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Abstract
Trustworthiness is a cornerstone of qualitative research rigor, yet it is frequently operationalized as a procedural checklist 
rather than as a coherent logic for justifying qualitative knowledge claims. As a result, qualitative studies often demonstrate 
methodological diligence without fully explicating how empirical materials warrant the interpretations advanced or how the 
scope of those interpretations should be bounded. The purpose of this paper is to reconceptualize trustworthiness as 
inferential accountability, understood as a governing evaluative principle for qualitative inquiry that provides a coherent and 
contemporary framework for the justification, evaluation, and delimitation of qualitative claims. The paper adopts a 
conceptual and theory-of-methods approach, drawing on established qualitative methodology to critically re-examine the 
foundations of trustworthiness. It systematically reframes credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability as 
interdependent inferential safeguards operating within a unified evaluative system rather than as isolated procedural 
criteria, situating trustworthiness within an integrated inferential logic that spans the qualitative research process. The 
analysis demonstrates that trustworthiness functions most effectively when understood as a system that regulates the 
generation, justification, and delimitation of qualitative inferences. By foregrounding inferential accountability, the 
framework constrains interpretive excess while preserving methodological flexibility by making transparent the links 
between data, analysis, and claims. This reconceptualization is particularly salient in contemporary qualitative research 
contexts characterized by methodological hybridity, collaborative analysis, and digitally mediated or AI-supported analytic 
practices, where inferential decisions are increasingly distributed across researchers, tools, and stages of inquiry. The paper 
advances qualitative methodology by shifting the evaluation of rigor from compliance with techniques to epistemic 
responsibility. By conceptualizing trustworthiness as inferential accountability, it provides researchers, reviewers, and 
editors with a principled framework for assessing qualitative claims based on the coherence, transparency, and defensibility 
of interpretive reasoning. In doing so, the paper strengthens the evaluative foundations of qualitative research and supports 
more cumulative, credible, and intelligible qualitative scholarship.
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1. Introduction
Qualitative research occupies a central position in the social sciences by enabling scholars to investigate meaning, process, 
and context in ways that are not readily accessible through quantitative approaches. By foregrounding lived experience, 
interpretation, and situated action, qualitative inquiry makes a unique contribution to theory development and to a deep 
understanding of complex social and organizational phenomena (Creswell & Poth, 2018; Denzin & Lincoln, 2018). Yet, 
despite its recognized strengths, qualitative research has long faced sustained scrutiny concerning the rigor, credibility, and 
defensibility of its findings, particularly when evaluated against positivist standards of validity, reliability, and gener
alizability (Mays & Pope, 1995; Sandelowski, 1986).

In response to these concerns, qualitative scholars have consistently argued that rigor cannot be assessed by uncritically 
transplanting quantitative criteria, as such standards rest on epistemological assumptions that are often incompatible with 
interpretive inquiry (Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Lincoln, 1985). Rather than rejecting rigor, qualitative methodology has 
developed alternative evaluative principles that are aligned with naturalistic and constructivist paradigms. Within this 
tradition, the concept of trustworthiness has emerged as the primary framework for assessing the quality of qualitative 
research. Trustworthiness emphasizes coherence between research design, data generation, analytic procedures, and 
interpretive claims, thereby offering a basis for evaluation that respects the contextual and constructed nature of qualitative 
knowledge (Guba, 1981; Lincoln, 1985).

Over time, trustworthiness has become a foundational reference across a wide range of qualitative traditions and applied 
domains, including education, health sciences, management, and organizational research (Creswell & Miller, 2000; Morse, 
2015). It is conventionally articulated through four interrelated criteria, credibility, transferability, dependability, and 
confirmability, which are widely understood as qualitative counterparts to internal validity, external validity, reliability, and 
objectivity, respectively, without importing the ontological commitments embedded in positivist frameworks (Polit & Beck, 
2008; Riazi et al., 2023).

