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Abstract 

The American Psychological Association (APA) Publications and Communications (P&C) 

Board Working Group on Journal Article Reporting Standards for Qualitative Research (JARS–

Qual Working Group) was charged with examining the state of journal reporting standards as 

they applied to qualitative research and with generating recommendations for standards that 

would be appropriate for a wide range of methods within the discipline of psychology.   These 

standards describe what should be included in a research report to enable and facilitate the 

review process.  This publication marks a historical moment—the first inclusion of qualitative 

research in the Publication Manual of the American Psychological Association.   In addition to 

the general JARS–Qual guidelines for qualitative research, the Working Group has developed 

modules for both qualitative meta-analysis and mixed methods research.  The reporting standards 

were developed for psychological qualitative research but may hold utility for a broad range of 

social sciences.   They honor a range of qualitative traditions, methods, and reporting styles.  The 

working group was composed of a group of researchers, with backgrounds in varying methods, 

research topics, and approaches to inquiry.   In this article, they present these standards, their 

rationale, and they detail the ways that the standards differ from the quantitative research 

reporting standards.   They describe how the standards can be used by authors in the process of 

writing qualitative research for submission as well as for reviewers and editors in the process of 

reviewing research.    
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Journal Article Reporting Standards for Qualitative Research in Psychology 
 

 Historically, the Publication Manual of the American Psychological Association 

(hereinafter Publication Manual) has defined the standards and style of research reporting for 

psychology as well as many other social science journals.  The Publication Manual, however, 

has not included reporting standards for qualitative research.  As a result, authors preparing 

reports of qualitative, mixed methods research, and have faced challenges when deciding how to 

prepare manuscripts for submission.   The American Psychological Association (APA) standards 

often did not make sense for their inquiry traditions, methods, or research goals.   Similarly, 

journal editors and reviewers often were confused about how reports should be evaluated.  

Should they insist that qualitative research articles model the reporting style and include 

components that were helpful for evaluating quantitative research?  Given that qualitative 

research involves a plurality of inquiry traditions, methods, and goals, it was uncertain how to 

best adapt the existing standards.  Instead, standards of reporting were needed that can be 

applicable to and coherent with diverse qualitative research methods.  

 The Working Group on Journal Article Reporting Standards for Qualitative Research 

(JARS–Qual Working Group) was formed to develop recommendations to the APA Publication 

and Communications (P&C) Board.   Their goal was to have these recommendations considered 

for inclusion in the seventh edition of the Publication Manual.  They strove to form reporting 

standards that could advance qualitative research in a way that is sensitive to traditions in the 

field, while recognizing the complexity of addressing constituencies who have quite varied 

language and assumptions.  To be clear, the standards developed are focused on the act of 

reporting—that is, they articulate what information should be expected in a manuscript to enable 

its adequate evaluation. They are an explicit set of criteria for authors to reflect upon in preparing 
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manuscripts and for reviewers to consider while evaluating the rigor of a manuscript.  They were 

not developed to act as a primer on qualitative research traditions, to teach how to design 

qualitative research, to describe the evaluation of rigor, or to articulate the justifications for using 

certain procedures.  Instead, the working group reviewed the literature on qualitative research 

reporting standards and considered a broad range of qualitative methods and traditions in the 

process of shaping these standards.   This article articulates the process of developing their 

recommendations and presents the reporting standards that were generated for general qualitative 

research as well as for qualitative meta-analyses, and mixed methods research.  

Reviewing Qualitative Research  

Research employing qualitative methods has made significant contributions to 

psychology since its early development; however, at the turn of the 19th century, psychologists 

began to define their field by its focus on experimental and correlational research methods 

(Danziger, 1990).  Instead of supporting multiple approaches to inquiry and philosophical 

assumptions about the research endeavor, qualitative research was thought to threaten the 

credibility of psychology as a science and was marginalized (Harré, 2004).  This turn was 

poignantly recounted in Danziger’s (1979) description of the systematic erasure of Wundt’s 

cultural psychology tradition (based within introspective approaches to research) in favor of his 

psychophysiology laboratory (based within experimental approaches).  Although qualitative 

methods remained in use after a post-positivist approach came into vogue, they were not 

systematized and tended not to be reported as part of the formal inquiry process within 

psychology (Wertz, 2014).  Over the past half-century, however, there has been a gradual revival 

of qualitative methods and a great number of qualitative methods now have been detailed and 

advanced in the field.  Many of the methods that have been embraced in psychology have had 
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multidisciplinary roots in philosophy, social sciences, or practice disciplines, such as nursing 

(e.g., Giorgi, 2009; Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Although qualitative methods have become 

accepted in the field, as indicated by their increased publication in journals, increased 

representation in graduate coursework and dissertations (Ponterotto, 2005a, 2005c), and the 

retitling of APA Division 5 to Quantitative and Qualitative Methods, many psychologists are still 

unfamiliar with these approaches to investigation and continue to marginalize them. 

What Are Qualitative Methods?   

The term qualitative research is used to describe a set of approaches that analyze data in 

the form of natural language (i.e., words) and expressions of experiences (e.g., social interactions 

and artistic presentations). Researchers tend to centralize the examination of meanings within an 

iterative process of evolving findings—typically viewing this process as driven by induction (cf., 

Wertz, 2010)—and viewing subjective descriptions of experiences as legitimate data for 

analyses.  This iterative process of induction means that that researchers tend to analyze data by 

identifying patterns tied to instances of a phenomenon and then developing a sense of the whole 

phenomenon as informed by those patterns.  Seeing the pattern can shift the way the whole is 

understood just as seeing a pattern in the context of the whole phenomenon can shift the way it is 

understood.  In this way, a number of writers have theorized that this hermeneutic circle is a 

fundamental core process within qualitative inquiry (see Levitt, Motulsky, Wertz, Morrow & 

Ponterotto, 2017; Osbeck, 2014; Rennie, 2012; Wertz et al., 2011).  This process is self-

correcting; as new data are analyzed their analysis corrects and refines the existing findings. 

Qualitative data sets typically are drawn from fewer sources (e.g., participants) than 

quantitative studies but include rich, detailed, and heavily contextualized descriptions from each 

source.  Following from these characteristics, qualitative research tends to engage data sets in 
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intensive analyses, to value open-ended discovery rather than verification of hypotheses, to 

emphasize specific histories or settings in which experiences occur rather than expect findings to 

endure across all contexts, and to recursively combine inquiry with methods that require 

researchers’ reflexivity (i.e., self-examination) about their influence upon research process. As 

such, qualitative reports need to be evaluated in terms of their own logic of inquiry.  The data or 

findings from these analyses may or may not be transformed into future numerical quantification 

in quantitative or mixed methods analyses.  

There is a broad range of qualitative methods, however, and they stem from a diversity of 

philosophical assumptions, intellectual disciplines, procedures, and goals (e.g., Gergen, 2014; 

Gergen, Josselson, & Freeman, 2015).   Also, they use varied forms of language in detailing their 

processes and findings, which complicates the development of uniform reporting standards. To 

provide a few examples, methods more widely used in psychology that fall under this rubric 

include narrative (e.g., Bamberg, 2012; Josselson, 2011), grounded theory (e.g., Charmaz, 2014; 

Glaser & Strauss, 1967), phenomenological (e.g., Giorgi, 2009; Smith, 2004), critical (e.g., Fine, 

2013; Steinberg & Cannella, 2012), discursive (e.g., Pea, 1993; Potter & Wetherell, 1987), 

performative (e.g., Gergen & Gergen, 2012), ethnographic (e.g., Suzuki, Ahluwalia, Mattis, & 

Quizon, 2005; Wolcott, 2010), consensual qualitative research (e.g., Hill, 2012), case study (e.g., 

Fishman & Messer, 2013; Yin, 2013), psychobiography (e.g., Schultz, 2005), and thematic 

analysis approaches (e.g., Braun & Clarke, 2006; Finfgeld-Connett, 2014).  Many of these 

approaches can take multiple forms by virtue of shifts in philosophical assumptions or the 

evolution of their procedures.  Reviewing or conducting qualitative research does not only entail 

a familiarity with broad distinctions between qualitative and quantitative methods then but 

requires a familiarity with the method used; the form selected of that method; and the process of 
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adapting methods and procedures to the goals, approach to inquiry, and characteristics of a given 

study. 

What Research Goals do Qualitative Methods Advance? 

 Qualitative methods are increasingly prevalent and central in research training 

(Ponterotto, 2005a, 2005c).  Qualitative designs are used for research goals including but not 

limited to developing theory and attuned understandings (e.g., Stiles, 1993; Hill, 2012), 

examining the development of a social construct (e.g., Neimeyer, Hogan, & Laurie, 2008), 

addressing societal injustices (e.g., Fine, 2013), and illuminating social discursive practices—

that is, the way interpersonal and public communications are enacted (e.g., Parker, 2015).  In 

particular, these methods have been found useful to shed light upon sets of findings or literatures 

that are contradictory, problematic, or ill-fitting for a subpopulation (e.g., Chang & Yoon, 2011); 

to give a voice to historically disenfranchised populations whose experiences may not be well-

represented in the research literature (e.g., APA, Presidential Task Force on Immigration 2012; 

Frost & Ouellette, 2011); and to develop initial understandings in a less explored area (e.g., 

Creswell, 2013).  Qualitative methods may stand alone, serve as the basis for meta-syntheses, or 

be combined with with quantitative methods in mixed methods designs.  This article will 

consider all three contexts in turn. 

The Need for Qualitative Reporting Standards   

Without the guidance of reporting standards, qualitative researchers, reviewers, and 

editors have faced numerous complications (e.g., Levitt et al., 2017).  Authors have suffered 

from conflicting manuscript expectations in the style or content of reporting.  For instance, they 

may be asked to adhere to standards and rhetorical styles that are inappropriate for their methods.  

