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Internal Validity vs. External Validity
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Lab experiment vs. Field experiment
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one way analysis of variance vs. two way analysis of variance
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interaction effect vs. main effect
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within subjects design vs. between subjects design
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ANOVA vs. ANCOVA
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Non-Metric vs. Metric
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Posttest-Only Control Group Design vs. Pretest-Posttest Control Group
Design
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14. independent factorial design vs. repeated-measure design
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15. one-shot case study vs. one-group pretest-posttest design
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