Despite its widespread acceptance, trustworthiness is often operationalized procedurally and formulaically. In many 
empirical studies, it appears as a retrospective methodological assurance, characterized by techniques such as triangulation, 
member checking, prolonged engagement, and audit trails. While these practices may demonstrate methodological diligence, 
they often fail to explicate how empirical materials warrant the interpretive claims advanced. Consequently, qualitative 
studies may appear methodologically rigorous while still leaving the inferential logic connecting evidence, interpretation, 
and claims insufficiently articulated. Under such conditions, evaluative attention risks becoming concentrated on procedural 
visibility rather than on the defensibility of qualitative reasoning itself. As a result, trustworthiness risks being reduced to a 
checklist of techniques rather than functioning as a coherent logic of justification (Pratt, 2009; Rose & Johnson, 2020). Recent 
methodological debates increasingly argue that rigor cannot be equated with procedural sophistication alone; rather, it must 
be evaluated in terms of inferential coherence, epistemic transparency, and the defensibility of the reasoning linking evidence 
to claims (Rashid & Rasheed, 2026a). From this perspective, methodological rigor is weakened when visible indicators of 
quality substitute for explicit articulation of how qualitative interpretations are inferentially warranted. This limitation has 
become increasingly salient in contemporary qualitative research contexts. Qualitative studies now commonly involve multi- 
site and cross-cultural designs, interdisciplinary research teams, longitudinal engagement, digitally mediated interactions, 
and computer-assisted or AI-supported analytic processes (Morse et al., 2002; Olmos-Vega et al., 2023). Under such 
conditions, inferential decisions are often distributed across researchers, tools, and stages of analysis. Without explicit 
mechanisms for articulating and governing these decisions, the transparency and defensibility of qualitative claims may be 
weakened, even when conventional trustworthiness techniques are present.

This paper advances a reconceptualization of trustworthiness as inferential accountability, a governing evaluative 
principle that regulates how qualitative inferences are generated, justified, and bounded across the research process. From this 
perspective, trustworthiness concerns the degree to which researchers can transparently justify the inferential links between 
data, interpretation, and claims; specify the contextual conditions under which those claims are plausible; and acknowledge 
the limits of their applicability. Inferential accountability thus shifts attention from the mere presence of methodological 
techniques to the quality, coherence, and transparency of interpretive reasoning (Morse, 2015; Sandelowski, 1993).

Within this framework, credibility addresses the plausibility of interpretations relative to participants’ experiences; 
transferability delineates the contextual boundaries within which findings may reasonably inform other settings; de
pendability concerns the stability and traceability of analytic procedures over time; and confirmability safeguards the 
grounding of interpretations in empirical material rather than unchecked researcher influence (Lincoln, 1985; Patton, 2014). 
Crucially, these dimensions do not operate as independent checkpoints. Instead, they function as interdependent safeguards 
within a single inferential system that governs the production of qualitative knowledge.

The central objective of this paper is to reconceptualize trustworthiness as inferential accountability, a governing 
evaluative principle that regulates how qualitative claims are generated, justified, evaluated, and bounded. In advancing this 

2 International Journal of Qualitative Methods 25 



reconceptualization, the paper develops a coherent and contemporary account of qualitative rigor grounded in epistemic 
responsibility rather than procedural compliance alone. The paper, therefore, contributes a theory-of-methods intervention 
that reframes trustworthiness as an integrated inferential system linking data, interpretation, and qualitative claims. By 
integrating established trustworthiness criteria within a unified inferential logic, the framework provides researchers, 
reviewers, and editors with a clearer basis for evaluating qualitative rigor through interpretive transparency, inferential 
coherence, and contextual restraint.

Beyond reconceptualizing trustworthiness, the paper also engages broader methodological debates concerning qualitative 
rigor, epistemic transparency, reflexivity, and inferential justification in increasingly hybrid, collaborative, and techno
logically mediated research environments. By foregrounding inferential accountability as a governing evaluative principle, 
the framework seeks to provide a more integrated basis for understanding and evaluating qualitative claims beyond 
procedural compliance alone.

