ERICA SAMPSON
I had to read this a couple of times to make sure I understood. So let me know if it went over my head. What comes to mind is the story of which came first, the chicken or the egg. I watched a clip where the Scientist explained the egg came first. He mentioned how the chicken isn't in its original form. Two previous species merged and created the egg, leading to what we now know as the chicken I was sold until I read the comments section, and I walked away, undecided. A casual claim discusses how causes can produce an effect, and experimental design discusses the connection between the variables. "Researchers should ensure that any claims of causality are strongly supported by the methods employed and the types of analyses conducted"  (Causal Claims, 2009, p. 2). Research is complex because we rely so much on the findings.
 
Experimental designs allow the justifications of casual claim because it's trying to understand information between an action and a possible outcome. There is no one size fits all answer; therefore, there's room to find a solution. "If the focus is on the future, then the primary interest is in comparing the potential outcomes of decision alternatives" (Aaker et al., 2015, p. 315). One of the benefits of experimental design is the flexibility it offers to be used in different research fields.  Also, within the flexibility is the number of times researchers can replicate it. With my example of the chicken and the egg. We can look at other research and learn from evolution how it could be possible. We understand the relationships between the variables; therefore, it helps address some of the causes and effects. When conducting research, sometimes you learn as you go, and other times the results are predictable.
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APRIL WHITE
When it comes to validity of research, there are several concepts to consider. The external validity of a field experiment would be high because it is being completed in a natural setting. However, the internal validity of that same experiment would be lower because the researcher has less control of the environment and variables being introduced. In contrast to that, a lab experiment would have lower external validity due to the unnatural setting and higher internal validity due to the control of variables introduced exhibited by the researcher.
Convergent validity shows that the measurement of two items that should be related are actually related. An example of this would be the self-assessment of one’s ability to display empathy and that individual’s Emotional Quotient (EQ) rating. Discriminant validity is the opposite, meaning that the measurement of two items that should not be related are actually not related. For example, EQ and IQ ratings as there is no correlation between someone’s level of intelligence and their ability to display empathy. We all know some incredibly intelligent people who struggle with human interaction and a very happy to keep to themselves and immerse themselves in their work.
Construct validity speaks to the overall validity of the test through verification that the concept is supported by the results. Replicability simply is the ability to replicate results. If test after test with different participants supports the results, then that enhances the validity of the research. Reliability was wonderfully explained by Trochim (2006) when it was described that a test can be reliable but not valid which means the results were consistent but did not support the concept. Or reliable and valid where the results were both consistent and supported the concept. However, anytime the results were inconsistent, the test was unreliable regardless of whether or the results were valid.
 

