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Abstract
Published accounts of action research studies in healthcare frequently underreport the 
quality of the action research. These studies often lack the specificity and details needed 
to demonstrate the rationale for the selection of an action research approach and how the 
authors perceive the respective study to have met action research quality criteria. This lack 
contributes to a perception among academics, research funding agencies, clinicians and 
policy makers, that action research is ‘second class’ research. This article addresses the 
challenge of this perception by offering a bespoke checklist called a Quality Action Re-
search Checklist (QuARC) for reporting action research studies and is based on a quality 
framework first published in this journal. This checklist, comprising four factors - context, 
quality of relationships, quality of the action research process itself and the dual outcomes, 
aims to encourage researchers to provide complete and transparent reporting and indirectly 
improve the rigor and quality of action research. In addition, the benefit of using a check-
list and the challenges inherent in such application are also discussed.

Keywords Action research quality checklist · Action research · Action research in 
healthcare · Participatory action research · Community-based action research

Introduction

As action research grows in popularity, it becomes increasingly important to demonstrate 
how successful the process and the outcome of the research has been in publications. In a 
scoping review on the application of action research in the field of healthcare, we sought to 
assess the specific use of quality criteria as agreed in a scoping protocol (Casey et al. 2021). 
In accordance with our protocol, and our professional backgrounds we searched only for 
studies that used the action research methodology in the healthcare context. This included 
any professional healthcare provider, patient or recipient of healthcare products or services 
involved in action research. We noted that quality of the action research was underreported, 
and we surmise that this may also be the case in other contexts.
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We found that many studies often lacked the specificity and details needed to commu-
nicate the context, quality of relationships, quality of the action research process itself or 
the dual outcomes, with enough precision, accuracy and thoroughness to allow readers to 
assess the design, execution of the work and the contribution to actionable knowledge. In 
our view, this leads to a perception among academics, research funding agencies, clinicians 
and policy makers, that action research is ‘second class’ research and that ‘anyone with 
common sense’ can do it. Action research has been viewed with scepticism and criticised on 
the basis of being subjective, anecdotal, unscientific, and not reproducible or generalisable. 
Indeed, Levin (2003:280) suggests “there are many powerful players in the scientific world 
who find action research offensive and illegitimate” and this directly relates to the lack of 
overt demonstration of scientific rigor or quality. This has culminated in lower priority for 
publication, a lack of appreciation and a dearth of action research particularly within the 
medical literature, in view of a perception of its limited applicability to clinical practice and 
limited citation counts.

In our experience, there is no doubt that a lack of adherence to reporting guidelines con-
tributes to research waste, possibly limiting the applicability and transferability of research 
findings to other settings. Hence a bespoke checklist such as a Quality Action Research 
Checklist (QuARC) provides a framework for reporting action research studies. Develop-
ing a checklist such as QuARC is intended to promote the quality of reporting of action 
research studies. While we are not suggesting this checklist be mandatory, we believe that 
its application will lead to improved conduct, and greater recognition of action research as 
an acceptable scientific endeavour. As action research in healthcare becomes more estab-
lished (Casey et al. 2021), adherence to the QuARC should be encouraged to ensure trans-
parent reporting, in order to influence and create theory as well as delivery of care, policy 
and clinical practice. While there are a number of quality criteria for action research avail-
able, and this article builds on a framework first published in this journal (Coghlan & Shani 
2014) and draws on these criteria and on the analysis of a scoping review protocol (Casey 
et al. 2021) to create a Quality Action Research Checklist (QuARC). We propose that this 
checklist might actually improve action research and the quality of outcomes if reported. By 
providing this information on action research studies, QuARC might facilitate the ongoing 
discussions by providing factual data on both the use of checklists, and the completeness 
of reporting. We encourage readers to comment on QuARC so that a more responsive and 
acceptable checklist may be provided.

Background

Action research is distinguished from other forms of research by its dynamic process of 
changing and producing knowledge that takes place in the present tense and where the data 
emerges through intervention and reflection-in-action and it aims at contributing to both 
practice and theory. Action research may be defined as.

… an emergent inquiry process in which applied behavioural science knowledge is 
integrated with existing organizational knowledge and applied to address real orga-
nizational issues. It is simultaneously concerned with bringing about change in orga-
nizations, in developing self-help competencies in organizational members and in 
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adding to scientific knowledge. Finally, it is an evolving process that is undertaken in 
a spirit of collaboration and co-inquiry (Coghlan & Shani 2018: 4).