2. Conceptual Foundations of Trustworthiness in Qualitative Research
Trustworthiness is widely treated as the dominant evaluative framework for establishing rigor and epistemic credibility in 
qualitative research. Yet despite its broad acceptance, its underlying inferential logic often remains undertheorized and 
procedurally operationalized. Unlike quantitative inquiry, which is grounded in statistical inference and measurement 
precision, qualitative research relies on evaluative principles that align with its interpretive, contextual, and constructivist 
orientations (Denzin & Lincoln, 2018; Lincoln, 1985). Trustworthiness responds to this need by regulating how qualitative 
knowledge claims are generated, justified, and assessed, rather than by prescribing uniform procedural standards. At a 
conceptual level, trustworthiness addresses a foundational epistemic question: on what grounds can qualitative inter
pretations be considered credible, meaningful, and responsibly bounded? This question extends beyond methodological 
technique to encompass the alignment between epistemological assumptions, research design, analytic processes, and 
interpretive claims (Morse, 2015). Accordingly, trustworthiness should not be treated as an auxiliary quality check applied 
after analysis, but as an organizing evaluative logic that governs the qualitative research process as a whole.

2.1. Epistemological Foundations of Trustworthiness

The logic of trustworthiness is inseparable from the epistemological commitments that underpin qualitative inquiry. 
Interpretivist and constructivist paradigms reject the assumption of a single, objective reality independent of social meaning, 
emphasizing instead that realities are socially constructed, contextually situated, and mediated through interpretation (Guba 
& Lincoln, 1994; Schwandt, 2014). Within this worldview, the aim of research is not to discover universal laws, but to 
develop well-reasoned and contextually grounded accounts of social phenomena. From this perspective, conventional 
quantitative criteria such as internal validity, reliability, and objectivity are conceptually misaligned with qualitative inquiry 
(Haq et al., 2023). These criteria presuppose stable phenomena, standardized measurement, and researcher detachment, 
assumptions that conflict with the reflexive, relational, and evolving nature of qualitative research (Denzin, 2012; 
Sandelowski, 1986). Trustworthiness emerges as an alternative evaluative framework that preserves rigor without imposing 
epistemological commitments incompatible with interpretive research. Importantly, trustworthiness does not signal the 
relaxation of evaluative discipline. Rather, it represents a shift from verification through replication toward justification 
through transparency, coherence, and reflexive reasoning. Rigor in qualitative research is achieved not by eliminating 
interpretive judgment, but by making the assumptions, decisions, and inferential moves through which interpretations are 
produced explicit and open to scrutiny (Morse et al., 2002). However, procedural approaches to trustworthiness often 
struggle to adequately regulate the inferential dimension of qualitative inquiry because the presence of established techniques 
does not necessarily clarify how interpretations are warranted, how competing explanations are evaluated, or how the scope 
of qualitative claims should be bounded. As qualitative research becomes increasingly methodologically hybrid, col
laborative, and technologically mediated, these inferential challenges become more pronounced.

2.2. Trustworthiness as a Governing Inferential Principle

Building on these epistemological foundations, trustworthiness can be understood as a governing inferential principle that 
regulates the relationship between empirical material and qualitative knowledge claims. In qualitative research, inference 
does not take the form of statistical generalization; rather, it involves interpretive judgments about meaning, relevance, and 
theoretical significance (Pratt, 2009; Schwandt, 2014). Trustworthiness governs these judgments by specifying the 
conditions under which qualitative claims can be considered warranted and responsibly bounded. Conceptualized in this way, 
trustworthiness functions as an inferential accountability system. Inferential accountability is required because qualitative 
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interpretation inevitably involves selective judgment, contextual abstraction, and explanatory inference that cannot be fully 
governed through procedural standardization alone. Without explicit accountability for how interpretive conclusions are 
reached and bounded, methodological rigor may become decoupled from inferential defensibility. It requires researchers to 
justify how interpretations are grounded in data, how alternative readings are evaluated, and how the scope and limits of 
claims are articulated. The central evaluative question shifts from whether specific techniques were employed to whether the 
inferential chain linking data, analysis, and claims is coherent, transparent, and defensible. This reframing departs from a 
large portion of the applied trustworthiness literature, where rigor is frequently demonstrated through the presence of 
methodological techniques rather than through explicit articulation of inferential reasoning. The contribution of the present 
paper lies in theorizing trustworthiness not as a collection of procedural indicators, but as a governing logic of qualitative 
justification. This argument aligns with emerging methodological critiques suggesting that procedural sophistication, 
methodological signaling, and increasingly elaborate analytic techniques can create an illusion of rigor when inferential 
reasoning itself remains insufficiently articulated or weakly justified (Rashid & Rasheed, 2026a). This inferential framing is 
particularly salient in contemporary qualitative research environments characterized by methodological hybridity, col
laborative analysis, and digitally mediated or AI-supported data practices. In such contexts, interpretive decisions are often 
distributed across researchers, analytic tools, and stages of inquiry. Without explicit inferential accountability, the reasoning 
underpinning qualitative claims may become opaque, even when methodological practices appear rigorous (Morse, 2015; 
Olmos-Vega et al., 2023).

