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We were disappointed to read the unfortunate commentary 
by Cassivi and Blanchet Garneau (1) regarding our 
manuscript. While all science is subject to critique, the 
response to our peer-reviewed study reads, at best, as a 
thinly-veiled attack on the rigor and legitimacy of our 
science and the conclusions of our paper. From the start, 
the commentary is flawed in its description of the study aim. 
The authors state that the aim of the paper was to obtain 
data for developing mobile health interventions for Black 
people with one or more mental health disorders. However, 
the focus of the article was Black young adults, broadly, and 
not solely Black people with mental disorders. Furthermore, 
the authors reduced the research questions and areas 
explored as simply “data” that will help the development of 
mobile health interventions. This is a gross understatement 
that not only simplifies the study, but does disservice to 
the ultimate goal of the paper (i.e., exploring the impact of 
racism on mental health and mobile-health attitudes, and 
increasing the representation of Black young adult voices in 
mHealth research). This misstatement of the paper’s aims 
makes it difficult to take the authors’ critiques seriously.

Next, the authors assert that we do not establish the 
reason for using a mixed method design. Yet, in the next 
sentence they also note that we justified conducting a mixed 
method study and how we did so. Beyond this contradiction, 
and as the authors themselves noted, we highlighted the 
strengths of utilizing mixed methodologies. The authors go 
on to take issue with the fact that we do not explicitly name 

the study design, which they also note is common in mixed 
studies. We utilized a concurrent design, which readers 
familiar with mixed methods would be able to easily deduce 
when we state that participants were randomized into focus 
groups and completed the quantitative measures while 
waiting for the focus groups to begin. Naming the mixed 
design—while a helpful guideline—is not a requirement 
of a rigorous study or for validation of the results and 
raises questions about why our study is singled out for this 
“common” practice.

The third critique is that we do not state the preferred 
method of integration for combining the data, analysis, or 
results of the quantitative and qualitative phases. As with 
many manuscripts, things that are important are omitted 
for several reasons. The authors further insinuate that 
integration did not occur, and suggest that our study’s 
rigor or conclusions are compromised. Yet, integration did 
occur, and this critique is selective. Integration, although 
not explicitly stated, is illustrated on page 20, where we 
note that vicarious online racial discrimination experiences 
were positively associated with a stronger desire for 
culturally-adapted mHealth intervention for mental health 
and connect this finding with the observation that focus 
group participants noted how they often received positive 
messages about mental health and seeking mental healthcare 
on social media. This connection highlights not only the 
integration of previous literature into current findings, but 
also illustrates how we used our qualitative findings to help 
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explain our exploratory quantitative findings.
Fourth, the authors critique the study’s recommendations 

on the basis of the limitations of one study measure used 
to assess participants’ attitudes toward using mobile mental 
health interventions. We acknowledge that the novel scale 
to measure mHealth attitudes has limitations in regards 
to reliability and validity, which is being addressed in 
subsequent studies. The development of a novel scale 
was not the focus of the study, but was necessary given 
the dearth of research in this area. As noted above, given 
that this was a concurrent design, it was impossible to 
conduct validation of the new scale (we had less than 40 
participants).

The authors conclude their critique by challenging 
the methodological rigor of our study and the results and 
inferences drawn from it. The suggestion seems to be that as 
a result of the study limitations, the paper does not provide 
a “deep and nuanced understanding of the experience of 
Black, Indigenous, and People of Color in mental health 
care”. The authors appear to cherry-pick methodological 
concerns, while ignoring the methodological strengths, 
in order to persuade readers that the overall results and 
subsequent inferences and recommendations are flawed. 
Notably our study is a peer-reviewed study that was 
critically evaluated by peers and accepted for publication 
at the standard for peer-review publication in our field. 
Reviewers described the contribution as an “important 
paper” on an “important topic” that was “well done” with 
“significant practical implications for mHealth intervention 
development specifically for AA populations in the future”.