Authors also may be asked to educate reviewers about basic qualitative methods’ assumptions or 
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to defend qualitative methods as a field in a paper focused otherwise.  Also, editors and 

reviewers face challenges when they lack training in qualitative methods, which may make them 

uncertain about what information should be reported and how qualitative approaches may be 

distinctive.  Reporting guidelines can support authors in writing manuscripts, encourage 

reviewers to better evaluate qualitative methods, and assist editors in identifying when 

reviewers’ responses are appropriate for a given paper.    

Rhetorical Distinctions of Qualitative Research 

In developing our recommendations, we worked to identify reporting standards that could 

facilitate the review of research and that would be applicable across a range of qualitative 

traditions.  We recognized, however, that there are characteristic features in the general form 

reporting of qualitative research that may be unfamiliar to some readers (Gilgun, 2005; 

Sandelowski & Leeman, 2012; Walsh, 2015).  The following sections describe key features of 

this rhetorical style and responses to facilitate adequate reviews in light of these features. 

Representation of Process Rather Than Standardized Section Demarcation   

Qualitative approaches to inquiry may utilize distinct styles of reporting that still may be 

unfamiliar to many psychologists and social scientists (Sandelowski & Leeman, 2012).   These 

can include a narrative style of reporting in which the research endeavor is presented as a story.  

These reports may be organized thematically or chronologically.   They may be presented in a 

reflexive first-person style, detailing the ways in which researchers arrived at questions, 

methods, findings, and considerations for the field.   We encourage reviewers and editors to learn 

to recognize whether reporting standards have been met regardless of the rhetorical style of the 

research presentation.   In particular, qualitative researchers often combine Results and 

Discussion sections, as they may see both as intertwined and therefore not possible to separate a 
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given finding from its interpreted meaning within the broader frame of the analysis.  Also, they 

may use headings that reflect the values in their tradition (such as ‘Findings’ instead of ‘Results’) 

and omit ones that do not.  As long as the necessary information is present in a given manuscript, 

we do not suggest mandating that manuscripts be segmented into the same sections and 

subsections that organize the presentation of the standards in the present article.   

An Ethic of Transparency    

Qualitative researchers often are concerned with how their expectations and assumptions 

might influence the research process.  As a result, qualitative traditions tend to be based within 

approaches to inquiry that value transparency in the reporting of data-collection and data-analytic 

strategies as well as ethical procedures. Researchers typically enact this value by communicating 

both their perspectives and their influence upon the research process. As such, many traditions 

prefer not to use objectivist rhetoric and instead tend to prefer to use reporting styles that make 

overt the researchers’ influences on data collection and analysis (Morrow, 2005; Rennie, 1995). 

Following from this concern, for example, is a preference for the use of first person and personal 

narratives to convey the positions and experiences of researchers.  Because of the wide range of 

qualitative approaches, it is not possible to describe how reporting might be tailored to every 

approach, but we consider how approach to inquiry might influence the reporting of data 

collection, analysis, and ethics.   

Data collection often involves processes of self-reflection and making explicit how 

investigators’ values guided or limited the formation of analytic questions.  Similarly, the 

demonstration of analyses tends to convey transparently the ways that interpretations were 

shaped or observations were formed.  Across approaches to inquiry, qualitative researchers 

embrace a reporting standard of transparency as it enhances the methodological integrity (Levitt 
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et al., 2017; Rennie, 1995).  When researchers openly describe the ways their perspectives 

guided their research (e.g., in critical methods) this transparency provides the reader with 

information that permits an understanding of their goals and increases the trustworthiness of the 

researchers’ reports.  When transparency involves describing how researchers approached the 

task of setting aside their own expectations (e.g., in empirical phenomenology; Giorgi, 2009), it 

also enhances the trust in the report as it demonstrates the efforts by which the researcher sought 

to remain open to the phenomenon.  In addition, by recognizing their own standpoint and 

positionality in relation to the topic of the research and the population under study (e.g., Harding, 

1992), researchers enhance the credibility of their claims by simultaneously pointing out their 

contextual embeddedness (or lack thereof) and its role in the interpretative process (e.g., 

Hernández, Nguyen, Casanova, Suárez‐Orozco, & Saetermoe, 2013).   

Because the data collection and analytic strategies may be shaped recursively, the process 

of inquiry shifts across the course of a qualitative study.  Incoming data might alter the questions 

that are asked and preliminary findings might encourage new recruitment procedures.  The 

shifting of procedures in use and, sometimes, extensive interpersonal contact with participants 

can mean that research ethics within a study require continual reconsideration (see Haverkamp, 

2005; Josselson, 2007).  For instance, if participants find it taxing to answer questions related to 

a traumatic experience, those questions may need to be dropped or altered, and other supports 

might need to be recruited for the study to continue—even within the process of a single 

interview.  Qualitative researchers strive to be explicit on the ways their procedures and 

perspectives might influence their study and how they might shift across the study.   For these 

reasons, the value of transparency is at the root of the reporting standards across qualitative 

methods. 
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Contextualization  

 Because their work tends to focus on human experiences, actions, and social processes, 

which fluctuate, qualitative researchers do not aim to seek natural laws that extend across time, 

place, and culture, but to develop findings that are bound to their contexts.  Qualitative 

researchers report their research to reflect the situatedness of their research in a number of ways. 

(a) As described in the previous section, the context of the investigators themselves is an issue.   

Researchers’ relationship to the study topic, with their participants, and to related ideological 

commitments all may having bearing upon the inquiry process. (b) Qualitative researchers 

describe the context within which a phenomenon or study topic is being construed.  For instance, 

studying sexual orientation in the 2000s in the New England would be quite different from 

studying it in Russia in the1980s. (c) They also describe the contexts of their data sources.   

Interviews with immigrants from Mexico and immigrants from England might relay very 

different experiences and concerns.   

 In addition to describing the phenomenon, data sources, and investigators in terms of 

their location, era, and time periods, qualitative researchers seek to situate these factors in 

relation to relevant social dynamics.  A description of their position within a social order or key 

relationships can aid readers in understanding and transferring a study’s findings.  For instance, 

to the extent that experiences of marginalization and privilege influence the issue under 

investigation, the explication of these relationships is necessary. African-American students in 

predominantly White institutions of learning may have experiences with a phenomenon that are 

distinct from those in historically Black ones because of the different minority stressors in those 

contexts.  This contextual description, along with the need for exemplification of the analytic 

process, and transparent reporting all contributes to the length of a qualitative paper. 
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Length of Manuscripts   

Strong qualitative and mixed methods manuscripts both tend to be longer than 

quantitative papers and require more manuscript pages.   Because readers are less familiar with 

qualitative methods and methods are often idiosyncratically adapted to fit a problem at hand, the 

Method sections may need to detail procedures and rationales at each point in the analysis.  In 

addition, qualitative method descriptions entail a discussion of the researchers’ own backgrounds 

and beliefs when approaching and engaging in a study.  Results sections also tend to be lengthy 

because the methodological integrity of qualitative methods is enhanced within a demonstrative 

rhetoric in which authors show how they moved within the analysis from their raw data to 

develop their findings.   

When journals expect authors of qualitative research to present their work within 

restrictive page limits, authors often must leave out parts of their manuscript that justify the use 

of their methods and/or present results less convincingly.  Because reviewers may hold differing 

opinions, journal expectations may be challenging to predict and authors may be unsure which 

aspects to emphasize.  It can be helpful for editors and reviewers to keep in mind that qualitative 

articles typically have concise literature reviews and discussions and often have excluded central 

information to meet page restrictions.  If further information on an article can be clarifying, 

editors and reviewers can engage authors within the review process to assist them in identifying 

which aspects of a manuscript should be prioritized.   

Some journals indicate in their instructions to authors that they will allocate extra pages 

to support the adequate description of qualitative methods rather than expect qualitative reporting 

to conform to quantitative standards.  If an extension is not possible in printed versions of a 

paper, journals may want to permit qualitative manuscripts to submit longer Method or Results 
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sections for review with the understanding that editors can direct some supplementary material to 

be posted on a website post-review.   This practice can help support the appropriate review and 

reading of qualitative research when page lengths cannot be extended.  In general, however, we 

agree with the recommendation of the Society for Qualitative Research in Psychology task force 

(Levitt et al., 2017) that providing an extension of at least 10 pages for qualitative research (as is 

the practice of the Journal of Counseling Psychology) and more for mixed methods research 

would be ideal, and that this decision should be informed by a journal’s existing page limits and 

its desire to support reporting that permits an adequate appraisal of articles by its readers and 

reviewers.  The following two sections describe responses for authors, reviewers, and editors 

given the specific rhetorical features of qualitative methods reporting.  

Letter to Editor   

Before a research review begins, researchers submit their work to a journal editor who 

assigns reviewers to a project.  Information that is advisable to share in these letters includes a 

description of the method used, the type of phenomenon explored, and the participants or form of 

data studied.  This description can aid editors in selecting reviewers who are competent to review 

a particular manuscript and can suggest to informed editors that the article might use a reporting 

style in line with a specific tradition of inquiry.  In these letters, authors who have collected data 

from human subjects should provide assurance that relevant ethical processes of data collection 

and consent were used (e.g., Institutional Review Board Approval).  

If relevant, there should be a description of how the current analysis is related to already-

published work from the same data set. It is common for qualitative researchers to divide results 

into several articles with distinct foci because of the richness of the data and the challenges in 

meaningfully representing that work within a journal-length manuscript. Thus, researchers will 
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want to assure the editor of the distinct focus of a submission and describe how it emerged from 

a subset of data that has not been published yet or that has been published with an alternative 

goal (e.g., a content-focused paper vs. a method-focused paper).   

Selecting Reviewers and Communicating About Reviewers’ Competencies   

Although much of this paper speaks to the concerns of authors preparing manuscripts, 

this section addresses how editors and reviewers can ensure an adequate review of qualitative 

research.  Because of the need to understand how to evaluate qualitative research across a range 

of research traditions and methods, we recommend that journals have at least one associate, 

consulting, or action editor who has expertise in multiple qualitative approaches to inquiry.  