2.3. Core Dimensions of Trustworthiness as Inferential Safeguards

Within an inferential accountability framework, trustworthiness is conventionally articulated through four interrelated 
dimensions: credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability. These dimensions remain foundational, not as 
independent criteria, but as interlocking inferential safeguards that regulate different forms of epistemic risk in qualitative 
inquiry (Lincoln, 1985; Patton, 2014). Importantly, foundational qualitative methodology scholarship has long ac
knowledged the interdependence of these dimensions in principle. The concern addressed in this paper is not with their 
conceptual formulation, but with how trustworthiness is frequently operationalized in applied research practice through 
fragmented procedural demonstrations tied to individual techniques or criteria. Credibility addresses the risk of interpretive 
misalignment by requiring that claims plausibly reflect the experiences and social contexts of the participants under study. It 
concerns whether interpretations are convincingly grounded in empirical material and whether competing interpretations 
have been considered and addressed (Creswell & Miller, 2000). Transferability regulates the scope of inference by 
delineating the contextual conditions under which findings may reasonably inform understanding beyond the immediate 
research setting. Rather than asserting universal generalizability, transferability emphasizes contextual specification and 
reader judgment as the basis for informed application (Lincoln, 1985; Stake, 1995; Rashid and Rasheed, 2026b).

Dependability mitigates the risk of analytic instability by emphasizing the transparency and traceability of the research 
process. Given the iterative and adaptive nature of qualitative analysis, dependability requires clear documentation of 
analytic decisions, shifts in focus, and methodological adjustments over time (Morse et al., 2002). Confirmability addresses 
the risk of unchecked researcher influence by emphasizing reflexive awareness and evidentiary grounding. It requires that 
interpretations be demonstrably derived from empirical material rather than from researcher preferences, theoretical 
predispositions, or implicit assumptions (Olmos-Vega et al., 2023; Patton, 2014).

2.4. Integrating Trustworthiness Across the Research Process

A central implication of conceptualizing trustworthiness as a governing inferential principle is that it must be enacted 
continuously across the qualitative research lifecycle. Inferential risks arise at each stage of inquiry, from research design and 
data generation to analysis and interpretation. Trustworthiness criteria mitigate these risks when applied as an integrated 
system rather than as isolated checks (Haq et al., 2023; Morse, 2015). Table 1 summarizes how inferential accountability 
operates across the qualitative research lifecycle by mapping key inferential risks to corresponding trustworthiness di
mensions and accountability mechanisms. Figure 1 complements this mapping by illustrating trustworthiness as an in
ferential accountability system that regulates the flow of qualitative inquiry from design through interpretation. By 
integrating credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability throughout the research process, qualitative 
researchers can strengthen interpretive transparency and provide more robust justification for their claims. This integrated 
approach also facilitates cumulative qualitative scholarship by enabling clearer comparisons, critiques, and syntheses across 
studies.
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3. Operationalizing Trustworthiness as Inferential Accountability
If trustworthiness is understood as a governing principle of inferential accountability, it must be enacted through concrete 
research practices rather than asserted through post hoc methodological declarations. Operationalizing inferential ac
countability, therefore, requires explicit attention to how qualitative inferences are produced, justified, and bounded across 
the research process. This section outlines how trustworthiness operates in practice by identifying inferential risks and 
mapping them to corresponding accountability mechanisms.

