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Abstract
Transparency in process and its reporting is paramount for
establishing the rigor of qualitative studies. However, the
CHI conference receives submissions with varying levels of
transparency and oftentimes, papers that are more trans-
parent can be inadvertently subjected to more scrutiny in
the review process, raising issues of fairness. In this panel,
we bring together researchers with diverse qualitative work
experiences to present examples of transparency-related
initiatives and their corresponding review responses. We
aim to work towards setting standards for transparent re-
porting in qualitative-work submissions and increasing fair-
ness in the review process. We focus on the challenges in
achieving transparency in qualitative research and current
workarounds to overcome frictions in the reviewing process
through engaging discussions involving panelists and the
audience.
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Introduction
Until recently, efforts towards increasing research trans-
parency within the CHI community have primarily focused
on quantitative, hypothesis-driven research [11]. Trans-
parency, which refers to “honesty about the research pro-
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cess” [9], is also key for assessing the rigor of qualitative
studies. Earlier this year, a group of qualitative researchers
crafted a set of guidelines1 for a successful qualitative-
research submission for CHI2020. This type of guidelines
has largely been overlooked and signal an effort to define
best practices for transparent reporting in qualitative re-
search and increase fairness in the review process.

Following the posting of the guidelines on the CHI2020
website, there was an outpouring of responses on social
media (Twitter and Facebook) from researchers in the com-
munity. While the effort was appreciated and there was con-
currence on the need for such guidelines, many valid con-
cerns were also raised, and the responses indicated that
researchers passionately care about this topic. The CHI
Steering Committee decided to take the guidelines down
and instead, instilled a process in which the larger research
community has the chance to comment on the guidelines
before revising and ultimately approving them, so that they
can be adopted as official CHI guidelines.

The purpose of this panel is to spark discussions surround-
ing transparency and contribute to the refinement of the
guidelines through an engaging debate. We invite quali-
tative researchers with diverse backgrounds and stances
to discuss some of the key concerns with achieving trans-
parency in qualitative research, share examples from their
experiences, and present views on if (and how) these con-
cerns can be addressed. The discussions will involve inter-
actions with the audience and cover perspectives from the
standpoints of both authors and reviewers. Coalescing the
arguments made during the discussions can help us outline
a more broadly-applicable set of guidelines for transparent
reporting with the end goal of improving the review process.

1https://transparentstatistics.org/2019/08/01/
updates-to-chi-submission-and-reviewing-guides/

Need for Transparency in Qualitative Research
Human–Computer Interaction (HCI) borrows methods from
various disciplines such as the natural sciences and de-
sign [3], and tailors them to suit its own needs [7]. These
methods come with their own values and traditions, which
HCI sometimes struggles to consolidate and relate to each
other. While transparency is a quality of research valued
across our discipline, we still struggle to form a unified
view of how to enact transparency, as we have diverse and
sometimes opposed views across our field on what trans-
parency entails, its value, its suitability and on guidelines
that can be used across the various methods we use.

Transparency in reporting is necessary to understand, in-
terpret, and also to further employ these methods. There
is a growing call for researchers to make the full research
process, from the design phase to how the findings are re-
ported, transparent and available for critique in their sub-
missions [6, 8].

We can view transparency as consisting of two facets: (i)
process transparency, where the various decisions made
during a study, including the methods employed, are com-
municated in detail and (ii) data sharing, which entails shar-
ing of any collected data or evidence at different levels (for
instance, raw or summarized). There can be genuine hin-
drances to achieving either or both of these aspects, such
as publication page limits and protecting identities of par-
ticipants [4, 5]. A recent study [10] also identifies a less-
discussed obstacle–that authors do not share additional
details and data because they do not see sharing as benefi-
cial and/or do not consider seeking relevant permissions to
share from the respective Institutional Review Boards.

Given the varying levels of transparency across submis-
sions, those that make efforts to be transparent can be sub-
jected to more scrutiny in the review process and certain
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papers can receive more criticism without any apparent rea-
son, raising issues of fairness. To alleviate this imbalance in
the review process, we need to set the same standards for
all such submissions. Research transparency can provide
reviewers with a more complete picture of the research pro-
cess and enable them to construct more robust arguments
grounded in these details. This was the spirit behind the
formulation of the CHI2020 transparency guidelines.

