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Abstract 
This paper is an introduction to the 2026 HICSS 

minitrack on Qualitative and Mixed Methods Research 

within the Organizational Systems and Technology 

track. In this minitrack, we seek to bring together 

scholars with an interest in qualitative, mixed-methods, 

or critical approaches to information systems research. 

Our goal is to build a community of scholars who can 

provide feedback to other researchers working outside 

of a quantitative, positivist paradigm and converge 

upon best practices for conducting and reviewing this 

type of research. This minitrack welcomed submissions 

describing an investigation of an organizational-level 

or societal-level information systems phenomenon. We 

briefly introduce the two papers accepted to the 

minitrack. 
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1. Introduction  

Qualitative research in the information systems (IS) 

discipline enjoys legitimacy and is well accepted in top 

journals. This represents a major step forward from the 

time when qualitative methods were first introduced to 

the field and viewed as “preresearch” (Sarker et al., 

2018, p. 752). Despite growing awareness and 

acceptance of qualitative research, the IS discipline is 

still learning how to adopt, implement, and assess 

methods that are not deductive, positivist, quantitative 

methods. For this reason, we seek to bring together 

open-minded scholars who value rigor but also plurality 

and creativity in academic inquiry.  

In the call for papers, we noted that we would 

consider research that used a qualitative, mixed-method, 

or critical approach. We welcomed approaches that 

were interpretation-centric and inductive (such as 

interpretive case studies and ethnography), 

interpretation-centric and deductive (such as 

hermeneutics), data-centric and inductive (such as 

exploratory case studies and grounded theory), and data-

centric and deductive (such as positivist case studies) 

(Sarker et al., 2018). We also welcomed critical IS 

research (Young, 2023).  

Each of these methods has distinct criteria for 

success and should be evaluated differently. Even 

within methods, plurality can be valuable. For instance, 

while most hermeneutic studies are interpretation-

centric and deductive (e.g., Young, 2018), they can also 

be data-centric and either deductive or inductive, in any 

combination (Sarker et al., 2018). This complexity is 

what makes qualitative methods so powerful. Yet, it is 

also what makes nontraditional research methods 

challenging for researchers and review teams to 

evaluate. There are many valid ways to conduct research 

outside of the traditional deductive, positivist, 

quantitative tradition. However, research that adopts a 

creative, rigorous, and appropriate method may still 

struggle to find acceptance if review teams are not 

properly trained and open-minded. We therefore 

advocate consideration of why a method or technique is 

or is not a valid way to address a focal research question.  

To provide conceptual clarity, we offer broad 

definitions in Table 1 for some key terms that authors 

and reviewers often struggle with.  

 

 

Term Definition 

Qualitative Involving non-numerical 

data 

Interpretation-centric Making sense of 

contexts and processes 

through observation 

while considering the 

role of socially 

constructed meanings  

Data-centric Making sense of the 

world through data 

analysis while 

considering the validity 
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of quantitative metrics  

Deductive Addressing literature- or 

theory-driven research 

questions (generally 

associated with 

positivism)  

Inductive Addressing research 

questions that emerge 

during the investigation 

Abductive Interpreting data-specific 

observations in light of 

existing knowledge 

Critical Challenging the status 

quo through critique, 

insight, and 

transformative 

redefinition 

Mixed Methods Applying a variety of 

methodological 

approaches, often by 

leveraging both 

numerical and non-

numerical data  

  

2. Minitrack Submissions 

In its first year, this minitrack accepted only two 

papers. First, “The Foundation-Hierarchy-Boundaries 

Framework: Architectural Factors Affecting Modular 

System Clarity,” by Lisa Schmitz and Anna Sigridur 

Islind utilizes a mixed-methods approach to understand 

modular system clarity. The authors develop the 

Foundation-Hierarchy-Boundaries (FHB) Framework, 

outlining three architectural factors implicated in 

modular system clarity: (i) Foundation, (ii) Hierarchy, 

and (iii) Boundaries.  

The second paper in this minitrack is “Designing 

for Imperceptible Interaction: Coordination 

Mechanisms in AI-Enabled Product-Service Systems” 

by Yao Wu, Zekai Huang, Chenyu Xie, and Yu Long. 

These authors utilize a case study approach to study a 

smart-home ecosystem and develop a process model for 

how AI performs rule mapping, network activation, and 

logic learning, while the product-service system (PSS) 

provides compatible control, flexible connectivity, and 

agile adaptation. They show how AI-PSS coupling 

triggers three interacting mechanisms: simplification, 

structuring, and subjectivation.  

While the topics addressed in each paper are not 

highly related, we hope to invite HICSS attendees 

interested in qualitative, mixed-methods, and critical 

research to discuss how these papers can improve their 

methods before journal submission. Moreover, we wish 

to facilitate a meeting point for HICSS participants 

interested in connecting with others who are doing 

research outside of the dominant quantitative, positivist 

paradigm.  
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