
Research Paper Introduction
Checklist

Complete Verification Guide for Academic
Research Introductions

� OVERVIEW
Purpose of This Checklist:

 
Ensure your research paper introduction effectively establishes context, identifies gaps, states purpose, and engages

readers while meeting academic standards.

How to Use:

� Check off items as you complete them

� Return to this checklist during revision

⚠  Pay special attention to items marked CRITICAL

Recommended Introduction Length:

Short papers (5-10 pages): 0.5-1 page

Standard papers (15-20 pages): 1-2 pages

Long papers (25+ pages): 2-3 pages

Thesis/dissertation: 3-5 pages

� PHASE 1: BEFORE WRITING
PREPARATION

Research & Analysis Phase
Understanding Your Assignment:

 Read assignment requirements thoroughly

 Identify required citation style (APA, MLA, Chicago, etc.)

 Note any specific introduction requirements (abstract, hypothesis statement, etc.)



 Confirm page length and word count expectations

 Understand target audience (general academic, specialist, etc.)

 Identify whether descriptive or argumentative approach required

Literature Review Completion:

 Conducted comprehensive literature search

 Read at least 15-20 relevant sources (minimum)

 Identified seminal/foundational works in field

 Found recent studies (within last 5 years)

 Identified conflicting viewpoints in literature

 Located studies with methodological gaps

 Found geographic/demographic gaps in research

 Noted theoretical frameworks commonly used

Gap Identification:

 Identified specific gap your research addresses

 Confirmed gap is genuine (not already extensively studied)

 Verified gap is significant (worth investigating)

 Determined gap is feasible (you can actually address it)

 Articulated why gap matters to field/practice

Research Foundation:

 Research question(s) clearly formulated

 Hypothesis developed (if applicable)

 Research objectives/aims defined

 Methodology decided and justified

 Significance of research articulated

 Key terms/concepts defined

 Scope and limitations identified

Organizing Your Material:

 Created outline of introduction structure

 Identified 3-5 key sources to cite in introduction

 Selected opening hook or attention-getter

 Prepared background information to include

 Listed key terms needing definition

 Organized information from general to specific

Pre-Writing Decisions:

 Decided on verb tense (typically present/past for literature, future for methodology)

 Confirmed first-person vs. third-person voice requirements



 Identified discipline-specific conventions

 Reviewed examples from your field's top journals

 Noted common introduction patterns in your discipline

✍  PHASE 2: DURING WRITING
CHECKPOINTS

Opening Paragraph Checkpoints
Hook/Opening (First 1-3 sentences):

 Starts with attention-getting opening

 Avoids clichés ("Since the dawn of time," "Webster's defines")

 Establishes relevance immediately

 Uses appropriate tone (not too casual, not too dense)

 Connects to broader context or significance

Hook Strategy Check (Choose one):

 Surprising statistic or recent data

 Compelling anecdote or case study

 Provocative question or problem statement

 Contradiction or paradox in field

 Recent event or development

 Bold assertion or claim

 Quote from authority (use sparingly)

Context & Background Section Checkpoints
General to Specific Flow:

 Starts with broad context (why topic matters)

 Progressively narrows to specific focus

 Uses "funnel structure" (wide → narrow)

 Each paragraph/section more specific than last

 Smooth transitions between levels of specificity

Background Information:

 Provides necessary historical context (if relevant)

 Explains key concepts/terminology

 Defines technical terms reader needs



 Establishes theoretical framework (if applicable)

 Cites foundational studies appropriately

 Includes only essential background (not exhaustive history)

 Avoids information tangential to research focus

Discipline-Specific Elements:

 Follows field conventions (sciences: current state of knowledge; humanities: theoretical context)

 Uses appropriate technical vocabulary

 Cites key authorities in field

 References standard models/theories used in discipline

Literature Review Integration Checkpoints
Citation Strategy:

 Cites 5-10 relevant sources (typical range)

 Balances classic/foundational with recent sources

 Includes mix of theoretical and empirical work

 Citations support claims, not just name-dropping

 Uses citation style correctly and consistently

 Integrates citations smoothly (not just listed)

Literature Synthesis:

 Summarizes current state of research

 Identifies trends in literature

 Notes areas of agreement among researchers

 Highlights debates or controversies

 Shows how studies build on each other

 Demonstrates comprehensive understanding of field

 Avoids mere summary (synthesizes instead)

Gap Identification:

 Explicitly states what's missing in literature

 Uses signal phrases: "However, few studies..."; "Despite this, little research..."