Although these general standards can assist in the review process, they do not replace the need to 

learn about how to use or evaluate qualitative methods.  Editors can use the information in a 

manuscript and its accompanying letter to the editor to seek reviewers who are appropriate for 

both the content and the methods of the manuscript.  Although it may not be possible to obtain 

reviewers who have expertise in both the design and the content area, editors should be aware of 

the type of expertise reviewers bring to evaluate the manuscript or should ask reviewers to 

clarify this.  In this way, editors might appropriately prioritize content-related concerns of some 

reviewers and method-related concerns of others.  This process is similar to the process of 

assigning quantitative manuscripts for review, but differences exist.  

Presumably, editors would expect that most reviewers of quantitative research with 

terminal degrees would have had some graduate coursework in and experience using quantitative 

methods. These experiences provide reviewers with an understanding of both the theory 

underlying analyses and ideal approaches and how research methods often require adaption in 

practice.   Although a similar level of expertise is needed to review qualitative research, most 
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psychology programs still do not require training in qualitative methods, although the number is 

growing (Ponterotto, 2005a).  As a result, it can be challenging for editors to assess reviewers’ 

competence by their degree.  Systems that invite reviewers to indicate their methodological areas 

of expertise can be helpful in this regard.  Examinations of potential reviewers’ past publications 

can be useful as well.  

In any case, reviewers should assess their own degree and scope of competence.   To 

provide a competent, complete review, a reviewer would have a depth of understanding of (a) the 

topic being studied, (b) the specific method in use (keeping in mind that multiple versions exist 

of many qualitative methods and these may be based in varying traditions of inquiry; see Levitt, 

2014), and (c) the processes of appropriately adapting qualitative methods to specific projects.  If 

a reviewer does not have experience using the specific method at hand or in adapting qualitative 

methods for use in research projects, it can be helpful for the reviewer to check with the editor on 

the appropriateness of the assignment.  The editor still may request that a reviewer provide 

commentary on the literature review from a position as a content expert.  At minimum, one of 

the reviewers should have expertise and experience as a qualitative researcher—preferably in a 

method similar to the one in use.   In any case, reviewers should clarify the basis of their 

expertise in their reviews so editors can consider how to weigh their remarks in relation to other 

reviewers’ comments.  Regardless of reviewers’ areas of expertise, they should be mindful of the 

distinctive reporting standards in the JARS-Qual and so editors may wish to routinely point to 

these resources in review request letters. As well, the APA has produced a video that provides 

guidance on reviewing qualitative manuscripts free of charge that can be a helpful resource for 

reviewers (see Levitt, 2016).   

Process of Developing the JARS–Qual 
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The JARS–Qual Working Group met in Washington, DC, at APA for an intensive 2-day 

meeting to develop the core of the JARS–Qual.  Prior to this meeting, the members reviewed 

readings on qualitative methods reporting (e.g., Madill & Gough, 2008; Neale, 2015; O’Brien, 

Harris, Beckman, Reed & Cook, 2014; Tong, Sainsbury, & Craig, 2007; Tong, Flemming, 

McInnes, Oliver, & Craig, 2012; Walsh, 2015; Wisdom, Cavalier, Onwuegbuzie & Green, 2012; 

Wong, Greenhalgh, Westhorp, Buckingham & Pawson, 2013), a task force report to the Society 

for Qualitative Inquiry in Psychology, a section of APA Division 5, on the recommendations 

regarding publishing and reviewing of qualitative research (Levitt et al., 2017), and the initial 

quantitative APA journal article reporting standards (APA Publications and Communications 

Board Working Group on Journal Article Reporting Standards, 2008).  The work of these leaders 

in qualitative methods provided valuable suggestions for us to consider in the formation of our 

standards.  When they met, the group reviewed a summary chart of these readings developed by 

the JARS–Qual Working Group chair (Levitt).    

In this process, the Working Group force decided that separate modules were needed for 

qualitative meta-analyses (sometimes called meta-syntheses) as well as for mixed methods 

research. The members discussed the items on the chart and decided together on the items to be 

included as the basis of the JARS–Qual.  The chair (Heidi M. Levitt) developed an initial draft 

based on the conclusions of this meeting and the members edited and added into this version. 

They then divided into two subgroups to develop modules on qualitative meta-analysis (Michael 

Bamberg, Ruthellen Josselson, and Heidi M. Levitt) and on mixed methods (John W. Creswell, 

David M. Frost, and Carola Suárez-Orozco).  These modules were based on the general JARS–

Qual standards and their efforts to maintain relevance to a wide range of qualitative methods, but 

specified when there were differences in the reporting standards that were particular to these two 
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approaches to research.  The subgroups presented their findings to the larger group for feedback.  

The group continued to engage in cycles of seeking feedback and creating revisions until the 

Working Group members were satisfied with the recommendations.  Then they were presented to 

the APA Council of Editors, the International Committee of the Society for Qualitative Research 

in Psychology, and the APA Publication and Communications Board; feedback was requested 

and revisions were then made.  The APA Publication and Communications Board endorsed the 

recommendations.  In addition, the JARS–Qual Working Group presented their 

recommendations for reporting standards at the annual convention of the APA in 2016 (Levitt et 

al., 2016) to seek feedback and comments from the research community.  Although the text in 

this paper will be reworked for a chapter in the upcoming edition of the Publication Manual, the 

reporting standards should remain the same. 

 The JARS–Qual Working Group recognized that before the standards could be presented, 

the terms that will be used in their report needed to be defined.  The following sections relay this 

information, which will be relevant to both the JARS–Qual and its modules.  Also, the Working 

Group wished to convey recommendations about shaping letters to the editor when manuscripts 

are first submitted.  

Defining Terms  

Although we welcome researchers to use the terms that reflect their local research 

strategies and values, we needed to settle on a vocabulary for use in the description of our 

recommendations for reporting standards. As a result, we define here terms that are used 

throughout our paper.   We use the term approach to inquiry to refer to the philosophical 

assumptions that describe researchers’ understanding of the research traditions or strategies.   

Researchers may wish to make explicit these assumptions, especially when they are useful in 
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illuminating the research process. These assumptions are described in varied literatures as the 

researchers’ epistemological beliefs, worldview, paradigm, strategies, or research traditions 

(Morrow, 2005; Ponterotto, 2005b; Creswell, 2013).  For instance, they could indicate whether 

their approaches to inquiry are descriptive, interpretive, feminist, psychoanalytic, post-positivist, 

constructivist, critical, postmodern or constructivist; theorists often carve these philosophies 

along different lines (e.g., Guba & Lincoln, 2005; Madill & Gough, 2008; Mertens, 2010; 

Parker, 2004).  Although some research is firmly grounded in one or more set of these 

assumptions, research also may be question driven and conducted pragmatically (Morgan, 2007). 

The term data-collection strategies refers to the many ways qualitative researchers gather 

data.   These can include activities such as conducting archival research, focus groups, 

interviews, ethnographic observation, fieldwork, media searches, and reflexive note-taking.   In 

contrast, the term data-analytic strategies refers to the procedures used to analyze the data.  

These strategies also may be creatively combined in response to the specific goals of a research 

project, as is typical of the bricoleur tradition in qualitative research (e.g., Denzin & Lincoln, 

2005; Kuckartz, 2014; McLeod, 2011) in which researchers generate their own design by 

assembling procedures to best meet the goals and characteristics of a research project.  When we 

refer to research design, we mean the combination of approaches to inquiry, data-collection 

strategies, and data-analytic strategies selected for use in a given study.   Data-collection and 

analytic strategies may be informed by established qualitative methods or designs (e.g., grounded 

theory, Glaser & Strauss, 1967; narrative, Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach & Zilber, 1998; 

phenomenology, Giorgi, 2009) but, because many of these methods have been utilized within 

varied approaches to inquiry (e.g., Charmaz, 2014; Glaser & Strauss, 1967), a complete 

description of a design should articulate each of these elements, even when an established 
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method or design is in use. 

Because qualitative researchers describe their analyses and frameworks using diverse 

perspectives and terminology, we encourage authors to translate our terms into those of their 

own preferred approaches, taking care to define terms for readers.  We also encourage reviewers 

and editors to view our terms as placeholders that may be usefully varied by authors to reflect the 

values of their research traditions.  We recognize that our language inevitably carries 

philosophical implications (e.g., do we discover, understand, or co-construct findings?).  This 

said, we have worked to generate substantive recommendations that are congruent with and 

would enhance the reporting of qualitative methods when imported within a diverse range of 

approaches.   

Qualitative researchers have long sought language to describe rigor in their approach. 

Trustworthiness is a concept that qualitative researchers often use to reflect the idea that the 

evaluation of the worth of a qualitative research presentation is based in the judgments of its 

readers and its ability to be presented to them in a convincing manner (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; 

Morrow, 2005).   This concept may include evaluations that are not related to the research 

processes themselves (e.g., reputation of authors, congruence with readers’ own experiences and 

beliefs, or cosmetic features of presentation).  Methodological integrity is a concept that has been 

advanced by a task force of the Society for Qualitative Inquiry in Psychology (a section of APA 

Division 5), in consultation with a broad range of leading qualitative researchers, as the 

underlying methodological basis of trustworthiness, independent of non-method qualities (see 

Levitt et al., 2017 for details).  It enriches considerations of research design and is particularly 

relevant to a journal review process in which these non-method aspects of trustworthiness are not 

central bases of evaluation (e.g., cosmetic features) or are unavailable (e.g., authors’ identities, 
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the resonance of the article for readers who differ from oneself).  Instead, reviews should be 

focused on how methodological processes are enacted throughout an article—including how well 

the literature review is conducted to situate a study’s aims, approaches to inquiry are selected to 

address those aims, methods and procedures are used in an investigation to meet those aims, and 

the articulation of implications are grounded in the methods used and the findings produced.  