Therefore, action research has a dual intention. The action intention aims to address a practi-
cal concern of individuals, groups, organisation or communities. The research intention aims 
to generate practical or actionable knowledge for use beyond the immediacy of the specific 
situation. This combination of action and research in a single paradigm distinguishes action 
research philosophically from those forms of research that focus on generating knowledge 
only. Action research studies that are not adequately reported on all aspects such as both 
the action and research intentions can lead subsequent researchers to inappropriately apply 
the research in a different context giving rise to doubts about the scientific value of the 
approach.

Guidelines and checklists are an important connection between the completion of a study 
and the sharing of the outcomes, recommendations and conclusions with the others. As one 
approach, a checklist can provide a structure for the reporting and it should be brief. Formal 
reporting guidelines have been developed for a whole range of different study types. Some 
examples are the Consolidated Standards of Reporting Trials (CONSORT), or guidelines for 
systematic reviews Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses 
(PRISMA), observational studies (STROBE) and check lists for study protocols (SPIRIT), 
a checklist for reporting qualitative studies (COREQ) and SQUIRE is a checklist for quality 
improvement studies to name but a few. Such checklists help to improve the reporting these 
types of study and allow a better knowledge and understanding of the design, conduct, anal-
ysis and findings of published works. Moreover, using these checklists in practice enables 
those who use published research to have more insight into the approach itself and therefore 
better able to critique published work and to decide its applicability to their local contexts. 
Checklists may also provide a guide for researchers during a study to enable them to keep 
focus and to attend to how quality dimensions are present in the design and implementation 
of the study.

Arising out of a recommendation from our scoping review protocol (Casey et al. 2021) 
the need for a checklist to address the quality issues of action research was apparent. In 
many instances the qualitative checklists such as the Consolidated Criteria for Reporting 
Qualitative research (COREQ), had been used and suggested for use in some instances 
by editorial criteria. Understandably this is in the absence of any specific action research 
checklist. A recent replication of the development of the COREQ (Buus and Perron 2020) 
found that it was not itself trustworthy or credible and not based on a systematic, credible 
and rigorous synthesis of previous checklists. The lack of formally agreed guidelines for 
action research is surely a contributing factor to the underreporting of the quality or the rigor 
in action research. An over emphasis on the part of the researchers and funders on finding a 
practical solution and forgetting considerations of future learning may also be an issue and 
finally, there is some responsibility resting with word count limits imposed by different peer-
reviewed journals which might explain the suboptimal reporting in action research studies. 
This can be particularly problematic especially if lengthy quotations typical contribute to 
word count and if the detailed consideration of quality issues is parked in favour of empha-
sis on results, while acknowledging that some journals do create the opportunity to provide 
additional supplementary material. With the increasing use of open access and electronic-
only publications these constraints might well reduce with time. However, regardless of the 
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publication format used, something, such as checklist or guideline is needed to encourage 
researchers to address the quality of their action research studies.

The Rationale for Developing a Checklist for Action Research

As academics, researchers, editors, reviewers attempt to strengthen the knowledge base 
and demonstrate scientific research principles they increasingly rely on the use of well-
established reporting guidelines. That said, we acknowledge there is no empirical basis that 
shows that the introduction of a checklist for action research studies will improve the quality 
of reporting of action research. However this also holds true in relation to introducing and 
indeed using other reporting checklists. However, research has shown that these checklists 
have improved the quality of reporting of some study types (Moher et al. 2001; Delaney et 
al. 2005). In a recent meta review study de Jong et al. (2021), found that reporting quality 
improved following the COREQ publication with 13 of the 32 questions showing improve-
ment. We believe that the effect of QuARC is likely to be similar. Realising that, in contrast 
to most other research fields, no widely used comprehensive checklist, nor uniform and 
accepted requirements for publication of action research exist, we aim to design a checklist 
for quality in action research. QuARC is not intended to be regarded as a mandatory set of 
requirements. Rather, we emphasise its utility as a guide to draw the attention of the authors 
of action research papers about some important choices to be considered. This applies both 
to how research is designed and implemented, and how it is reported. This will encourage 
more detailed and transparent reporting and therefore help to improve the rigor and quality 
of action research. Moreover, we believe that the contribution of QuARC will be greatest 
for an author when it is consulted throughout a study, and then again when checking that the 
final publication sufficiently addresses research quality.