 Explains why gap is problematic

 Connects gap to your research directly

 Makes gap identification clear and specific

⚠  CRITICAL Checkpoint:

 Gap statement is explicit (reader can clearly identify it)

 Gap is NOT fabricated or overstated

 Gap has genuine academic/practical significance



Research Problem/Question Section Checkpoints
Problem Statement:

 States research problem clearly

 Explains why problem needs solving

 Connects problem to literature gap

 Demonstrates problem's significance

 Shows problem is solvable (not too broad)

Research Questions/Objectives:

 States primary research question explicitly

 Includes secondary questions if applicable

 Questions are specific and answerable

 Questions align with gap identified

 Questions are researchable with chosen methodology

 Avoids yes/no questions (unless appropriate)

 Uses clear, direct language

Hypothesis (If Applicable):

 States hypothesis explicitly

 Hypothesis is testable

 Hypothesis is specific and measurable

 Based on theory or previous research

 States expected relationship between variables

 Uses appropriate format for discipline

Purpose & Significance Section Checkpoints
Research Purpose/Aim:

 States study's purpose explicitly ("This study aims to...")

 Purpose aligns with research questions

 Purpose addresses identified gap

 Scope clearly defined

 Realistic and achievable purpose

Significance Statement:

 Explains theoretical contribution

 Identifies practical applications (if applicable)

 Describes potential impact on field

 Notes who will benefit from research



 Articulates "so what?" factor

 Avoids overstatement or grandiosity

Methodology Preview (Brief):

 Mentions research approach (qualitative/quantitative/mixed)

 Names specific methods (survey, experiment, analysis, etc.)

 Indicates data sources

 Notes sample/population (if relevant)

 Keeps methodological details brief (full details in methods section)

Structural Organization Checkpoints
Paragraph Structure:

 Each paragraph has clear focus

 Paragraphs flow logically

 Effective topic sentences

 Appropriate paragraph length (not too long or short)

 Unified paragraphs (one idea per paragraph)

Transitions:

 Smooth transitions between paragraphs

 Transition words/phrases used appropriately

 Logical progression of ideas

 Reader can follow argument easily

 No jarring jumps in logic or topic

Voice & Tone:

 Appropriate academic voice maintained

 Consistent verb tense throughout

 Correct first/third person usage

 Objective tone (for most research)

 Avoids emotional or biased language

 Professional yet readable style

� PHASE 3: AFTER WRITING REVIEW
Content Review

Completeness Check:



 All essential components included (context, gap, purpose, significance)

 No critical information missing

 Nothing extraneous included

 Scope appropriately defined

 Limitations acknowledged (if appropriate)

Clarity & Precision:

 Research purpose crystal clear

 Research questions unambiguous

 Key terms defined adequately

 No vague or ambiguous language

 Specific rather than general statements

 Concrete examples where helpful

Logical Flow Assessment:

 Introduction follows logical sequence

 Each section builds on previous

 No information out of order

 Smooth progression from general to specific

 Reader can follow argument without confusion

 No circular reasoning or repetition

Alignment Verification:

 Introduction aligns with research questions

 Literature review supports gap identification

 Gap justifies research purpose

 Methodology appropriate for research questions

 Title reflects actual focus

 Abstract (if written) matches introduction

⚠  CRITICAL Review:

 Introduction makes argument FOR doing research (not just describing)

 Demonstrates why THIS research matters NOW

 Shows what will be learned/gained

 Convinces reader study is necessary and valuable

Technical Review
Citation Accuracy:

 All sources properly cited

 Citation format consistent throughout



 In-text citations match reference list

 No missing citations

 No incorrect citations

 Page numbers included (if required)

 Signal phrases used appropriately

Grammar & Mechanics:

 No spelling errors

 No grammatical errors

 Punctuation correct

 Subject-verb agreement throughout

 Consistent tense usage

 No sentence fragments

 No run-on sentences

 Proper comma usage

Style & Format:

 Follows required citation style (APA/MLA/Chicago)

 Proper heading format

 Correct font and size

 Appropriate margins

 Proper spacing (double vs. single)

 Page numbers (if required)

 Running head (if required in APA)

Word Choice:

 Academic vocabulary appropriate

 No informal language or slang

 No contractions (unless discipline allows)

 No ambiguous pronouns

 Active voice where appropriate

 Precise verbs (not just "is," "has," "does")

 Appropriate hedging language ("may," "suggests," "indicates")

Length & Balance Review
Length Appropriateness:

 Introduction is 10-15% of total paper

 Not too brief (under-developed)

 Not too long (exhaustive)

 Proportionate to paper length



 Adequate but concise

Balance Check:

 No section dominates disproportionately

 Background not excessive (most common problem)

 Gap identification given adequate space

 Purpose statement sufficiently developed

 Even distribution of content

Readability Review
Accessibility:

 Opening engages reader immediately

 Jargon explained or avoided

 Sentences not too complex

 Paragraphs digestible (not overly long)

 Technical terms defined

 Acronyms spelled out on first use

Reading Flow:

 Read aloud test passed (sounds natural)

 No awkward phrasing

 Rhythm and variety in sentences

 Not monotonous or choppy

 Easy to follow on first read

Visual Scan:

 Paragraph breaks create visual breathing room

 No walls of text

 Professional appearance

 Easy to scan and find information

⚠  PHASE 4: COMMON MISTAKES TO
AVOID

Content Mistakes
� CRITICAL ERRORS:



1. No Clear Research Gap

� Never explicitly states what's missing in literature

� Implies everything important already studied

� Gap is too vague or broad

� FIX: Use explicit language: "However, no studies have examined..." "Despite this, little research addresses..."

2. Unclear Research Purpose

� Reader finishes introduction unsure what study does

� Purpose statement buried or implicit

� Multiple purposes that seem unrelated

� FIX: State explicitly: "This study aims to..." "The purpose of this research is..."

3. Missing "So What?" Factor

� Doesn't explain why research matters

� No significance statement

� Fails to show contribution to field

� FIX: Add explicit significance: "This research will contribute to... by..."

4. Literature Review as Summary

� Lists studies without synthesis

� "Smith found X. Jones found Y. Brown found Z."

� No critical analysis or connections

� FIX: Synthesize: "Recent studies consistently show... (Smith, 2020; Jones, 2021), though disagreement exists

regarding..."

5. Fabricated or Exaggerated Gap

� Claims no research exists when it actually does

� Overstates gap's significance

� Ignores relevant existing research

� FIX: Be honest about existing research; identify specific unexplored angle

Structural Mistakes
6. Inverted Funnel (Specific to General)

� Starts with narrow focus, expands outward

� Opens with research question before context

� Backward structure

� FIX: Start broad, narrow to specific focus (funnel structure)

7. Excessive Background Information

� Provides entire history of field



� Background dominates (50%+ of introduction)

� Includes tangential information

� FIX: Include only essential context for understanding your research

8. Missing Components

� No context/background

� No literature review at all

� No research questions stated

� No methodology preview

� FIX: Include all essential components (context, gap, purpose, significance)

9. Disconnected Sections

� Paragraphs don't flow logically

� No transitions

� Jumps between topics

� FIX: Add transition sentences; ensure logical progression

10. Repetitive Content

� Says same thing multiple ways

� Circular reasoning

� Redundant information

� FIX: Eliminate repetition; each sentence adds new information

Style & Tone Mistakes
11. Informal Language

� Contractions (can't, don't, won't)

� Colloquialisms ("a lot," "pretty much")

� Conversational tone ("you might think")

� FIX: Use formal academic language throughout

12. Emotional or Biased Language

� "Obviously," "clearly," "everyone knows"

� Loaded terms or value judgments

� Emotional appeals

� FIX: Maintain objective, neutral tone; let evidence speak

13. Passive Voice Overuse

� "It is believed that..."

� "It has been shown that..."

� Every sentence passive construction

� FIX: Use active voice when possible; passive strategically



14. Inconsistent Tense

� Switches randomly between past/present

� "Smith studied... Jones studies..."