Methodological integrity can be evaluated through its two composite processes, fidelity to 

the subject matter and utility in achieving research goals. Both fidelity and utility have been 

conceptualized as having four central features.  (1) Fidelity to the subject matter is the process by 

which researchers select procedures that develop and maintain allegiance to the phenomenon 

under study as it is conceived within their approach to inquiry (e.g., the phenomenon might be 

understood as a social construction).  It is improved when researchers collect data from sources 

that can shed light upon variations in the phenomenon that are relevant to the research goals 

(data adequacy); when they recognize and are transparent about the influence of their own 

perspectives and appropriately limit that influence within data collection (perspective 

management in data collection); when they consider how these perspectives influenced or guided 

their analytic process in order to enhance their perceptiveness (perspective management in data 

analysis); and when findings are rooted in data which support them (groundedness).  (2) Utility 

in achieving research goals is the process by which researchers select procedures that usefully 

answer their research questions and address their aims (e.g., raising critical consciousness, 

developing theory, deepening understanding, identifying social practices, forming conceptual 

frameworks, and developing local knowledge). It is strengthened when findings are considered in 

their context—for instance, their location, time, and cultural situation (contextualization of data); 

when data are collected that provide rich grounds for insightful analyses (catalyst for insight); 
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when analyses lead to insights that meaningfully address the analytic goals (meaningful 

contributions); and when differences within a set of findings are explained (coherence among 

findings).   

The evaluation of methodological integrity considers whether the procedures used to 

enhance fidelity and utility are coherent in relation to the researchers’ goals, approaches to 

inquiry (e.g., philosophical assumptions), and study characteristics (e.g., the particular subject 

matter, resources, participants, researchers).  In other words, fidelity and utility need to be 

assessed in relation to the overall research design.  When procedures are used with coherence, 

they build a foundation for increased confidence in the claims made.  When procedures are not 

used in synchrony with the study design features, however, they will not support a foundation of 

methodological integrity or might act to erode it.  

Procedures that add to methodological integrity may relate to participant selection, 

recruitment, data-collection strategies, data-analytic strategies, procedures used to check findings 

(e.g., member-checking), as well as broader aspects of the research, such as the formulation of 

research questions or the articulation of implications.  A detailed description of fidelity and 

utility, and their constituent features can be found in Levitt et al., 2017.  Principles can be found 

therein to guide the evaluation of fidelity and utility methodological integrity within both the 

process of research design and manuscript review.  In contrast, the standards in the current paper 

are concerned with the reporting of research so that methodological integrity can be evaluated. 

Information for Inclusion in Primary Qualitative Research (JARS–Qual) 

The reporting standards generated have been divided into three tables that are reviewed in 

the following subsections. The JARS–Qual table (see Table 1) was developed as the foundation 

of the recommended standards for meta-analyses.  The mixed methods reporting standards were 
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developed while considering the standards for both qualitative and quantitative research and 

identifying the unique reporting standards for designs that integrate both of these approaches.  

Table 1 describes the recommended reporting standards for research manuscripts reporting 

primary qualitative findings.  This table has three columns.  The first column contains the topic 

to be reported on, which might be organized into these section headings or in a narrative format.   

The second column contains a description of the information reported.  The third column 

contains recommendations that are not standards but that might be useful for authors (indicated 

as recommendations) and reviewers (indicated as notes) to consider.   

Although we have developed a module on mixed-methods approaches, qualitative and 

quantitative analyses being reported together, researchers also may combine two qualitative 

analyses in the same study.  For example, in the example article by Frost (2011) both a content 

analysis and a narrative analysis were conducted together to achieve the researcher’s aims.   In 

those types of articles, the reporting of the analyses both should follow the JARS-Qual 

guidelines.  Similar to the way that the mixed methods standards guide authors to discuss the 

goals and integrate the insights of qualitative and quantitative projects throughout their reporting 

(see Table 3), reporting two qualitative analyses in one article should reflect upon the ways that 

the analyses work together to meet the study objectives and how findings enhance one another. 

Information for Inclusion in Qualitative Meta-Analytic Research (QMARl 

Qualitative meta-analysis is a form of inquiry in which qualitative research findings 

about a process or experience are aggregated or integrated. Their aims can be to synthesize 

qualitative findings across primary studies, to generate new theoretical or conceptual models, 

identify gaps in research, as well as to generate new questions (e.g., Paterson, Thorne, Canam, & 

Jillings, 2001; Sandelowski & Barroso, 2007).  There are a variety of methods that engage these 
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aims, including qualitative meta-synthesis, meta-ethnography, meta-method, and critical 

interpretive synthesis.  The term qualitative meta-analysis does not indicate a singular procedure 

but refers to the aggregating function common to these approaches. Qualitative meta-analyses 

are not to be confused with quantitative reviews that generate a narrative description of a 

quantitative literature base.  We recommend referring to those studies as narrative reviews to 

avoid confusion with qualitative meta-analyses. 

The methodological integrity of the results of meta-analysis studies rests largely on the 

extent to which those carrying out the analysis can detail and defend the choices they made of 

studies to review and the process they undertook to weigh and integrate the findings of the 

studies. Authors of meta-analysis reports are often aggregating qualitative studies from multiple 

methodological or theoretical approaches and they must communicate the approaches of the 

studies they review as well as the approach to secondary data analysis that is in use.  Qualitative 

meta-analysis involves the interpretive aggregation of thematic findings rather than reanalysis of 

primary data. Forms of qualitative meta-analysis range on a continuum from assessing the ways 

in which findings do or do not replicate each other to arranging interpreted findings into 

narrative accounts that relate the studies to one another.  Meta-analyses enhance their fidelity to 

the findings by considering the contradictions and ambiguities within and across studies. 

Qualitative meta-analysis entails the amplification of primary findings and can permit a broader 

perspective on the types of findings that ensue from analytic processes.  In Table 2 are the 

reporting standards for qualitative meta-analyses.  The column headings organize information in 

the same manner as the JARS–Qual table (Table 1).  

Information for Inclusion in Mixed Methods Research (MMARS) 
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The reporting standards recommendations for the module on mixed methods research are 

presented in Table 3. Mixed methods research is a methodology that combines qualitative and 

quantitative approaches. It should not be confused with mixed-models research, which is a 

quantitative procedure.  It involves (a) collecting and analyzing both qualitative and quantitative 

data in response to overarching research aims–questions–hypotheses; (b) using rigorous methods 

for both qualitative and quantitative research; (c) integrating or “mixing” the two forms of data 

intentionally to generate new insights; (d) framing the methodology with distinct forms of 

research designs or procedures; and (e) using philosophical assumptions or theoretical models to 

inform the designs (Creswell, 2015).  It originated approximately 30 years ago, and its 

procedures have been steadily developing across disciplines through multiple articles, an 

estimated 30 books, and several dedicated journals (e.g., Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011; Hesse-

Biber, 2010; Onwuegbuzie, 2012; Small, 2011).  The basic assumption of this methodology is 

that the combined qualitative findings and quantitative results lead to additional insights not 

gleaned from the qualitative or quantitative findings alone (Creswell, 2015; Greene, 2007; 

Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010).  In mixed methods, value accrues from both qualitative findings 

and quantitative results, and the integration of the two in a thoughtful way leads to greater 

mining of the data and enhanced insights.  In addition, authors can publish multiple papers from 

a mixed methods study, such as a qualitative study, a quantitative study, and a mixed methods 

overview study. 

 The thoughtful and robust use of mixed methods requires meeting the standards of both 

quantitative and qualitative research methodology in the design, implementation, and reporting 

stages. To this end, various mixed methods designs have emerged in the literature (Creswell & 

Plano Clark, 2011), and they help inform the procedures used in reporting studies (e.g., the 
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convergent design, the exploratory sequential design, the explanatory sequential design).  

Although some standards and recommendations exist by authors writing in the health sciences 

(e.g., Creswell, Klassen, Plano Clark, & Smith, 2011) and by journal editors (e.g., the Journal of 

Mixed Methods Research; Fetters & Freshwater, 2015), reporting standards for mixed methods 

research have not been advanced to date in psychology or in the APA Publication Manual. 

Table 3 conveys information about mixed methods article reporting standards (MMARS).  

The column headings organize information in the same manner as the JARS–Qual table.  

Typically, in mixed methods research, both JARS–Qual and JARS–Quant standards must be 

met, with additional MMARS standards also needing to be met. In the presentation of qualitative 

and quantitative components, the sequence should represent the order that unfolded in the study.  

When these components co-occurred, authors may use their discretion in presenting the 

sequencing of studies but are encouraged to do so in a way that presents a logical progression of 

narrative as well as an audit trail (Merriam, 2014).  

Recommendations and Future Considerations 

   A concern of the JARS–Qual Working Group is that the use of qualitative methods in 

psychology is expanding rapidly and it is likely that new approaches to research will continue to 

emerge.   Indeed, we hope that these standards are used to support the publication of qualitative 

research and to increase the methodological integrity of research published but that they are not 

used to limit the development of new qualitative methods.  We expect that qualitative reporting 

standards will continue to shift and change in relation to growth of the field and evolving 

writings on these issues (e.g., Gough, & Deatrick, 2015; Wu, Thompson, Aroian, McQuaid, & 

Deatrick, 2016).  We also hope that, as the reporting standards continue to develop, they do not 
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contribute to the marginalization of minority epistemological perspectives and designs but 

support methodological pluralism in our field.   

 Also, we are not suggesting that every element that we advance is relevant in every study.  

We do not support the writing of empty statements that are not related to the research being 

reported.  For instance, some of our recommendations make sense for research on human 

subjects but not for textual or other analyses.  Authors, reviewers, and editors should use their 

judgment in making decisions about which standards are relevant for the research manuscripts at 

hand. 

  In sum, the publication of these standards in the Publication Manual heralds the 

acceptance of qualitative methods squarely within the canon of psychological approaches to 

inquiry.  These recommendations can aid authors as they craft manuscripts for publication and 

can assist reviewers and editors as well in the evaluation process.  We have articulated features 

of qualitative methods that are helpful to report in the written formulations of a study to convey 

with clarity the research process.  At the same time, we recommend permitting flexibility in 

reporting styles to preserve and respect qualitative traditions of inquiry.   As such, these 

recommendations are intended to help reviewers and editors consider the distinctive and essential 

features of qualitative designs in the process of research evaluation. They should help readers 

appreciate the value of the findings that are presented and enhance the quality of work in this 

field moving forward.   
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 Table 1 
Q

ualitative Article Reporting Standards (JARS–Q
ual): Inform

ation Recom
m

ended for Inclusion in M
anuscripts That Report 

New
 D

ata Collections  
 

Paper section or elem
ent 

D
escription of inform

ation to be reported 
R

ecom
m

endations for authors to consider &
 

notes for review
ers  

Title  
● 

Identify key issues/topic under consideration.  
 