Nevertheless it can be a matter of personal proclivity as to the value of checklist and 
whether or not articles should be scored instead of being appraised in a descriptive way. 
In some instances, a checklist for action research may be seen as being reductionist and 
an antithesis to the whole philosophical underpinning of action research as an approach. 
Checklists can also be seen as an attempt to legitimize action research through the develop-
ment and dissemination of a bespoke checklists mimicking influential quantitative health 
research, which is oriented to measurement and objectivity. According to Buus and Per-
ron (2020) checklists can de-politicise research and create an illusion of rationality and 
objectivity. However, the use of a checklists might be beneficial for new or inexperienced 
researchers designing an action study. Checklists may guide those unfamiliar with action 
research with hints and directions to avoid commonly made mistakes. The same holds true 
for reviewers assessing an action research study for publication, particularly if the reviewer 
has content expertise but not methodological expertise in this area. In the context of practi-
tioners, where action research has a growing audience, the potential impact on patient care 
and clinical practice demands that the strongest possible evidence is provided on whether 
the particular change or improvement intervention works. Hence, the dual focus of action 
research on action and theory generation makes the study and reporting of work in action 
research extremely challenging, particularly for the many “frontline” healthcare profession-
als who are implementing improvement programmes.
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The COREQ was first published in 2007 and consists of 32 items that are mostly used for 
interviews and focus groups. The checklist is grouped into three domains (research team and 
reflexivity, study design and data analysis, and reporting), thus creating a comprehensive 
checklist covering the main aspects of a qualitative study design which should be reported. 
The Standards for Quality Improvement Reporting Excellence (SQUIRE) was first pub-
lished in 2008. The current reporting quality guideline for Quality Improvement (QI) stud-
ies is SQUIRE 2.0, published in 2015, SQUIRE 2.0 is intended for any study that reports 
on systematic, data-driven efforts to improve the quality, safety and value of healthcare. 
The SQUIRE checklist consists of a checklist of 19 items that need to be considered when 
undertaking and writing studies of quality improvement initiatives. Most of the items in 
the checklist are common to all scientific reporting. As QI studies may use a variety of 
intervention steps, such as iterative Plan-Do-Study-Act cycles, Lean six sigma and Total 
Quality management, and action research steps, the SQUIRE guidelines may have been 
deemed appropriate. However, the applicability of SQUIRE 2.0 depends on a study’s objec-
tives, rather than its design; namely, that the study sought to report on a systematic effort 
to improve the quality, safety and value of healthcare at a systems-level. Both the COREQ 
and SQUIRE are now included in the EQUATOR network and are required by many clini-
cal journals for submission. Table 1 provides an outline of the main content of these two 
checklists.

Uses of Checklists for Designing and Evaluating Research

The purpose of a checklist for action research is to (a) help researchers to design rigorous 
action research studies (b) assist researchers in reporting their studies in sufficient detail, (c) 
assist academic and future users in evaluating the methodological rigor of a published study, 
and (d) assist readers in evaluating the comprehensiveness of a report of a study. From our 
experience and having completed a preliminary review of the literature there is a paucity of 
studies examining the credibility and outcomes of using checklists for planning, reporting or 
evaluating action research studies. Sandelowski and Barroso (2002), examined the role that 
checklists play, and asked a panel of very experienced qualitative researchers to review the 
same papers using a qualitative guide. They concluded that there was no consensus between 
experienced reviewers. More recently, Sandelowski (2015) suggested that reviewers do not 
simply apply a set of criteria, but also select and use knowledge and prior experiences when 

Table 1 A comparison of the main elements of the COREQ and SQUIRE checklists
COREQ SQUIRE 2.0
Domain 1. Research team and reflexivity. Personal characteristics, 
relationship with participants

Title and abstract

Domain 2. Study design. Theoretical framework, participant selec-
tion, setting and data collection

Introduction:-Why did you start? 
What was the reason for the study?

