Explain the difference or similarity between “reliability” and “validity” and why these statistical concepts are important to remember when engaging in research.
With a glance at the text, we are tempted to question the need of testing reliability and validity, as they seem so similar. It sounds like we are walking in the same trail twice. However, Salkind (2017, P 127) puts it this way: “you can have test reliable but not valid. However, you can not have a valid test without it first being reliable”. It is not an easy to explain the statement “a test can do whatever it does over and over (that’s reliability), but still not do what it is supposed to (that is validity)”. Salking (Ib.Id).
	To make it clearer, Calans M. (2012) uses a simple way to define both reliability and validity tests saying that “of the two terms, reliability is the simpler concept to explain and understand. If you are focusing on the reliability of a test, all you need to ask is—are the results of the test consistent? If I take the test today, a week from now and a month from now, will my results be the same?” It means that, he says, “if an assessment is reliable, your results will be very similar no matter when you take the test. If the results are inconsistent, the test is not considered reliable”. The writer says that validity “is a bit more complex because it is more difficult to assess than reliability. “In simple terms,” he says, “validity refers to how well a test measures what it is supposed to measure”. 
Reviewing the so many research methods and techniques in research, as we come through the study of reliability and validity, we guess that it is just one more formula that doesn’t make sense. Why should we know about it, and are we really required to apply it. Noble & Smith, states that “assessing the reliability of study findings requires researchers and health professionals to make judgments about the ‘soundness’ of the research in relation to the application and appropriateness of the methods undertaken and the integrity of the final conclusions”. 
The last thing we would expect is that some professionals or researchers raise doubt about the reliability and validity of our hard work. Therefore, we have to be sure that all possible bias be immunized. The referred authors add that “qualitative research is frequently criticized for lacking scientific rigor with poor justification of the methods adopted, lack of transparency in the analytical procedures and the findings being merely a collection of personal opinions subject to researcher bias”. This is the most reasonable explanation of why we must test the reliability and validity of our research; that is how we are going to kick bias out. In the early days of IT, I remember by my own experience that cryptography computers sometimes would insert randomly a dollar sign in the outcome; we used to name it “the strange element”; it wouldn’t allow the cryptography to be readable as it should. That is somehow the effect of bias. So, the technicians should erase the “strange element” one by one to finally decipher the text.
	For the novice researchers to make things easier, Salkind (2017, P. 127) says that they should “find a measure that has already had reliability and validity evidence well established” to avoid “the huge task of instrument development”. A good example to have an idea of validity is described by Heffner (), saying that in an assessment of child aggressiveness validity test “rater A observed a child act out aggressively eight times, we would want rater B to observe the same amount of aggressive acts.  If rater B witnessed 16 aggressive acts, then we know at least one of these two raters is incorrect.  If there ratings are positively correlated, however, we can be reasonably sure that they are measuring the same construct of aggression.  It does not, however, assure that they are measuring it correctly, only that they are both measuring it the same”.
	I conclude, thou, that these two tests seem to carry similarities. However, one is related to consistency, what means that it is going to come up with the same result every time it is applied, showing reliability. The other, is related to whether it can produce the result searched and expected. Therefore, it doesn’t worth neglecting them when we get engaged in statistical research. The least we can do is to apply a measure that has already had reliability and validity evidence for the research we are going to do.
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