� FIX: Literature review: past or present perfect; Your study: future or present

15. First-Person Inappropriate Use

� Uses "I think" or "I believe"

� "We feel that..."

� Personal opinions stated as personal

� FIX: Check discipline norms; if allowed, use for your actions: "I examined..." not "I think..."

Technical Mistakes
16. Citation Errors

� Missing citations for claims

� Incorrect citation format

� Page numbers missing (when required)

� Citations don't match reference list

� FIX: Verify every citation; use citation manager

17. Plagiarism (Unintentional)

� Paraphrasing too close to original

� Forgetting to cite paraphrased ideas

� Copying sentence structures

� FIX: Cite all borrowed ideas; put away source while paraphrasing

18. Undefined Terms

� Uses technical jargon without definition

� Acronyms not spelled out

� Assumes reader knowledge

� FIX: Define key terms; spell out acronyms on first use

19. Vague Language

� "Many studies," "some researchers," "it is known"

� "Things," "stuff," "aspects"

� Ambiguous pronouns (unclear antecedents)

� FIX: Be specific; name researchers; clarify pronouns

20. Overly Complex Sentences

� 50+ word sentences

� Multiple nested clauses



� Reader loses thread

� FIX: Break into shorter sentences; aim for 15-25 words average

Opening Mistakes
21. Clichéd Openings

� "Since the dawn of time..."

� "Throughout history..."

� "Webster's Dictionary defines..."

� "In today's society..."

� FIX: Start with specific, compelling fact or question

22. Too Broad Opening

� "Education is important to society."

� "Climate change affects everyone."

� Statements so general they're meaningless

� FIX: Start with specific, focused statement relevant to your research

23. Announcing Intentions

� "This paper will discuss..."

� "In this study, I will examine..."

� Obvious meta-commentary

� FIX: Just state the purpose: "This study examines..." (not "will examine")

Gap & Purpose Mistakes
24. Implicit Gap

� Gap exists but never explicitly stated

� Reader must infer what's missing

� Assumes reader sees gap

� FIX: State gap explicitly using signal phrases

25. No Justification for Gap

� States gap but not why it matters

� Doesn't explain consequences of gap

� Gap seems trivial

� FIX: Explain: "This gap is problematic because..."

26. Research Questions Too Broad

� "How does social media affect people?"

� "What causes climate change?"

� Impossible to answer in single study



� FIX: Narrow focus: "How does Instagram use correlate with anxiety in college students aged 18-22?"

27. Research Questions Too Narrow

� Yes/no questions

� Questions with obvious answers

� Questions too specific to matter

� FIX: Ensure question has broader significance beyond immediate answer

28. Misaligned Components

� Gap doesn't match purpose

� Purpose doesn't align with research questions

� Methodology inappropriate for questions

� FIX: Verify alignment: gap → purpose → questions → methods

Significance Mistakes
29. Overstated Significance

� "This study will revolutionize the field"

� "This research will solve [major problem]"

� Grandiose claims

� FIX: Realistic, modest claims about contribution

30. Understated Significance

� "This might be interesting"

� Apologetic tone

� Fails to articulate value

� FIX: Confidently state genuine contribution

� INTRODUCTION COMPONENTS
CHECKLIST

Verify your introduction includes these essential elements:

Required Components (Every Introduction Needs):
1. Opening/Hook (1-3 sentences)

 Present

2. Background/Context (1-3 paragraphs)



 Present

 Appropriate length

3. Literature Review/Current State (1-2 paragraphs)

 Present

 Synthesizes rather than summarizes

4. Gap Identification (1 paragraph or integrated)

 Present

 Explicitly stated

5. Research Purpose/Aim (1-2 sentences)

 Present

 Clearly stated

6. Research Questions/Objectives (1 paragraph)

 Present

 Specific and answerable

7. Significance Statement (1 paragraph)

 Present

 Explains contribution

8. Methodology Preview (1-3 sentences)

 Present (brief overview)

Optional Components (Include if Relevant):
 Theoretical Framework identification

 Hypothesis statement (sciences)

 Scope and limitations (sometimes in methods)