C
over page 

● 
A

cknow
ledge funding sources or contributors. 

● 
A

cknow
ledge conflicts of interest, if any. 

 

A
bstract 

● 
State the problem

/question/objectives under 
investigation. 

● 
Indicate the study design, including types of 
participants or data sources, and analytic strategy, 
m

ain results/findings, m
ain 

im
plications/significance. 

● 
Identify five keyw

ords.  
 

● 
Authors: C

onsider including at least one 
keyw

ord that describes the m
ethod and 

one that describes the types of 
participants or phenom

enon under 
investigation. 

● 
Authors: C

onsider describing your 
approach to inquiry w

hen it w
ill facilitate 

the review
 process and intelligibility of 

your paper.   If your w
ork is not 

grounded in a specific approach to 
inquiry or your approach w

ould be too 
com

plicated to explain in the allotted 
w

ord count, how
ever, it w

ould not be 
advisable to provide explication on this 
point in the abstract. 

Introduction 
D

escription of research 
problem

 or question 

● 
Fram

e the problem
 or question and its context.   

● 
R

eview
, critique, and synthesize the applicable 

literature to identify key issues/debates/theoretical 
fram

ew
orks in the relevant literature to clarify 

barriers, know
ledge gaps, or practical needs.  

 

● 
Reviewers: The introduction m

ay include 
case exam

ples, personal narratives, 
vignettes or other illustrative m

aterial. 

Study objectives/aim
s/research 

goals 
 

● 
State the purpose(s)/goal(s)/aim

(s) of the study.  
● 

State the target audience, if specific. 
● 

Provide the rationale for fit of design used to 
investigate this purpose/goal (e.g., theory building, 
explanatory, developing understanding, social 

● 
Authors: If relevant to objectives, explain 
the relation of the current analysis to 
prior articles/publications.  

● 
Reviewers: Q

ualitative studies often 
legitim

ately need to be divided into 
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action, description, highlighting social practices). 
● 

D
escribe the approach to inquiry, if it illum

inates 
the objectives and research rationale (e.g., 
descriptive, interpretive, fem

inist, psychoanalytic, 
post-positivist, constructivist, critical, postm

odern 
or constructivist, or pragm

atic approaches). 
 

m
ultiple m

anuscripts because of journal 
article page lim

itations but each 
m

anuscript should have a separate foci. 
● 

R
eview

ers: Q
ualitative studies tend not to 

identify hypotheses but research 
questions and goals. 

 
M

ethod  R
esearch design overview

 
 

● 
Sum

m
arize the research design (data collection 

strategies, data analytic strategies and, if 
illum

inating, approaches to inquiry (e.g., 
descriptive, interpretive, fem

inist, psychoanalytic, 
post-positivist, critical, post-m

odern or 
constructivist, pragm

atic approaches). 
● 

Provide the rationale for the design selected. 
 

● 
Reviewers: M

ethod sections can be 
w

ritten in a chronological or narrative 
form

at. 
● 

Reviewers: A
lthough they provide a 

m
ethod description that other 

investigators should be able to follow
, it 

is not required that other investigators 
arrive at the sam

e conclusions, but rather 
that their m

ethod should lead them
 to 

conclusions w
ith a sim

ilar degree of 
m

ethodological integrity. 
● 

Reviewers: A
t tim

es, elem
ents m

ay be 
relevant to m

ultiple sections and authors 
need to organize w

hat belongs in each 
subsection in order to describe the 
m

ethod coherently and reduce 
redundancy. For instance, the overview

 
and the objectives statem

ent m
ay be 

presented in one section.  
● 

Reviewers: Processes of qualitative 
research are often iterative versus linear, 
m

ay evolve through the inquiry process 
and m

ay m
ove betw

een data collection 
and analysis in m

ultiple form
ats. A

s a 
result, data collection and analysis 
sections m

ight be com
bined. 

● 
Reviewers: For the reasons above and 
because qualitative m

ethods often are 
adapted and com

bined creatively, 
requiring detailed description and 
rationale, an average qualitative m

ethod 
section typically is longer than an average 
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quantitative m
ethod section. 

Study participants or data 
sources R

esearcher description 

● 
D

escribe the researchers’ backgrounds in 
approaching the study, em

phasizing their prior 
understandings of the phenom

ena under study (e.g., 
interview

ers, analysts, or research team
). 

● 
D

escribe how
 prior understandings of the 

phenom
ena under study w

ere m
anaged and/or 

influenced the research (e.g., enhancing, lim
iting, 

or structuring data collection and analysis). 
 

● 
Authors: Prior understandings relevant to 
the analysis could include but are not 
lim

ited to descriptions of researchers’ 
dem

ographic/cultural characteristics, 
credentials, experience w

ith 
phenom

enon, training, values, decisions 
in selecting archives or m

aterial to 
analyze. 

● 
Reviewers: R

esearchers differ in the 
extensiveness of reflexive self-
description in reports.  It m

ay not be 
possible for authors to estim

ate the depth 
of description desired by review

ers 
w

ithout guidance. 
Participants or other 
data sources 

● 
Provide the num

bers of 
participants/docum

ents/events analyzed. 
● 

D
escribe the dem

ographics/cultural inform
ation, 

perspectives of participants or characteristics of 
data sources that m

ight influence the data collected. 
● 

D
escribe existing data sources, if relevant (e.g., 

new
spapers, Internet, archive). 

● 
Provide data repository inform

ation for openly 
shared data, if applicable.  

● 
D

escribe archival searches or process of locating 
data for analyses, if applicable. 

  

R
esearcher–participant 

relationship 
● 

D
escribe the relationships and interactions betw

een 
researchers and participants relevant to the research 
process and any im

pact on the research process 
(e.g., w

as there a relationship prior to research, are 
there any ethical considerations relevant to prior 
relationships). 

 

Participant recruitm
ent 

             R
ecruitm

ent process 
● 

D
escribe the recruitm

ent process description (e.g., 
face-to-face, telephone, m

ail, em
ail, recruitm

ent 
● 

Reviewers: There is no agreed-upon 
m

inim
um

 num
ber of participants for a 
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protocols).  
● 

D
escribe any incentives or com

pensation, and 
provide assurance of relevant ethical processes of 
data collection and consent process as relevant 
(m

ay include IR
B

 approval, particular adaptations 
for vulnerable populations, safety m

onitoring). 
● 

D
escribe the process via w

hich the num
ber of 

participants w
as determ

ined in relation to the study 
design  

● 
Provide any changes in num

bers through attrition 
and final num

ber of participants/sources (if 
relevant, refusal rates or reasons for drop out). 

● 
D

escribe the rationale for decision to halt data 
collection (e.g., saturation). 

● 
C

onvey the study purpose as portrayed to 
participants, if different from

 the purpose stated. 

qualitative study. R
ather, the author 

should provide a rationale for the num
ber 

of participants chosen.  
● 

Authors:  Som
e studies begin by 

recruiting participants to the study and 
then selecting participants from

 the pool 
that responds.  O

ther studies begin by 
selecting a type of participant pool and 
then recruit from

 w
ithin that pool.   

Sections and their contents should be 
ordered to reflect the study’s process—
specifically the discussion of the num

ber 
of participants is likely to be placed in 
reference to w

hichever process cam
e 

second.    

Participant selection 
● 

D
escribe the participants/data sources selection 

process (e.g., purposive sam
pling m

ethods such as 
m

axim
um

 variation, diversity sam
pling, or 

convenience sam
pling m

ethods such as snow
ball 

selection, theoretical sam
pling), inclusion/exclusion 

criteria. 
● 

Provide the general context for study (w
hen data 

w
as collected, sites of data collection). 

● 
If your participant selection is from

 an archived 
data set, describe the recruitm

ent and selection 
process from

 that dataset as w
ell as any decisions in 

selecting sets of participants from
 that dataset. 

● 
Authors: A

 statem
ent can clarify how

 the 
num

ber of participants fits w
ith practices 

in the design at hand, recognizing that 
transferability of findings in qualitative 
research to other contexts is based in 
developing deep and contextualized 
understandings that can be applied by 
readers rather than quantitative estim

ates 
of error and generalizations to 
populations. 

● 
Reviewers: The order of the recruitm

ent 
process and the selection process and 
their contents m

ay be determ
ined in 

relation to the authors’ m
ethodological 

approach.  Som
e authors w

ill determ
ine a 

selection process and then develop a 
recruitm

ent m
ethod based upon those 

criteria.   O
ther authors w

ill develop a 
recruitm

ent process and then select 
participants responsively in relation to 
evolving findings. 
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D
ata collection  

D
ata 

collection/identification 
procedures.  

● 
State the form

 of data collected (e.g., interview
s, 

questionnaires, m
edia, observation)  

● 
D

escribe the origins or evolution of the data 
collection protocol. 

● 
D

escribe any alterations of data collection strategy 
in response to the evolving findings or the study 
rationale.   

● 
D

escribe the data selection or collection process 
(e.g., w

ere others present w
hen data w

ere collected, 
num

ber of tim
es data w

ere collected, duration of 
collection, context)  

● 
C

onvey the extensiveness of engagem
ent (e.g., 

depth of engagem
ent, tim

e intensiveness of data 
collection) 

● 
For interview

 and w
ritten studies, indicate the m

ean 
and range of the tim

e duration in data collection 
process (e.g., interview

s w
ere held for 75 to 110 

m
inutes, w

ith an average interview
 tim

e of 90 
m

inutes). 
● 

D
escribe the m

anagem
ent or use of reflexivity in 

the data collection process, as it illum
inates the 

study 
● 

D
escribe questions asked in data collection: 

C
ontent of central questions, form

 of questions 
(e.g., open vs. closed) 

  

● 
Reviewers: R

esearchers m
ay use term

s 
for data collection that are coherent 
w

ithin their research approach and 
process, such as data identification, 
collection, or selection. D

escriptions 
should be provided, how

ever, in 
accessible term

s in relation to the 
readership. 