We aim to start constructive conversations towards the
refinement of the guidelines through this panel. We will
also build on and discuss the issues raised during a work-
shop on qualitative research methods organized at the last
CSCW conference [2], which one of the panelists (Mike
DeVito) attended. We present the key concerns with trans-
parency raised in the social media responses in the next
section and intend to discuss them in this panel.

Panel Format
In the days leading to CHI2020, we will announce via twitter
and other social media how to engage via sli.do, in order to
review and summarize people’s concerns before the panel.
The panel will follow the following format:

• 3 minutes: the moderator presents the issues to be
discussed, as to give an overview of the topics to
approach;

• 24 minutes: (4 × 6 min) each panelist has 5 minutes
(max 6) to give their stance on any subset of the four
core issues, and;

• 48 minutes: the moderator engages the audience
in discussion, going first through each of the core
issues. We have two extension topics prepared for if
discussion moves beyond the core topics. Panelists
are prepared to optionally speak for 2 minutes on any
of these topics, as they become active in the room.

The core issues to be discussed are:

1. Defining Transparency. What does transparency
entail in the context of qualitative research? Even
though the meaning and assessment of rigor depend
on the qualitative study in question, can we define the
criteria for assessing rigor and transparency for qual-
itative research more broadly? Given the delineation
of transparency into process transparency and data
sharing, what are their respective benefits and which
aspect is more instrumental in the review process?

2. Protecting Participant Identities. The impractica-
bility of fully anonymizing collected data is a major
concern with data sharing [5] and this can be espe-
cially injurious when studies involve sensitive data
and participants from marginalized or vulnerable pop-
ulations. How can we assess such risks involved in
a study so as to set more appropriate standards for
transparent communication based on the risks in-
volved? Furthermore, even if prior permissions are
sought for data sharing, participants may not be very
inclined to share information if they think the data will
be openly shared [5]. Would communicating the ben-
efits of data sharing to the participants and clarifying
that they are the potential beneficiaries of the studies
(where they are) help in mitigating this challenge?

3. Limited Overlap in Researchers’ Experiences.
Qualitative research in HCI encompasses a myriad
of approaches with various theoretical, empirical, and
epistemological underpinnings. Researchers often
have experiences with a subset of these approaches
and may be assigned papers outlining approaches
they are not familiar with. In such cases, how can
transparency help in communicating the distinctive-
ness of the research more clearly to the reviewers?



4. Supplementary Materials. Even when authors en-
deavor to elaborate on their research processes, pub-
lication page limits can hinder the inclusion of such
details. While additional details can be included in the
supplementary materials and other venues, the paper
might still be the most perused document and viewed
as the main artifact of the submission. How can we
help authors decide what details to include in the pa-
per and in the supplementary material? How can we
encourage weighty consideration of supplementary
materials in the review process?

The additional issues to be discussed are:

1. Additional Burden on Authors and Reviewers. It
can be an arduous task for authors to include addi-
tional details and data with their submissions and
also for reviewers to review these details. How can
we define criteria for transparency such that the ben-
efits of providing these details outweigh the additional
burden they place on the authors and reviewers and
overall, improve the review process?

2. Transparency as Value, not Risk. When it comes to
increasing a submission’s transparency, how can we
move our thinking from risk-taking to value-making?
We have seen many authors reporting on social me-
dia about their frustrating experiences when receiving
negative reviews about their efforts to increase trans-
parency. We aim at bringing attention to these stories
and discussing what can we do to move from view-
ing transparency as a risk in the review process to
viewing it as added value.

Panelists
The panelists support the initiative of crafting guidelines
for transparency and are open to refining them towards
the betterment of the review process. They bring different
perspectives to the discussion in terms of the definition of
transparency, what it entails, how it relates to their own re-
search, and the consequences (positive and negative) they
can have. Together, they bring a large and diverse set of
concerns to the discussion.
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