 Definition of key terms (if complex/contested)

 Research setting/context (if critical to understanding)

 Outline of paper structure (longer papers)

� DISCIPLINE-SPECIFIC
CONSIDERATIONS



Sciences (Natural/Physical Sciences)
Emphasis:

 Current state of knowledge prominent

 Hypothesis clearly stated

 Methodology preview more detailed

 Recent literature emphasized (last 5 years)

 Theoretical/empirical gaps identified

 Quantitative language appropriate

Typical Structure:

1. Broad context (why topic matters)

2. Current understanding (what's known)

3. Gap in knowledge (what's unknown)

4. Purpose and hypothesis

5. Brief methods and significance

Social Sciences
Emphasis:

 Theoretical framework identified

 Social/practical relevance clear

 Mixed methods justified (if used)

 Previous empirical research reviewed

 Research questions (may not have hypothesis)

 Population/sample context

Typical Structure:

1. Social problem or phenomenon

2. Theoretical context

3. Literature review and gaps

4. Research questions and objectives

5. Significance for theory and practice

Humanities
Emphasis:

 Theoretical/critical framework central

 Interpretive approach explained

 Textual/cultural context provided

 Scholarly conversation acknowledged



 Original interpretation/analysis previewed

 Historical/cultural significance

Typical Structure:

1. Cultural/historical context

2. Theoretical framework

3. Scholarly debate/conversation

4. Your intervention/argument

5. Text(s) to be analyzed

Business/Management
Emphasis:

 Practical business problem identified

 Industry context provided

 Theoretical and practical implications

 Gap in business practice or theory

 Managerial relevance clear

 ROI or business value suggested

� FINAL QUALITY CHECK
The "Read Aloud" Test

 Introduction sounds natural when read aloud

 No awkward phrasing or tongue-twisters

 Appropriate rhythm and flow

 Professional yet accessible

The "Stranger Test"
 Someone unfamiliar with topic can understand

 Jargon explained or avoided

 Context sufficient for comprehension

 Purpose clear to non-expert

The "Elevator Pitch" Test
 Could explain research in 60 seconds based on introduction

 Purpose, gap, significance all clear

 Research questions memorable



The "So What?" Test
 Clear why research matters

 Contribution to knowledge articulated

 Significance beyond researcher obvious

The "Alignment" Test
 Title matches introduction content

 Introduction promises match paper delivery

 Methodology appropriate for questions

 Scope realistic and clear

� REVISION STRATEGIES
If Introduction Is Too Long:

 Remove tangential background information

 Cut redundant statements

 Combine paragraphs with similar focus

 Move detailed literature review to separate section

 Reduce number of citations (keep most relevant)

 Eliminate wordy phrases

If Introduction Is Too Short:
 Expand background/context section

 Add more literature synthesis

 Elaborate on significance

 Explain gap more thoroughly

 Add theoretical framework discussion

 Include more specific research questions/sub-questions

If Introduction Lacks Focus:
 Identify primary argument

 Remove off-topic information

 Strengthen topic sentences

 Add transitions for clarity

 Ensure each paragraph advances argument

 Verify general-to-specific flow



If Introduction Lacks Impact:
 Strengthen opening hook

 Sharpen research questions

 Emphasize significance more explicitly

 Use stronger, more specific language

 Add compelling statistic or example

 Clarify contribution to field

� FINAL SIGN-OFF CHECKLIST
Before submitting, verify:

 All checklist items above reviewed

 At least one complete revision completed

 Peer or mentor feedback incorporated

 Spelling and grammar checked

 Citations verified and consistent

 Formatting matches requirements

 Introduction aligns with rest of paper

 Confident introduction achieves purpose

 Ready for submission

� QUICK REFERENCE: INTRODUCTION
FORMULA

Paragraph 1: Hook + Broad Context
 

Paragraph 2-3: Background + Literature Review
 

Paragraph 4: Gap Identification
 

Paragraph 5: Purpose, Questions, Significance
 

Paragraph 6: Methodology Preview (brief)

Total: 5-6 paragraphs, 1-3 pages (depending on paper length)

Remember: Your introduction is your first (and sometimes only) chance to convince readers your research matters.

Make every sentence count!