Domain 3. Analysis and findings.
Process of data analysis and reporting

Methods:-What did you do? What 
was the research plan?
Result:-What did you find?
Discussion and conclusion:- 
What does it mean?
Other information: Funding
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they engage with a research report. Sandelowski (2015) suggested that reviewers of qual-
ity develop a kind of intangible aesthetic appreciation of what constitutes ‘good’ or ‘bad’ 
research practice for different kinds of approaches. They argue that because of a reviewer’s 
particular knowledge and embodied perspective on research practices, knowledge from an 
evaluation is negotiated and situated, and procedural transparency impossible. In this con-
text, the use of a checklist could enhance the reviewer’s attempts to provide transparency 
and quality. Like Sandelowski (2015) who cautioned against the idea that a checklist can 
be comprehensively developed to cover all aspects of quality and is more likely to result 
in emphasising the technical and procedural aspects of the research, it may be argued that 
judging rigor and quality of action research studies is essentially a subjective exercise which 
may only be potentially enhanced by the use of a checklist. Indeed, the use of a checklist 
can lead reviewers to claim levels of credibility without considering the limitations of the 
particular tool in use. In some ways a checklist can position scholars as more legitimate 
than others whilst its non-use may inhibit access to publication and prevent access to the 
findings being used by other researchers or policy makers while also affecting the authors 
research careers. In this way checklists can be a social technology where the use or non-use 
of the checklist helps legitimise the project and the academic work. It is important therefore 
to consider that checklists are not politically neutral therefore it is incumbent upon develop-
ers to bring such reflections into a more open and transparent dialogue about generation of 
knowledge underpinning the checklist and to invite critique and comment. This article pro-
poses to make the development process of the QuARC checklist transparent and replicable.

Data Sources

The strategies discussed are based on our own experiences and the supporting literature on 
quality and rigor in action research. There are many ways to develop a checklist such as 
based on consensus statements from expert groups. Another way is to use Delphi techniques 
or systematic literature reviews and another way is to identify and amalgamate items from 
previous checklists into more comprehensive, consolidated ones (Buus and Perron 2020). 
This latter approach is used in this paper combined with expertise of the authors.

Discussion

Developing a Quality Action Research Checklist (QuARC)

According to Hammersley (2007) items on a checklist may be operationalised as criteria or 
guidelines. “Criteria are standardised and observable indicators that are explained so that 
reviewers can use them with little error and with high inter-reviewer reliability. Using a 
valid list of criteria should comprehensively inform reviewers whether something is present, 
valid or of value” (Buus and Perron 2020:6). This suggests that guidelines could be more 
loosely interpreted depending on the reviewer’s or author’s skills rather than on the applica-
tion of a standardised item. There are several action research quality frameworks published 
in the form of discussions and suggested questions such as Eden and Huxham (1996) and 
Bradbury-Huang, (2010) or core factors Coghlan and Shani (2014, 2018). We employed the 
latter in our scoping review protocol (Casey et al. 2021) as, in our view, it provides a com-
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prehensive framework that expresses the relationships between context, quality of relation-
ships, quality of the action process as well as concern for outcomes such as the actionability 
and contribution to knowledge creation. We used it again here as the basis of the QuARC.

Coghlan and Shani (2014, 2018) present an action research framework, based on a com-
prehensive review, analysis and synthesis of published literature and a set of empirical field 
studies in a variety of organizations. It has four factors; context, quality of relationships, 
quality of the action research process itself and outcomes.

 ● Context: As action research generates localised theory through localised action knowl-
edge of context is critical. The context of the action refers to the external business, social 
and academic environment and to the internal local organizational/discipline environ-
ment of a given organization. Knowledge of the scholarly context of prior research in 
the field of the particular action proposed and to which a contribution is intended is also 
a prerequisite.

 ● Quality of relationships: The quality of relationship between members and between 
members and researchers are paramount. Hence the relationships need to be managed 
through building trust, concern for the other, facilitating honest conversations, equality 
of influence in designing, implementing, evaluating the action and cogenerating the 
emergent practical knowledge.

 ● Quality of the action research process itself: The quality of the action research process 
is grounded in the intertwining dual focus on both the action and the inquiry processes 
as they are enacted in the present tense. The inquiry process is systematic, rigorous and 
reflective such that it enables members of the organization to develop a deeper level 
understanding and meaning of a critical issue or phenomenon.

 ● Outcomes: The dual outcomes of action research are some level of sustainability 
(human, social, economic, ecological) and the development of self-help and competen-
cies out of the action. Support for social change may also generate outcomes that “foster 
practice and political transformation at the micro or macro levels” (Cordeiro and Soares 
2018:1016) and the creation of new knowledge from the inquiry.