● 
Reviewers: It m

ay not be useful for 
researchers to reproduce all of the 
questions they asked in an interview

, 
especially in the case of unstructured or 
sem

i-structured interview
s as questions 

are adapted to the content of each 
interview

. 

R
ecording and data 

transform
ation  

● 
Identify data audio/visual recording m

ethods, field 
notes, transcription processes used. 

 

 

A
nalysis D

ata-analytic strategies 
  

● 
D

escribe the m
ethods and procedures used and for 

w
hat purpose/goal  

● 
Explicate in detail the process of analysis, including 
som

e discussion of the procedures (e.g., coding, 
them

atic analysis, etc.) w
ith a principle of 

transparency  
● 

D
escribe coders or analysts and their training, if not 

● 
Reviewers: R

esearchers m
ay use term

s 
for data analysis that are coherent w

ithin 
their research approach and process (e.g., 
interpretation, unitization, eidetic 
analysis, coding).  D

escriptions should be 
provided, how

ever, in accessible term
s in 

relation to the readership.   



Q
U

A
LITA

TIV
E R

ESEA
R

C
H

 R
EPO

R
TIN

G
 STA

N
D

A
R

D
S 

42 
 

already described in the researcher description 
section (e.g., coder selection, collaboration groups) 

● 
Identify w

hether coding categories em
erged from

 
the analyses or w

ere developed a priori  
● 

Identify units of analysis (e.g., entire transcript, 
unit, text) and how

 units w
ere form

ed, if applicable 
● 

D
escribe the process of arriving at an analytic 

schem
e, if applicable (e.g., if one w

as developed 
before or during the analysis or w

as em
ergent 

throughout)  
● 

Provide illustrations and descriptions of their 
developm

ent, if relevant.  
● 

Indicate softw
are, if used 

 

● 
Authors: Provide rationales to illum

inate 
analytic choices in relation to the study 
goals.  

M
ethodological 

integrity 
● 

D
em

onstrate that the claim
s m

ade from
 the analysis 

are w
arranted and have produced findings w

ith 
m

ethodological integrity.  The procedures that 
support m

ethodological integrity (i.e., fidelity and 
utility) typically are described across the relevant 
sections of a paper, but they could be addressed in a 
separate section w

hen elaboration or em
phasis 

w
ould be helpful. Issues of m

ethodological 
integrity include: 

o 
A

ssess the adequacy of the data in term
s 

of its ability to capture form
s of diversity 

m
ost relevant to the question, research 

goals, and inquiry approach.  
o 

D
escribe how

 the researchers’ 
perspectives w

ere m
anaged in both the 

data collection and analysis (e.g., to lim
it 

their effect on the data collection, to 
structure the analysis). 

o 
D

em
onstrate that findings are grounded in 

the evidence (e.g., using quotes, excerpts, 
or descriptions of researchers’ engagem

ent 
in data collection).  

o 
D

em
onstrate that the contributions are 

insightful and m
eaningful (e.g., in relation 

to the current literature and the study 

● 
Reviewers: R

esearch does not need to use 
all or any of the checks (as rigor is 
centrally based in the iterative process of 
qualitative analyses w

hich inherently 
include checks w

ithin the evolving, self-
correcting iterative analyses), but their 
use can augm

ent a study’s 
m

ethodological integrity. A
pproaches to 

inquiry have different traditions in term
s 

of using checks and w
hich checks are 

m
ost valued. 
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goal). 
o 

Provide relevant contextual inform
ation 

for findings (e.g., setting of study, 
inform

ation about participant, interview
 

question asked is presented before excerpt 
as needed).   

o 
Present findings in a coherent m

anner that 
m

akes sense of contradictions or 
disconfirm

ing evidence in the data (e.g., 
reconcile discrepancies, describe w

hy a 
conflict m

ight exist in the findings). 
● 

D
em

onstrate consistency w
ith regard to the analytic 

processes (e.g., analysts m
ay use dem

onstrations of 
analyses to support consistency, describe their 
developm

ent of a stable perspective, interrater 
reliability, consensus) or describe responses to 
inconsistencies, as relevant (e.g., coders sw

itching 
m

id-analysis, an interruption in the analytic 
process).  If alterations in m

ethodological integrity 
w

ere m
ade for ethical reasons, explicate those 

reasons and the adjustm
ents m

ade. 
● 

D
escribe how

 support for claim
s w

as supplem
ented 

by any checks added to the qualitative analysis. 
Exam

ples of supplem
ental checks that can 

strengthen the research m
ay include: 

o 
Transcripts/data collected returned to 
participants for feedback.  

o 
Triangulation across m

ultiple sources of 
inform

ation, findings, or investigators. 
o 

C
hecks on the interview

 thoroughness or 
interview

er dem
ands.  

o 
C

onsensus or auditing process.  
o 

M
em

ber checks or participant feedback on 
findings. 

o 
D

ata displays/m
atrices 

o 
In-depth thick description, case exam

ples, 
illustrations. 

o 
Structured m

ethods of researcher 
reflexivity (e.g., sending m

em
os, field 
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notes, diary, log books, journals, 
bracketing). 

o 
C

hecks on the utility of findings in 
responding to the study problem

 (e.g., an 
evaluation of w

hether a solution w
orked) 
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Findings/R
esults 

Findings subsections 
● 

D
escribe research findings (e.g., them

es, categories, 
narratives) and the m

eaning and understandings that 
the researcher has derived from

 the data analysis. 
● 

D
em

onstrate analytic process of reaching findings 
(e.g., quotes, excerpts of data). 

● 
Present research findings in a w

ay that is 
com

patible w
ith the study design. 

● 
Present synthesizing illustrations (e.g., diagram

s, 
tables, m

odels), if useful in organizing and 
conveying findings. Photographs or links to videos 
can be used. 

 

● 
Reviewers: Findings section tends to be 
longer than in quantitative papers because 
of the dem

onstrative rhetoric needed to 
perm

it the evaluation of the analytic 
procedure. 

● 
Reviewers: D

epending on the approach to 
inquiry, findings and discussion m

ay be 
com

bined or a personalized discursive 
style m

ight be used to portray the 
researchers’ involvem

ent in the analysis. 
● 

Reviewers: Findings m
ay or m

ay not 
include quantified inform

ation, 
depending upon the study’s goals, 
approach to inquiry, and study 
characteristics. 

● 
Authors: Findings presented in an artistic 
m

anner (e.g., a link to a dram
atic 

presentation of findings) should also 
include inform

ation in the reporting 
standards to support the research 
presentation. 

● 
Reviewers: U

se quotes or excerpts to 
augm

ent data (e.g., thick, evocative 
description, field notes, text excerpts) but 
these should not replace the description 
of the findings of the analysis. 
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D
iscussion 

D
iscussion subsections 

● 
D

escribe the central contributions and their 
significance in advancing disciplinary 
understandings.   

● 
D

escribe the types of contributions m
ade by 

findings (e.g., challenging, elaborating on, and 
supporting prior research or theory in the literature 
describing the relevance) and how

 findings can be 
best utilized. 

● 
Identify sim

ilarities and differences from
 prior 

theories and research findings.  
● 

R
eflect on any alternative explanations of the 

findings. 
● 

Identify the study’s strengths and lim
itations (e.g., 

consider how
 the quality, source, or types of the 

data or the analytic processes m
ight support or 

w
eaken its m

ethodological integrity). 
● 

D
escribe the lim

its of the scope of transferability 
(e.g., w

hat should readers bear in m
ind w

hen using 
findings across contexts).   

● 
R

evisit any ethical dilem
m

as or challenges that 
w

ere encountered, and provide related suggestions 
for future researchers  

● 
C

onsider the im
plications for future research, 

policy, or practice. 

● 
Reviewers: A

ccounts could lead to 
m

ultiple solutions rather than a single 
one.  M

any qualitative approaches hold 
that there m

ay be m
ore than one valid and 

useful set of findings from
 a given 

dataset. 
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   Table 2 
Q

ualitative M
eta-Analysis Article Reporting Standards (Q

M
ARS): Inform

ation Recom
m

ended for Inclusion in M
anuscripts That Report Q

ualitative M
eta-

Analyses 
  

Paper section or elem
ent 

D
escription of inform

ation to be reported 
R

ecom
m

endations for authors to consider &
 

notes for review
ers 

Title 
·      Indicate the key issues/topic under consideration. 
·      Indicate that the w

ork is a form
 of m

eta-analysis (e.g., 
qualitative m

etasynthesis, m
eta-ethnography critical 

interpretive synthesis, review
). 

  

C
over page 

·      A
cknow

ledge funding sources or contributors 
acknow

ledged. 
·      A

cknow
ledge conflicts of interest.  

  

A
bstract 

·      State the problem
/question/objectives under investigation. 

·      Indicate the study design, the types of literature review
ed, 

analytic strategy, m
ain results/findings, and m

ain 
im

plications/significance. 
·     Identify five keyw

ords. 
  

·      Authors: C
onsider using one keyw

ord that 
describes the m

eta-analytic strategy and one that 
describes the problem

 addressed. 
·      Authors: C

onsider describing your approach 
to inquiry w

hen it w
ill facilitate the review

 
process and intelligibility of your paper.   If your 
w

ork is not grounded in a specific approach 
to inquiry or your approach w

ould be too 
com

plicated to explain in the allotted w
ord 

count, how
ever, it w

ould not be advisable to 
provide explication on this point in the 
abstract. 

Introduction 
D

escription of R
esearch 

problem
–question 

·      State the problem
–question the m

eta-analysis addresses. 
·      D

escribe w
hat literature is to be included and synthesized 

and the relevant debates, theoretical fram
ew

orks, and issues 
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contained therein. 
·      D

escribe the im
portance or relevance of the m

eta-analysis 
to clarify barriers, know

ledge gaps or practical needs. 

