f ﬁle i
leg o 2Wareness and being sensitive Lo reciprocity and the ‘1mp'act 0 i
e"?ﬁf)nally and intellectually) on readers differs. In combination, all o