These four factors comprise a comprehensive framework as they capture the core of action 
research and the complex cause-and-effect dynamics within each factor and between fac-
tors. They provide a unifying lens into wide variety of the reported studies in the literature, 
whether or not the factors are discussed explicitly and a high-level guide for the action 
researcher. The framework allows the distinct nature of each action research effort to emerge 
and it consolidates the added value of each study. It stands up to the challenges of action 
research values, design, implementation and evaluation, teaching and doctoral examination 
(Coghlan et al. 2019).

The Four Factors as Quality Criteria

Coghlan and Shani (2014) propose that good action research may be judged in terms of 
the four factors introduced above: how the context is assessed, the quality of collaborative 
relationships between researchers and members of the system, the quality of the action 
research process itself as cycles of action and reflection are enacted and how the dual out-
comes reflect some level of sustainability (human, social, economic and ecological), and 
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the creation of new knowledge from the inquiry. This article draws on these four factors to 
create a checklist to assist action researchers, editors and examiners to judge the quality of 
an action piece of work. Table 2 provides a sample of questions which may be posed to an 
action research account. It is intended that the questions focus attention on both action and 
research.

Context

Context sets the stage for action research. By context is meant that the setting that precedes 
and follows an action research initiative is influencing it. It is within a context that issues/
challenges/problems that action research seeks to address arise. It is said that action research 
is conducted on issues people care about. What people care about lies within an exter-
nal and internal context. Externally, there is a global context of socio-economic inequality, 
poverty, famine, the displacement of peoples from their homeland, the destruction of the 
environment. That list is extensive. These may occur and have an effect in a local context 
where there are challenges for social services, education, housing, community and so on. 
Internally, within an organizational setting - service delivery, organising, resourcing, staff-
ing, climate, skill development may be drivers of organizational change and of inquiry. 
For researchers there is an academic context to each of these in how previous researchers, 
particularly action researchers, have investigated the issue. Accordingly, a quality require-
ment of an action research initiative is how well it demonstrates its foundation in both the 
practical and academic contexts.

Table 2 Checklist for Assessing Quality in Action Research
Factors Questions
Context 1. Is the action driven by a practical concern?

2. Is there local, national, and international imperative influencing the practical 
concern?
3. Does previous research inform the practical concern?
4. Does the AR project draw on previous research?

Quality of 
relationships

1. Are those who have articulated the practical concern in the first instance and 
who also have a stake its resolution included in all the steps of the action research 
cycle of constructing, planning action, taking action and evaluating?
2. Can the participants be classified as co-researchers?
3. Is the level of participation of the patients/clients and coresearchers evident at 
each step of the action research cycle?
4. Is the AR project evaluated in terms of the quality of the relationships?

Quality of the action 
research process itself

1. Does the final account demonstrate a rigorous and collaborative engagement in 
the action research project’s design?
2. Does the account demonstrate subsequent enactment of cycles of constructing, 
planning action, taking action and evaluating?
3. Is enactment of the cycle towards the practical and theoretical objectives trans-
parent and reliable?
4. Is the engagement of the coresearchers evident in shared data analysis and 
shared reflection?

Outcomes 1. Are both forms of outcomes presented (theory (research) and action (practical)?
2. Are the outcomes sustainable?
3. Are the outcomes useful for other action research projects?
4. Does the theoretical outcome contribute to future theory development?
5. Is there a reflection on the process of engagement on the cycles by the 
co-researchers?
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Quality of Relationships

A common action research caption/slogan is that action research is research with people, 
rather than on or for them. Research with is probably the most significant characteristic of 
action research and is created by the context. According to Cordiero and Soares (2018: 1016) 
“democratic processes that engage participants from the beginning tend to result in more 
substantial changes and may improve the quality of the action research”. Therefore, within 
this participatory paradigm there are fundamental questions to be asked about the quality 
of relationship and between members and researchers. Accordingly, a quality requirement 
of an action research initiative is how well it demonstrates the quality of collaboration in 
how the project was codesigned, jointly implemented and evaluated and how the emergent 
practical knowledge was cogenerated.