3.1. Inferential Risks in Qualitative Research

Qualitative inquiry is inherently interpretive, and interpretation necessarily involves judgment. These judgments introduce 
inferential risks at multiple stages of the research process, including risks of misrepresentation, overextension of claims, 
analytic drift, and unchecked researcher influence (Pratt, 2009; Sandelowski, 1993). Unlike statistical inference, where 
uncertainty can be formally modeled, qualitative inference relies on reasoned argumentation and evidentiary coherence. 
Recent methodological discussions similarly emphasize that qualitative rigor depends not merely on methodological 
sophistication, but on the explicit articulation and defensibility of inferential reasoning throughout the research process 
(Rashid & Rasheed, 2026a). As a result, rigor in qualitative research depends on how systematically these inferential risks are 
recognized, managed, and made visible. Inferential risks are amplified in contemporary qualitative research characterized by 
iterative designs, flexible sampling, evolving analytic categories, collaborative interpretation, and the use of digital or AI- 
supported analytic tools (Morse et al., 2002). In such settings, interpretive decisions are often distributed across time, 
researchers, and technologies. Without explicit inferential accountability, the logic connecting data, analysis, and claims may 
become opaque, even when established qualitative techniques are employed. Trustworthiness functions in this context as a 

Table 1. Trustworthiness as Inferential Accountability Across the Qualitative Research Lifecycle

Research stage Primary inferential 
risk

Trustworthiness 
dimension

Accountability mechanism

Research Design Conceptual 
misalignment

Credibility Alignment of epistemology, research questions, 
and design logic

Data Collection Contextual distortion Transferability Thick contextual description; transparent 
sampling rationale

Data Analysis Analytic drift Dependability Traceable coding logic; audit trails; reflexive 
memos

Interpretation & 
Reporting

Interpretive bias Confirmability Explicit data–claim linkage; reflexive justification

Figure 1. Trustworthiness as an inferential accountability system
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regulatory system that constrains interpretive freedom without suppressing analytic insight. Rather than limiting flexibility, 
inferential accountability clarifies the conditions under which flexibility remains epistemically defensible.

Consider a multi-site qualitative study examining organizational resilience during crisis conditions. Researchers conduct 
extensive interviews across several organizations, apply triangulation through multiple data sources, maintain detailed 
coding structures, and document reflexive memos throughout analysis. From a conventional perspective on trustworthiness, 
the study may appear methodologically rigorous because established techniques such as triangulation, auditability, and 
prolonged engagement are evident. However, inferential uncertainty may still remain if the study does not clearly explain 
how particular interview narratives support broader claims about organizational adaptation, how alternative interpretations 
were evaluated, and under what contextual conditions the findings should reasonably extend beyond the focal cases (Rashid 
& Rasheed, 2026a). In this situation, procedural trustworthiness techniques alone cannot fully establish inferential de
fensibility. Inferential accountability becomes necessary because the central evaluative issue concerns not merely whether 
recognized qualitative procedures were employed, but whether the reasoning linking empirical material, interpretation, and 
explanatory claims is sufficiently transparent, coherent, and appropriately bounded.