Study objectives–research goals 
  

·      D
escribe the m

eta-analytic m
ethod (e.g., m

etasynthesis, 
m

eta-analysis, m
eta-ethnography, them

atic synthesis, 
narrative synthesis, or critical interpretive analysis). 
·      Identify the purpose/goals of the study. 
·      D

escribe the approach to inquiry, if it illum
inates the 

objectives and m
eta-research rationale (e.g., descriptive, 

interpretive, fem
inist, psychoanalytic, post-positivist, 

constructivist, critical, postm
odern or constructivist, or 

pragm
atic approaches). 

·      D
escribe the contribution to be m

ade. 
  

  

M
ethod 

R
esearch design overview

 
 ·     Sum

m
arize the research design (data-collection strategies, 

data/m
eta-analytic strategies and, if illum

inating, approaches 
to inquiry (e.g., descriptive, interpretive, fem

inist, 
psychoanalytic, post-positivist, constructivist, critical, post-
m

odern or constructivist, or pragm
atic approaches). 

·     Provide the rationale for the design selected. 
  

·      Reviewers: This section m
ay be com

bined 
into the sam

e section as the objectives statem
ent. 

 

Study data sources 
        R

esearcher description 
  ·      D

escribe the researchers’ backgrounds in approaching the 
study, em

phasizing their prior understandings of the 
phenom

ena under study (e.g., interview
ers, analysts or 

research team
). 

·     D
escribe how

 prior understandings of the phenom
ena 

w
ere m

anaged and/or influenced the research (e.g., enhancing, 
lim

iting, or structuring data collection and m
eta-analysis). 

·     Authors: Prior understandings relevant to the 
m

eta-analysis could include but are not lim
ited 

to descriptions of researchers’ dem
ographic–

cultural characteristics, credentials, experience 
w

ith phenom
enon, training, values, decisions in 

selecting archives or m
aterial to analyze. 

·     Reviewers: R
esearchers differ in the 

extensiveness of reflexive self-description in 
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reports.  It m

ay not be possible for authors to 
estim

ate the depth of description desired by 
review

ers w
ithout guidance. 

      Study selection 
·      Provide a detailed description of how

 studies to be 
review

ed w
ere selected, including search strategies and 

criteria for inclusion and exclusion, and rationale. 
·      D

escribe search param
eters (e.g., them

atic, population, 
and/or m

ethod). 
·      Identify the electronic databases searched, w

eb searches, 
or other search processes (e.g., calls for papers). 
·      Indicate the final num

ber of studies review
ed and how

 it 
w

as reached. 

·      Reviewers:  Q
ualitative m

eta-analyses m
ay 

seek to review
 the literature com

prehensively or 
m

ay use iterative or purposive sam
pling 

strategies (e.g., m
axim

um
 variation sam

pling, 
theoretical sam

pling, saturation seeking).   In 
any case, the strategy should be described as 
w

ell as the rationale for its use. 

Studies review
ed 

      

Present, w
hen possible the follow

ing: 
·      Y

ear of publication of studies 
·      D

isciplinary affiliation of prim
ary author 

·      G
eographic location of study 

·      Language of study 
·      M

ethod of data collection (e.g., interview
, focus group, 

online) 
·      M

ethod of analysis of study (e.g., them
atic analysis, 

narrative analysis, grounded theory) 
·      Purpose of prim

ary studies and differences (if any) from
 

the m
ain questions of the m

eta-analysis 
·      N

um
ber of participants 

·      R
ecruitm

ent m
ethod of study (snow

ball, convenience, 
purposive, etc.) 
    

·      Reviewers: This inform
ation m

ight be best 
presented in a tabular form

at, but should also be 
sum

m
arized in the text. 

  

A
nalysis 

D
ata-analytic strategies 

·      D
escribe the approach to extracting study findings.  This 

description m
ay include the follow

ing: 
·      Reviewers: Findings of qualitative prim

ary 
studies m

ay be presented in disparate w
ays and 
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·      D
escription of coders or analysts and training, if 

not already described (inter-rater reliability, if used) 
·      D

escription of w
hich parts of studies w

ere 
assessed or appraised (e.g. abstract, D

iscussion, 
C

onclusions, full article) 
·      D

escription of units for coding (w
ords, concepts, 

interpretations) 
·      D

escription of softw
are, if used 

·      D
escription of team

 or collaborative discussions 
relevant to determ

ining w
hat constitutes findings of 

studies, how
 inconsistencies am

ong analysts w
ere 

m
anaged, and how

 consensus w
as determ

ined. 
·      D

iscussion of w
hether coding categories 

em
erged from

 the analyses or w
ere developed a priori 

·      D
escribe the process of arriving at an analytic schem

e, if 
applicable (e.g., if one w

as developed before or during the 
analysis or w

as em
ergent throughout). 

·      D
escribe how

 issues of consistency w
ere addressed w

ith 
regard to the analytic processes (e.g., analysts m

ay use 
dem

onstrations of analyses to support consistency, describe 
their developm

ent of a stable perspective, interrater reliability, 
consensus) or how

 inconsistencies w
ere addressed. 

·      D
escribe the appraisal process in cases in w

hich som
e 

studies w
ere considered to be m

ore consequential in the 
interpretive process or others discounted. 
·      D

escribe how
 illustrations or other artistic products (if 

any) w
ere developed from

 the analytic process. 
  

researchers should be transparent in m
aking 

clear how
 they identified and extracted findings 

from
 prim

ary reports. 
·      Reviewers: Typically, qualitative 
researchers do not assign num

erical w
eights to 

findings in qualitative m
eta-analyses as the 

analyses are not statistical in nature. 

M
ethodological integrity 

·      See the JA
R

S–Q
ual Standards. 

·      M
eta-analyses should describe the integrity of their 

secondary analyses as w
ell as com

m
ent on the integrity of the 

prim
ary studies under review

. 
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 Findings (R

esults) 
Findings subsections 

·      D
escribe the research findings and the m

eaning and 
understandings that the researcher has derived from

 the 
analysis of the studies.  
·      Provide quotations from

 the prim
ary studies to illustrate 

and ground the them
es or codes identified, w

hen relevant. 
·      Explore w

hether differences in them
es across studies 

appear to reflect differences in the phenom
ena under study or 

differences in the rhetoric or conceptual stances of the 
researchers. 
·      Present findings in a m

anner that is coherent w
ithin the 

study design and goals (e.g., com
m

on them
es, com

m
on 

interpretations, situated differences). 
·    C

onsider the contexts of the m
eta-analytic findings as w

ell 
as contradictions and am

biguities am
ong the review

ed studies 
so that findings are presented in a coherent m

anner or 
discrepancies are addressed. 
·      Present synthesizing illustrations (e.g., diagram

s, tables, 
m

odels) if helpful in organizing and conveying findings. 
  

·      Reviewers: R
esults section tends to be 

longer than in quantitative m
eta-analyses 

because of the dem
onstrative rhetoric needed to 

perm
it the evaluation of the m

eta-analytic 
m

ethod. 
·     Reviewers: Findings m

ay or m
ay not include 

the quantified presentation of relevant codes, 
depending on the study goals, approach to 
inquiry, and study characteristics. 
    

Situatedness 
·      R

eflect on the situatedness of the studies review
ed (e.g., 

the positions and contexts of the prim
ary researchers and their 

studies). 
·      Sim

plify the com
plexity of displaying trends in studies by 

using tables as is helpful. 
  

·      Reviewers:  Situatedness can be considered 
in the R

esults or D
iscussion section. 

D
iscussion 

D
iscussion subsections 

·      Provide a discussion of findings that interpretively goes 
beyond a sum

m
ary of the existing studies. 

·      Include reflections on alternative explanations in relation 
to findings, as relevant. 
·      D

iscuss the contributions that the m
eta-analysis presents 

to the literature (e.g., challenging, elaborating on, and 

·      Reviewers: R
ather than having only one 

possible set of findings, m
eta-analyses could 

lead to m
ultiple insights and understandings of 

the literature, that each have m
ethodological 

integrity. 
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supporting prior research or theory in the literature). 
·      D

raw
 links to existing scholarship or disputes in the 

literature that the m
eta-analysis is designed to address. 

·      D
escribe the significance of the study and how

 findings 
can be best utilized. 
·      Identify the strengths and lim

itations of the m
eta-study 

(e.g., consider how
 the quality or source or types of the data or 

analytic process m
ight support or w

eaken its m
ethodological 

integrity). 
·      D

escribe the lim
its of the scope of transferability (e.g., 

w
hat readers should bear in m

ind w
hen using findings across 

contexts).  
·      C

onsider im
plications for future research, policy, or 

practice. 
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 Table 3  
M

ixed M
ethods Article Reporting Standards (M

M
ARS): Inform

ation Recom
m

ended for Inclusion in M
anuscripts That Report the Collection and Integration of  

Q
ualitative and Q

uantitative D
ata 

  

Paper section or 
elem

ent 
D

escription of inform
ation to be reported 

R
ecom

m
endations for authors to consider &

 notes for 
review

ers 

·      Title 
·      See the JA

R
S–Q

ual and JA
R

S–Q
uant Standards. 

     
·      Authors: R

efrain from
 using w

ords that are either 
qualitative (e.g., explore, understand) or quantitative (e.g., 
determ

inants, correlates) because m
ixed m

ethods stands in 
the m

iddle betw
een qualitative and quantitative research. 

     Authors: R
eference the term

s m
ixed m

ethods or 
qualitative and quantitative. 
 

·      C
over page 

·      See the JA
R

S–Q
ual and JA

R
S–Q

uant Standards. 
 

·      A
bstract 

·    See the JA
R

S–Q
ual and JA

R
S–Q

uant Standards. 
·      Indicate the m

ixed m
ethods design, including types of 

participants or data sources, and analytic strategy, m
ain results–

findings, and m
ajor im

plications–significance. 
 

·      Authors: Specify the type of m
ixed m

ethods design 
used.   See the note on types of designs in the m

ethods 
research design overview

 section below
. 