Quality of the Action Research Process

The quality of the action research process is grounded in the intertwining dual focus on 
both the action and the inquiry processes and is influenced by the quality of relationships. 
The commonly expressed action research cycles express how the process is iterative and 
learning and knowledge production is emergent, that is, they emerge through the iterations 
of the collaborative engagement in constructing the issue, in planning, in implementing, 
in evaluating, in framing the learning and articulating the knowledge generated. Accord-
ingly, reasoning is abductive as puzzles and anomalies are caught and questioned. These 
processes take place in the present tense, and it is through being attentive and questioning 
as the process unfolds that learning and knowledge emerges. The action process focuses 
on addressing the practical issue and may benefit from project management or change pro-
cesses methods. The inquiry process is systematic, rigorous, reflective and resilient such 
that it enables members of the organization to develop a deeper level understanding and 
meaning of a critical issue or phenomenon. In this process tools of rigorous analysis from 
qualitative methods may be useful. Accordingly, a quality requirement of an action research 
initiative is how well it engages in the cycles of action and reflection as they unfolded and 
how the outcomes are transparent from these processes.

Outcomes

The dual outcomes of action research are some level of sustainability (human, social, eco-
nomic, ecological) and the creation of new knowledge from the action and inquiry. What is 
often problematic about accounts of action research is that the action outcomes are described 
with the benefits to the system articulated but the contribution to knowledge for those who 
were not directly involved is minimised or even omitted. This is the loop back to the context. 
The action research initiative is a response to issues in the context – both the practical con-
text of needed action and the academic context of practical knowledge. The dual outcomes 
then become part of the context for future action and research.
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Implications for Research in Healthcare

As the scoping review focused on the application of action research in the field of health-
care, we reflect on the implications of QuARC for the field of healthcare, not denying its 
applicability to other fields. Healthcare scholars engaging in action research projects can 
use this checklist regularly to evaluate the quality of their research thereby assisting organ-
isational managers in proposing workable solutions. Furthermore, these strategies allow 
healthcare scholars to conduct rigorous, in-depth action research without geographic limita-
tions, providing greater possibilities for international collaborations and cross-institution 
research well beyond the current context.

What then might be the implications for action researchers, research supervisors and 
journal editors and reviewers? As a concrete way of enacting QuARC, Shani and Coghlan 
(2021) in a reflective review of action research in the field of business and management 
invited readers to engage in their own reflection on their judgements in reading accounts of 
action research in terms of the four factors. They posed the following questions.

1. With regard to the presentation of context, how might you judge that contextual data 
are captured in a rigorous, systematic manner so that the rationale for the action and the 
research is solidly grounded? How might you be satisfied that the action research builds 
on both the organisation’s experience and on previous research? Related to this is what 
we consider to be best research practice to provide a rationale or justification for the 
selection of the particular research approach, in this case that of action research.

2. Is there an explicit discussion of how the action research relationships were formed, 
built and sustained, with an account of enablers, obstacles and difficulties that may have 
arisen? Is the work evaluated in terms of the quality of the relationships? How might 
you judge that the quality of relationships meet a standard of collaborative endeavour 
that action research espouses?

3. Does the account demonstrate a rigorous and collaborative engagement in the action 
research project’s design, and subsequent enactment of cycles of planning, taking 
action and reflection so that the path to the organizational and theoretical outcomes are 
transparent? How might you weigh the action research account to your satisfaction?

4. Are both forms of outcomes presented? To what extent are they humanly, socially, eco-
nomically and ecologically sustainable? How is organizational learning demonstrated? 
What actionable knowledge has been cogenerated? What are your criteria for actionable 
knowledge?

We invite readers of this article to pose similar questions. The strategies we are presenting 
are drawn from our singular experience, although they are supported by other scholars’ past 
efforts to conduct rigorous action research (Eden and Huxham 1996; Morrison and Lif-
ford 2001; Bradbury-Huang 2010, 2020; Casey and Coghlan 2021). In the future, system-
atic exploration of the impact of using QuARC checklist on the quality of action research 
inquiry would add to the growing body of literature on the quality of action research which 
is currently almost solely based on case exemplars. Scholars motivated to explore this topic 
should consider using the QuARC tool to explore their research aims and questions; this 
approach would allow the scholar to more clearly demonstrate the quality of their action 
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research project work. The researcher would need to carefully document their processes and 
procedures, perhaps through the use of detailed methodological memos.

Conclusion

In this article we have made the case that in the context of a general underreporting of quality 
criteria in action research accounts, the provision of a checklist is of practical value. QuARC 
provides action researchers in nursing, midwifery and healthcare as well as research super-
visors, reviewers and journal editors with a framework for assessing both the quality of a 
particular action research initiative and of its presented account for publication. QuARC is 
designed to enhance the quality of how action research initiatives are reported, which will 
indirectly lead to improved conduct, and greater recognition of action research as a justifi-
able scientific endeavour.
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