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PhD Background: Mixed methods, two phased doctoral research study. Phase 1 explored perceptions 
about research impact and research knowledge use with those who have had experience of public 
involvement in research. Phase 2 enhanced and refined the perceptions about the impact of public 
involvement on research outcomes. 
Methodology: qualitative using n= 23 interviews (phase 1) and an expert Delphi Panel n= 35 (phase 2). 

The aim: this poster shares the application of Lincoln and Guba’s (1985) criteria for judging or 
evaluating reliability and validity of research processes. Concepts of trustworthiness and 
authenticity were considered in a reflexive analysis of the stages of the PhD carried out to date. 
Particular consideration is given to the use of this model for evaluating public involvement in 
research.  

Credibility – Confidence in the ‘truth’ of the findings. Through mixing 
methods: it is anticipated that the use of more than one source of data has 
acted as a quality measure. Findings will also be analysed against a body of 
similar work discussed in the literature review which will help to ensure this 
work has created trustworthy data.  

Transferability – That the findings have applicability in other contexts and settings. 
Lincoln and Guba (1985) suggest qualitative research produces 'thick description' 
which provides a strong foundation to make a judgement about transferability of the 
findings. Nearly 32 hours of interview data. Field notes from the in depth interviews 
were kept. Interviews were coded and transcribed. Delphi participants were also 
asked a direct question about the how the current research could be used in other 
contexts of health and disease by furthering knowledge about public involvement 
impact. 

Dependability – Concerns that the findings are consistent and could be 
repeated. An audit trail was kept notes on: stakeholder involvement 
meetings or fieldwork pilots, supervision meetings and discussions and all 
versions of data collection tools and analytical procedures. A reflective diary 
has helped to understand possible influences. This criterion demonstrates 
transparency and that the decisions made about the research can be 
justifiable.  

Confirmability – This is about the degree of neutrality which concerns being mindful of the 
researcher’s identity. Working for the National Institute for Health Research, Research Design 
Service East Midlands (NIHR RDS EM) as the Public Involvement in Research Lead has placed the 
researcher in unique position to conduct this PhD . Other issues that have helped with 
confirmability have been through having regular stakeholder involvement meetings in this work. 
Involvement has occurred in the Designing the sampling strategy, Piloting the questions to ask and 
Formulating a focus for the Delphi technique. The researcher argues that stakeholder involvement 
enables better research and achieves the confirmability feature of Lincoln and Guba’s (1985) model.  

Conclusion: Whilst this work is still underway, an emerging reflexive appraisal suggests Lincoln and Guba’s (1985) criteria help demonstrate trustworthiness and authenticity as a useful methodological model for 
research which includes and is about public involvement in research. This poster identifies the complex issues that concern validity and reliability. The trustworthiness criteria have been useful indicators to 
highlight how transparency and reflexivity can be achieved when conducting research concerning public involvement in research. The authenticity criteria in particular as applied here illustrate how the 
application of Lincoln and Guba’s (1985) work compliments the ethos and value of public involvement research. From a theoretical perspective, the poster demonstrates that Lincoln and Guba’s (1985) model is 
applicable to research concerning public involvement in research and more specifically, research concerning impact of public involvement. 
References: 
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Fairness – Does the research concern different viewpoints – This work has used a 
wide variety of viewpoints to collect data and to shape the study, including: cancer 
researchers, cancer patients, academics and policy makers (who are working as 
MPs or staff in cancer charities and government organisations). 

Catalytic authenticity – This step concerns change ideas. The 
research has already fed into the Breaking Boundaries review being 
led by the government to understand the next 10 years for the 
direction of public involvement work and key themes from this 
work have been shared with members of that review. The findings 
generated will also be published to help generate debate. 

Ontological authenticity – Does the research help 
members of the public to arrive at a better social 
milieu? The researcher also plans to arrange a 
debate about the final outcomes to further 
understand the issues the research has identified. 

Educative authenticity - concerns aiding knowledge 
generation of what issues are being experienced by the 
people affected by the research. Several stakeholder 
involvement events and meetings have helped to direct 
this work and to focus the key themes that this research 
addresses.  

Tactical authenticity – This concerns whether the research 
empowered stakeholders to take action. Several cancer patient 
participants have explicitly asked the researcher to publish this work 
and have also been helpful in formulating a dissemination strategy. 
Some Delphi panellists have asked if they can share this work on 
their websites to raise awareness of the emerging findings.  
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Authenticity Criteria 
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