3.2. Mapping Trustworthiness Criteria to Inferential Accountability

Each dimension of trustworthiness addresses a distinct but interrelated inferential risk. When treated as components of an 
inferential accountability system rather than as independent criteria, credibility, transferability, dependability, and 
confirmability collectively govern the warranting of qualitative knowledge claims. Credibility mitigates the risk of in
terpretive misalignment by requiring that interpretations plausibly reflect participants’ experiences and the social contexts 
under study. From an inferential accountability perspective, credibility concerns whether the evidentiary basis of claims is 
sufficiently transparent and whether alternative interpretations have been actively considered rather than implicitly dismissed 
(Creswell & Miller, 2000). Transferability addresses the risk of unwarranted generalization. Rather than asserting external 
validity, inferential accountability requires researchers to specify the contextual boundaries of their claims and to provide 
sufficient detail for readers to make informed judgments about the applicability of their findings (Lincoln, 1985; Stake, 1995; 
Rashid and Rasheed, 2026c). Transferability thus governs the scope of inference, not its universality. Dependability responds 
to the risk of analytic instability. Because qualitative analysis is iterative and adaptive, inferential accountability requires that 
analytic decisions, revisions, and shifts in focus be documented in a way that renders the analytic process traceable and 
intelligible over time (Morse et al., 2002). Dependability is therefore less about replication than about procedural 
transparency.

Confirmability mitigates the risk of unchecked researcher influence by emphasizing reflexive awareness and explicit 
linkage between data and claims. The argument advanced here is therefore not that reflexivity is absent from qualitative 
inquiry, but that reflexive practices are sometimes operationalized as procedural demonstrations rather than integrated 
inferential mechanisms governing how interpretations are justified, challenged, and bounded throughout the research 
process. Inferential accountability necessitates that interpretations be firmly grounded in empirical data rather than in the 
researcher’s preferences, theoretical allegiances, or tacit assumptions (Olmos-Vega et al., 2023; Patton, 2014). Table 2
contrasts procedural approaches to trustworthiness with an inferential accountability orientation, clarifying how evaluation 
shifts from technique compliance to epistemic justification. Table 3 further specifies how each trustworthiness dimension 
addresses a distinct inferential question and accountability focus.

The distinction presented in Table 2 should not be interpreted as suggesting that foundational qualitative methodology 
inherently conceptualizes trustworthiness criteria as isolated or disconnected. Rather, the contrast highlights how 
trustworthiness is frequently enacted in applied research settings, where evaluative attention may become concentrated on 

Table 2. Reorienting Procedural Trustworthiness Through Inferential Accountability

Aspect Procedural trustworthiness Inferential accountability

Conceptual focus Technique compliance Epistemic justification
Role of criteria Often operationalized as separately demonstrated procedural 

indicators
Interdependent inferential system

Evaluation logic Presence/absence of methods Coherence of the inferential chain
Treatment of 

context
Often implicit Explicitly bounded

Role of reflexivity Sometimes treated as retrospective or supplementary 
procedural reflection

Integrated reflexive and inferential 
accountability
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demonstrating recognizable procedural techniques associated with individual criteria rather than on examining the coherence 
of the inferential system.

For example, a procedurally oriented qualitative study may demonstrate trustworthiness by reporting triangulation across 
interviews, documents, and observational data; documenting coding procedures; and conducting member checking with 
participants. While such practices may indicate methodological diligence, inferential accountability requires additional 
clarification regarding how specific empirical materials support broader interpretive claims, how contradictory evidence was 
evaluated, and how contextual boundaries shape the plausibility and transferability of conclusions. The distinction, therefore, 
lies not in the rejection of procedural techniques themselves but in whether evaluative attention remains focused primarily on 
the visible presence of methodological practices or on the defensibility of the inferential reasoning connecting evidence, 
interpretation, and claims.

3.3. Enacting Inferential Accountability Across the Research Lifecycle

Inferential accountability must be enacted continuously across the qualitative research lifecycle rather than concentrated at a 
single methodological stage. At the research design stage, accountability requires explicit alignment among epistemological 
assumptions, research questions, and methodological choices. Design decisions establish the inferential boundaries within 
which later claims can be justified and evaluated (Schwandt, 2014). During data generation, inferential accountability 
involves transparent documentation of sampling logic, data sources, contextual conditions, and researcher–participant 
interactions. Such documentation supports both credibility and transferability by clarifying how empirical material was 
produced and situated. In the analysis phase, inferential accountability requires systematic engagement with data, explicit 
articulation of coding and categorization logic, and openness to analytic revision. Dependability is strengthened when 
analytic pathways are traceable and when competing interpretations are acknowledged and assessed rather than silently 
excluded (Pratt, 2009). This issue becomes especially important in qualitative studies using computer-assisted or AI- 
supported analytic tools. For example, automated coding support or AI-assisted thematic clustering may improve procedural 
consistency and analytic efficiency, yet inferential accountability still requires researchers to explain how algorithmically 
generated patterns were interpreted, validated, challenged, or contextually bounded within the broader epistemic framework 
of the study. Without such clarification, procedural sophistication may obscure rather than strengthen interpretive de
fensibility. At the interpretation and reporting stage, inferential accountability is enacted through careful articulation of 
claims, explicit recognition of limitations, and disciplined contextual bounding of conclusions. Confirmability and 
transferability converge at this stage, as researchers must demonstrate both empirical grounding and restraint in extending 
claims.

