
This chapter examines the conceptual relationships between the 
research strategy of critical multiplism and the methods of meta- 
analysis and generalizability theory f o r  quantitative data synthesis. 
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In Chapter Two of this volume, Shadish describes and defends the research 
strategy of critical multiplism, Critical multiplism can be characterized as 
the strategy that systematically extends and applies the principles of 
multiple operationalism (Campbell and Fiske, 1959) to all components of 
the research enterprise. Just as we deem that any single measure of a 
hypothetical construct is fallible and subject to systematic method bias, we 
must also acknowledge that any single research method or procedure 
(collectively called research tactics) is equally limited. Thus, multiple 
operationalism can be viewed as the application of critical multiplism to 
the problem of fallible measurement. Shadish identifies several compo- 
nents of the research process to which multiplism can and should be 
applied: question formation, theory or model selection, research design, 
data analysis, and interpretation of results. 

The application of critical multiplism to certain components of the 
research process can be identified with certain familiar methodological 
doctrines. For example, in question formation, critical multiplism can be 
seen as addressing both the threat of confirmation bias (Greenwald, 
Pratkanis, Leippe, and Baumgardner, 1983) and certain aspects of the 
problem of incommensurability (Feyerabend, 1975). In theory or model 
selection, critical multiplism can be equated with the method of multiple 
working hypotheses (Chamberlin, 1890) or strong inference (Platt, 1964). 
In research design, critical multiplism can be seen as the premeditated 
equivalent of the progressive effect of competing scientific research programs 
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