·      Authors:  C
onsider using one keyw

ord that describes 
the type of m

ixed m
ethods design and one that describes 

the problem
 addressed. 

·      Authors: D
escribe your approach(es) to inquiry and, if 

relevant, how
 intersecting approaches to inquiry are 

com
bined w

hen this description w
ill facilitate the review

 
process and intelligibility of your paper.   If your w

ork is 
not grounded in a specific approach(es) to inquiry or your 
approach w

ould be too com
plicated to explain in the 

allotted w
ord count, how

ever, it w
ould not be advisable to 

provide explication on this point in the abstract. 
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 Introduction 

   D
escription of 

   research 
   problem

s– 
   questions 

·      See the JA
R

S–Q
ual and JA

R
S–Q

uant Standards 
 

·      Authors: This section m
ay convey barriers in the 

literature that suggest a need for both qualitative and 
quantitative data. 
     Reviewers: Theory or conceptual fram

ew
ork-use in 

m
ixed m

ethods varies depending on the specific m
ixed 

m
ethods design or procedures used. Theory m

ay be used 
inductively or deductively (or both) in m

ixed m
ethods 

research. 

   Study 
   objectives/       
  A

im
s /R

esearch 
  goals   

·      See the JA
R

S–Q
ual and JA

R
S–Q

uant Standards 
·      State three types of research objectives/aim

s/goals:  
qualitative, quantitative, and m

ixed m
ethods.  O

rder these goals to 
reflect the type of m

ixed m
ethods design.   

·      D
escribe the w

ays approaches to inquiry w
ere com

bined, as it 
illum

inates the objectives and m
ixed m

ethod rationale (e.g., 
descriptive, interpretive, fem

inist, psychoanalytic, post-positivist, 
constructivist, critical, postm

odern or constructivist, or pragm
atic 

approaches). 
 

·      Reviewers: A
 m

ixed-m
ethod objective, aim

, or goal 
m

ay not be fam
iliar to review

ers.   It describes the results 
to be obtained from

 using the m
ixed m

ethods design-type 
w

here “m
ixing” or integration occurs (e.g., the aim

 is to 
explain quantitative survey results w

ith qualitative 
interview

s in an explanatory sequential design). For 
instance, the goal of a qualitative phase could be the 
developm

ent of a conceptual m
odel, the goal of a 

quantitative phase m
ight be hypothesis testing based upon 

that m
odel, and the goal of the m

ixed m
ethods could be to 

generate integratedx support for a theory based upon 
quantitative and qualitative evidence. 

M
ethods 

          
     R

esearch design       
overview

 
 

·       See the JA
R

S–Q
ual and JA

R
S–Q

uant Standards 
 ·       Explain w

hy m
ixed m

ethods research is appropriate as a 
m

ethodology given the paper’s goals.  
·      Identify the type of m

ixed m
ethods design used and define it. 

·      Indicate the qualitative approach to inquiry and the 
quantitative approach used w

ithin the m
ixed m

ethods design type 
(e.g., ethnography, random

ized experim
ent) 

·       If m
ultiple approaches to inquiry w

ere com
bined describe 

how
 this w

as done and provide a rationale (e.g., descriptive, 
interpretive, fem

inist, psychoanalytic, post-positivist, 
constructivist, critical, post-m

odern or constructivist, or pragm
atic 

    Reviewers:  B
ecause m

ixed m
ethods research is a 

relatively new
 m

ethodology, it is helpful to provide a 
definition of it from

 a m
ajor reference in the field. 

·      Reviewers: M
ixed m

ethods research involves rigorous 
m

ethods, both qualitative and quantitative.  R
efer to the 

JA
R

S–Q
ual standards (qualitative) and JA

R
S–Q

uant 
standards (quantitative) for details of rigor. 
      Reviewers: O

ne of the m
ost w

idely discussed topics in 
the m

ixed m
ethods literature w

ould be research designs.  
There is not a generic m

ixed m
ethods design, but m

ultiple 
types of designs.  A

t the heart of designs w
ould be basic, 
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approaches), as it is illum
inating for the m

ixed m
ethod in use. 

·      Provide a rationale or justification for the need to collect both 
qualitative and quantitative data and the added value of integrating 
the results (findings) from

 the tw
o databases. 

core designs, such as a convergent design, an explanatory 
sequential design, and an exploratory sequential design.  
A

lthough the nam
es and types of designs m

ay differ 
am

ong m
ixed m

ethods w
riters, a com

m
on understanding is 

that procedures for conducting a m
ixed m

ethods study 
m

ay differ from
 one project to another.  Further, these 

basic procedures can be expanded by linking m
ixed 

m
ethods to other designs (e.g., intervention or 

experim
ental trial m

ixed m
ethods study), theories or 

standpoints (e.g., a fem
inist m

ixed m
ethods study), or to 

other m
ethodologies (e.g., a participatory action research 

m
ixed m

ethods study). 
 

    Participants and 
other data sources  

·       See the JA
R

S–Q
ual and JA

R
S–Q

uant Standards. 
·      W

hen data are collected from
 m

ultiple sources, clearly identify 
the sources of qualitative and quantitative data (e.g., participants, 
text), their characteristics, as w

ell as the relationship betw
een the 

data sets if there is one (e.g., an em
bedded design). 

·  State the data sources in the order of procedures used in the 
design-type (e.g., qualitative sources first in an exploratory 
sequential design follow

ed by quantitative sources), if a 
sequenced design is used in the m

ixed m
ethods study. 

·      Authors:  B
ecause of m

ultiple sources of data collected, 
separate descriptions of sam

ples are needed w
hen they 

differ.  A
 table of qualitative sources and quantitative 

sources is helpful.  This table could include: type of data, 
w

hen it w
as collected, and from

 w
hom

 it w
as collected.  

This table m
ight also include study aim

s/research 
questions for each data source and anticipated outcom

es of 
the study.  In m

ixed m
ethods research, this table is often 

called an im
plem

entation m
atrix. 

·     Authors: R
ather than describe data as represented in 

num
bers versus w

ords, it is better to describe sources of 
data as open-ended inform

ation (e.g., qualitative 
interview

s) and closed-ended inform
ation (e.g., 

quantitative instrum
ents). 

 

 
Participant 
sam

pling or 
·       See the JA

R
S–Q

ual and JA
R

S–Q
uant Standards. 

·       D
escribe the qualitative and the quantitative sam

pling in 
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selection 
separate sections.   
·       R

elate the order of the sections to the procedures used in the 
m

ixed m
ethods design type.  

  

 
Participant 

 
recruitm

ent 
·       See the JA

R
S–Q

ual and JA
R

S–Q
uant Standards. 

·  D
iscuss the recruitm

ent strategy for qualitative and quantitative 
research separately in m

ixed m
ethods research. 

 

            R
ecording and 

            transform
ing  

            the data 

·       See the JA
R

S–Q
ual Standards  

 

            R
esearcher 

            description 
  

·       See the JA
R

S–Q
ual Standards 

 
·     Reviewers:  It is helpful to establish in a publication the 
researchers’ experiences (or research team

s’ experiences) 
w

ith both qualitative and quantitative research as a pre-
requisite for conducting m

ixed m
ethods research. 

·     Authors:  B
ecause m

ixed m
ethods research includes 

qualitative research, and reflexivity is often included in 
qualitative research, w

e w
ould recom

m
end statem

ents as 
to how

 the researchers’ backgrounds influence the 
research.  

         D
ata analysis 

·       See the JA
R

S–Q
ual and JA

R
S–Q

uant Standards 
· D

evote separate sections to the qualitative data analysis, the 
quantitative data analysis, and the m

ixed m
ethods analysis.  This 

m
ixed m

ethods analysis consists of w
ays that the quantitative and 

qualitative results w
ill be “m

ixed” or integrated according to the 
type of m

ixed m
ethods design being used (e.g., m

erged in a 
convergent design, connected in explanatory sequential designs 
and in exploratory sequential designs). 
    

·    
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      V

alidity, reliability 
     and m

ethodological 
     integrity 

·       See the JA
R

S–Q
ual and JA

R
S–Q

uant Standards. 
·  Indicate qualitative integrity, quantitative validity and reliability, 
and m

ixed m
ethods validity or legitim

acy.  Further assessm
ents of 

m
ixed m

ethods integrity are also indicated to show
 the quality of 

the research process and the inferences draw
n from

 the 
intersection of the quantitative and qualitative data.  
   

 

Findings/R
esults 

subsections 
·       See the JA

R
S–Q

ual and JA
R

S–Q
uant Standards. 

·     Indicate how
 the qualitative and quantitative results w

ere 
“m

ixed” or integrated (e.g., discussion, tables of joint displays, 
graphs, data transform

ation in w
hich one form

 of data is 
transform

ed to the other, such as quantitative text, codes, them
es 

are transform
ed into counts or variables) 

  

· Authors:  In m
ixed m

ethods research, the findings section 
typically includes sections on qualitative findings, 
quantitative results, and m

ixed m
ethods results.  This 

section should m
irror the type of m

ixed m
ethods design in 

term
s of sequence (i.e., w

hether quantitative strand or 
qualitative strand com

es first; if both are gathered at the 
sam

e tim
e, either qualitative findings or quantitative 

results could be presented first). 
·  Reviewers:  In m

ixed m
ethods R

esults sections (or in the 
D

iscussion section to follow
) authors are conveying their 

m
ixed m

ethods analysis through “joint display” tables or 
graphs that array in qualitative results (e.g., them

es) 
against the quantitative results (e.g., categorical or 
continuous data).  This enables researchers to directly 
com

pare results or to see how
 results from

 the quantitative 
and qualitative strands. 

D
iscussion 

subsections 
·       See the JA

R
S–Q

ual and JA
R

S–Q
uant Standards 

 
·      Authors: Typically, the D

iscussion section, like the 
M

ethods and Findings/R
esults, m

irrors in sequence the 
procedures used in the type of m

ixed m
ethods design.  It 

also reflects upon the im
plications of the integrated 

findings from
 across the tw

o m
ethods.  

  