3.4. Implications for Qualitative Evaluation

Operationalizing trustworthiness as inferential accountability has significant implications for the evaluation of qualitative 
research. Rather than assessing rigor primarily through the presence or absence of specific methodological techniques, 
inferential accountability redirects evaluative attention toward the transparency, coherence, and defensibility of the in
ferential reasoning linking data, analysis, and claims. In this sense, the framework does not replace existing trustworthiness 
practices but reorients them toward their underlying epistemic purpose. This approach supports more substantive and 
constructive evaluation, particularly for innovative qualitative designs that do not conform neatly to standardized 
methodological templates. It also enables evaluators to distinguish between the procedural visibility of methodological 
practices and the inferential adequacy of the reasoning those practices support. This concern has become increasingly salient 
in contemporary methodological debates, cautioning against the tendency to equate visible procedural sophistication with 
inferential adequacy, particularly when evaluative attention remains disconnected from the coherence linking evidence, 
interpretation, and claims. For researchers, inferential accountability provides a principled basis for methodological 

Table 3. Inferential Accountability and the Four Dimensions of Trustworthiness

Dimension Inferential 
question addressed

Accountability focus

Credibility Are interpretations plausible given the data? Plausible evidentiary grounding
Transferability Where do these claims reasonably apply? Contextual boundary setting
Dependability Are analytic decisions stable and traceable? Process transparency
Confirmability Are claims data-driven rather than preference-driven? Reflexive justification
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transparency without constraining interpretive creativity. For reviewers and editors, it offers a clearer evaluative logic that 
distinguishes weak reasoning from unconventional but defensible methodological choices. Collectively, this orientation 
strengthens the credibility and cumulative potential of qualitative scholarship.

4. Discussion and Implications
This paper advances a conceptual intervention into qualitative methodology by reconceptualizing trustworthiness as 
inferential accountability, a governing evaluative principle that foregrounds epistemic responsibility in the production, 
interpretation, and assessment of qualitative knowledge. By redirecting evaluative attention toward inferential justification 
and epistemic transparency, the paper responds to persistent concerns about qualitative rigor while remaining firmly 
grounded in interpretivist and constructivist methodological traditions.

4.1. Theoretical and Methodological Implications

Theoretically, framing trustworthiness as inferential accountability reframes rigor as a processual and relational property of 
qualitative inquiry rather than as a static attribute of research outputs. This perspective clarifies the epistemic function of 
trustworthiness by positioning credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability as interdependent safeguards 
that regulate how qualitative claims are warranted and bounded. This reconceptualization resolves a long-standing tension in 
qualitative methodology between interpretive flexibility and evaluative discipline. Rather than treating flexibility as a threat 
to rigor, inferential accountability specifies the conditions under which interpretive judgment remains epistemically 
defensible. In doing so, it reorients debates about generalization, objectivity, and rigor away from methodological deficiency 
and toward questions of inferential scope, justification, and transparency. More broadly, the framework contributes to 
contemporary methodological debates emphasizing inferential coherence as a foundational criterion of rigor across empirical 
traditions. Rather than treating rigor as a function of procedural complexity or methodological signaling alone, inferential 
accountability foregrounds the epistemic relationship between evidence, interpretation, and claim justification. Inferential 
accountability also provides a conceptual bridge between qualitative and quantitative traditions without collapsing their 
epistemological distinctions. While qualitative inference differs fundamentally from statistical inference, both depend on 
explicit reasoning about evidence, uncertainty, and scope. Recognizing this shared inferential concern strengthens cross- 
paradigmatic dialogue while preserving the distinctiveness of qualitative inquiry.

