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Relevance

● Strengthen the credibility and transparency 
● Importance recognised by various stakeholders
● Qualitative preregistration counterintuitive
● Different authors put forth ideas
● Publications thus far not based on systematic empirical investigation

Goal: to understand what parts of  preregistration templates qualitative 
researchers would find informative



Delphi study

● Consecutive questionnaires with feedback reports in between

● Otherwise dispersed group, not one person that can dominate



Panelists

Fourfold strategy

1. Own network
2. Reporting guidelines 
3. ‘Active’ qualitative researchers
4. Suggested colleagues

Total: 294 invitees



Creation questionnaire 

Fourfold approach

1. Integrated existing works
2. Systematic search in PubMed and PsycINFO
3. Screened 21 reporting guidelines published on EQUATOR
4. Put forth this list of 36 proposals to steering committee

Result: 21 proposals





Questions

1. Term
2. Elaboration
3. Relevance
4. Heading

Arguments!

To what extent do you agree 
with the suggested…?



Agreement criterion

≥68% -- “Strongly agree” OR “Somewhat agree”

Criterion was preregistered, see osf.io/en3qc



Results round 1

35 researchers completed questionnaire (response rate: 12%)

14 proposals relevant → merged into 11 revised proposals

2 proposals had 66% and 65% scores & conflicting arguments → put forth again





Questions

1. Revised term
? based on panel members’ arguments 

2. Revised elaboration
? based on panel members’ arguments 

Arguments!

To what extent do you 
agree with the 
suggested…?



Results round 2

31 researchers completed questionnaire (response rate: 11%)

9 proposed terms >68% agreement → slightly revised

10 proposed elaborations >68% agreement → slightly revised

2 optional proposals → actually relevant 





Discussion

Agreement-based form for qualitative preregistration

Voluntarily, systematic starting-point

Extra ‘modules’

Connection reporting guidelines

No empirical evidence → examples





What’s next?

Building a community
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Thanks to:

Alessandra N. Bazzano, Anne Højager Nielsen, Ahtisham Younas, Birgith Pedersen, Stefan Bösner, Britt-Marie 

Lindgren, Carolyn Tarrant, Crystal N. Steltenpohl, Damien Riggs, Domingo Palacios-Ceña, Gabriel Vommaro, 

Hillel David Soifer, Ingo Rohlfing, Ines Testoni, Jennifer Bussell, Jennifer Cyr, Juan Masullo, Kate Seers, Lynn 

Monrouxe, Marjan J. Westerman, María José Álvarez Rivadulla, Nicholas Weller, Peter Sainsbury, Maryam 

Rassouli, Suzanne Roggeveen, Siun Gallagher, Sebastian Karcher, Stina Lou, Timothy C. Guetterman, Virginia 

Braun and Edward B Davis

And all other anonymous panel members! 



Questions?



Discipline  Type of research  Paradigm  

Anthropology 4 Archival/documentary evidence 22 Critical theory 7

Biomedicine 6 Ethnography 12 Positivism 7

Education 6 Focus groups 26 Post positivism 9

Environmental studies 1 Interviews 40 Social constructionism 23

International relations 1 Observation 17 Other 10

Linguistics 1 Secondary literature 17   

Nursing 9 Self-report 13   

Political science 10 Other 5   

Psychology 9     

Public health 6     

Sociology 10     

Other 2     