In our view, the limitations, which all studies have, and 
which the authors critique, do not substantially change the 
results or significantly impact the scientific merit of the 
paper. Unfortunately, we received this commentary as an 
attempt to discredit Black scholarship about Black people. It 
is curious that of all mixed methods studies that share some 
of the purported limitations identified by the authors, they 
decided to critique our study without due respect, scholarly 
investigation, or investment in the actual goals or objectives 
of the study. Nowhere in their commentary did the authors 
state how their targeted limitations and critiques impact 
any specific conclusions drawn. The critique, we believe, 
erroneously calls into question the findings and true 
purpose of our paper, which is to increase the representation 
of Black young voices in mHealth development, advance 
mHealth technologies for African Americans, and reduce 
health disparities.

It is interesting that the forum to critique this study 

was in the form of a commentary and not a review paper, 
systematic review or other peer-reviewed outlet. In our 
view, such an approach harms our goal of an antiracist 
approach to research. If the goal was to foster more 
critical discussions on mixed methods approaches and best 
practices, why not pursue one of these approaches rather 
than targeting this specific manuscript in a way that could 
be harmful and damaging to the reputations of the authors? 
As two Black men, we experienced this critique as hostile, 
as an attempt to discredit our contributions regarding Black 
young people, and as reflective of the scientific racism and 
white supremacy that unfortunately pervade psychological 
and scientific research (2-4). Going forward, we hope 
that our response can be used to urge scholars to pursue 
more productive and anti-racist approaches to improving 
the scientific rigor of our field, for example examining 
positionality and how it informs scientific critiques, and to 
use collaborative approaches when engaging Black scholars 
and work that centers Black people.

Acknowledgments

Funding: None.

Footnote

Provenance and Peer Review: This article was commissioned 
by the editorial office mHealth. The article did not undergo 
external peer review.

Conflicts of Interest: Both authors have completed the ICMJE 
uniform disclosure form (available at https://mhealth.
amegroups.com/article/view/10.21037/mhealth-2023-02/
coif). The authors have no conflicts of interest to declare.

Ethical Statement: The authors are accountable for all 
aspects of the work in ensuring that questions related 
to the accuracy or integrity of any part of the work are 
appropriately investigated and resolved. 

Open Access Statement: This is an Open Access article 
distributed in accordance with the Creative Commons 
Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivs 4.0 International 
License (CC BY-NC-ND 4.0), which permits the non-
commercial replication and distribution of the article 
with the strict proviso that no changes or edits are made 
and the original work is properly cited (including links 
to both the formal publication through the relevant 

https://mhealth.amegroups.com/article/view/10.21037/mhealth-2023-02/coif
https://mhealth.amegroups.com/article/view/10.21037/mhealth-2023-02/coif
https://mhealth.amegroups.com/article/view/10.21037/mhealth-2023-02/coif


mHealth, 2023 Page 3 of 3

© mHealth. All rights reserved. mHealth 2023;9:37 | https://dx.doi.org/10.21037/mhealth-2023-02

DOI and the license). See: https://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/.

References

1. Cassivi C, Blanchet Garneau A. More than juxtaposition: 
a commentary to Willis et al.’s (2023) mixed method study 
on mobile mental health interventions.  
mHealth 2023;9:38. 

2. Guthrie RV. Even the rat was white: A historical view of 
psychology. Pearson Education; 2004. 

3. Neblett EW Jr. Racism measurement and influences, 
variations on scientific racism, and a vision. Soc Sci Med 
2023;316:115247.

4. Roberts SO, Bareket-Shavit C, Dollins FA, et al. Racial 
Inequality in Psychological Research: Trends of the Past 
and Recommendations for the Future. Perspect Psychol 
Sci 2020;15:1295-309.

doi: 10.21037/mhealth-2023-02
Cite this article as: Willis HA, Neblett EW Jr. More than a 
“Commentary”: response to Cassivi and Blanchet Garneau’s 
“More than juxtaposition” commentary. mHealth 2023;9:37.

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