For qualitative researchers, the inferential accountability framework underscores the importance of making interpretive 
reasoning explicit throughout the research process. Trustworthiness is no longer treated as a retrospective validation exercise 
but as an ongoing epistemic practice enacted across research design, data generation, analysis, and interpretation. This 
orientation supports methodological adaptability while constraining interpretive excess. Researchers retain the capacity to 
refine research questions, revise analytic categories, and pursue emergent insights, but they are simultaneously accountable 
for documenting how such decisions shape the inferential trajectory of the study. Reflexivity, auditability, and transparency 
thus function not as bureaucratic requirements but as epistemic practices that strengthen interpretive credibility. The 
framework is particularly salient in contemporary qualitative research environments characterized by collaborative analysis, 
digital data, and computer-assisted or AI-supported tools. In such contexts, inferential accountability helps ensure that 
analytic technologies and distributed research teams do not obscure responsibility for interpretive decisions. By clarifying 
who makes which inferences, on what basis, and with what limitations, trustworthiness is preserved even as methodological 
complexity increases.

4.2. Implications for Reviewers and Editors

Reconceptualizing trustworthiness as inferential accountability has important implications for the evaluation of qualitative 
research. Reviewers and editors often rely on checklist-based heuristics to assess rigor, which can disadvantage innovative 
qualitative designs that do not conform neatly to standardized methodological templates. An inferential accountability lens 
redirects evaluative attention toward the coherence, transparency, and defensibility of the inferential chain linking data, 
analysis, and claims. Adopting inferential accountability as an evaluative principle enables more nuanced and constructive 
review processes. It allows evaluators to distinguish between weak inference and unconventional but rigorous meth
odological choices, thereby supporting methodological innovation while maintaining evaluative discipline. Over time, this 
orientation may also facilitate cumulative qualitative scholarship by enabling clearer comparisons, critiques, and extensions 
across studies.
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4.3. Limitations and Future Research

As a conceptual contribution, this paper does not prescribe a fixed set of techniques or procedural standards applicable to all 
qualitative studies. Inferential accountability is necessarily context-sensitive, and its enactment will vary across epis
temological traditions, research designs, and disciplinary norms. Future research may elaborate on how this framework 
operates within specific qualitative methodologies, such as ethnography, grounded theory, narrative inquiry, or case study 
research. Empirical studies could also examine how inferential accountability is currently enacted in published qualitative 
research and how evaluative practices differ across journals, fields, and editorial cultures. Such work would help refine the 
framework and assess its practical impact on the production and evaluation of qualitative knowledge.

5. Conclusion
Trustworthiness remains a cornerstone of qualitative research quality, but its value depends on how it is conceptualized and 
enacted. By reconceptualizing trustworthiness as inferential accountability, this paper advances a coherent and contemporary 
understanding of qualitative rigor that emphasizes transparency, justification, and epistemic responsibility. More broadly, the 
paper argues that qualitative rigor cannot be reduced to procedural adherence alone. What ultimately determines the strength 
of qualitative inquiry is the extent to which researchers render their inferential reasoning visible, defensible, and ap
propriately bounded. Inferential accountability becomes necessary precisely because qualitative rigor ultimately depends not 
only on the methodological practices used, but also on how convincingly researchers justify the interpretive conclusions 
those practices support. Trustworthiness, therefore, should be understood less as a procedural demonstration of rigor and 
more as an epistemic accountability structure governing qualitative knowledge production. In an era of increasing 
methodological complexity and interdisciplinary research, inferential accountability provides a principled basis for 
sustaining trust in qualitative knowledge. It invites researchers, reviewers, and editors alike to engage more deeply with the 
reasoning that underpins qualitative claims, thereby supporting more rigorous, transparent, and cumulative qualitative 
scholarship.
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