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1. Introduction: 310
This paper is a critical evaluation of the research article Exploring the Relationships Between Adverse Occupational Experiences, Executive Dysfunction, and Perceived Job Competency Among Individuals with ADHD by Genevieve Mackenzie (2017). The article explores links between ADHD, executive function (EF), job performance, and the Positive Illusory Bias (PIB) that some individuals with ADHD may experience in the workplace. Mackenzie’s focus on subjective psychological experiences, aiming “to understand the meanings people give to their lived experiences” (Bryman, 2008, p.17; Grbich, 2010), suggests an interpretivist approach rooted in human-centred, qualitative thinking. Bryman (2008, p.17) also reminds us that research “does not exist in a vacuum” but is shaped by wider social, political and cultural contexts, which Mackenzie’s article reflects through its focus on the real-world implications of ADHD in employment.
This review is structured around a brief analysis of the literature used by Mackenzie (2017), followed by a critique of the methodological choices and rationale, drawing comparisons with Level 7 literature such as Creswell (2014), Punch (2013), and Bradford & Cullen (2012). The paper then explores data use, ethical considerations when researching vulnerable groups such as individuals with ADHD, and finally, how these elements influence the conclusions and recommendations.
This article is particularly relevant to my work as Head of People, Culture and Inclusion at the National Council for Voluntary Organisations (NCVO), where I am responsible for disability, equality, and workplace adjustments. I was also diagnosed with ADHD two years ago, and I am now focused on deepening both my academic and personal understanding of how ADHD affects work and self-perception. Mackenzie (2017, p.8) notes that “youth and adults with ADHD are more receptive to changing their self-appraisals”, which resonates with my own learning journey.
The ideal research question may have been: To what extent does executive dysfunction contribute to adverse occupational outcomes and inflated self-perceptions of competence in individuals with ADHD?
2. Literature Review (approx. 300 words) 352
This section explores the range of academic and practitioner research explored by Mackenzie and makes connections with ADHD and perceived competence, executive functioning (EF), and Positive Illusory Bias (PIB), and how these all shape workplace prospects and outcomes, often regardless of intelligence (Biederman et al., 2008; Barkley & Murphy, 2010). Mackenzie’s research highlights common struggles experienced in working environments and how ADHD is often misinterpreted. The misinterpretations potential negative consequences on relationships with colleagues and managers expectations, leading to career conflict or even exclusion. Swanson et al. (2001) similarly argue that ADHD causes “lifelong patterns of difficulty with organisation, persistence, and goal-directed behaviour” (p. 41). Shifrin et al. (2010) observed that college students with ADHD underperformed compared to non-ADHD peers, even when their intelligence was similar.
Behaviours such as impulsivity, lack of persistence, and PIBs are common in adults with ADHD (Hoza et al., 2002; Owens et al., 2007). PIBs - inflated self-assessments don’t always match actual performance, making job instability more likely (Prevatt et al., 2012). Mackenzie (2017) helps explain why workplace difficulties can exist even for adults with ADHD who are otherwise high-functioning. Biederman and Faraone (2005) state that “ADHD is associated with substantial impairments in academic, occupational, and social functioning that persist into adulthood” (p. 237). Mackenzie’s main argument focuses on the role of EF dysfunction and the mismatch between cognitive strengths and workplace success. These themes are well supported by Barkley (2006), who argues that EF issues—not intelligence—are the best predictors of real-life outcomes. Willcutt (2012) supports this, noting EF deficits are “among the most consistent cognitive correlates of ADHD across the lifespan” (p. 493).
While Mackenzie focuses on limitations and dysfunctions, little is said about the positive traits individuals with ADHD may demonstrate in the workplace, such as creativity or problem-solving. Research like Sedgwick et al. (2019) argues for a more balanced view, where strengths are explored alongside challenges, aligning to my initial findings on reading Mackenzie’s exploration and research findings which in may cases were unsupported with real evidence and more broad brush statements. 
Mackenzie (2017) also refers to competing theories around the cause of PIBs. Ohan and Johnston (2002) link it to self-protective behaviours, while Milich (1994) suggests it may relate to neuropsychological immaturity. Mackenzie draws from a range of studies to support these claims, although her article lacks methodological clarity. Still, the insights she shares fit within an interpretivist tradition and align with the qualitative approaches described by Cooper (2018) and Creswell (2014), with a strong focus on individual experience and meaning-making.
3. Methodology and Research Paradigm (approx. 700 words) 744

This section critiques the methodology Mackenzie used when putting together her article. Although she doesn’t outline a formal methodology, the paper clearly aligns with a qualitative, interpretivist approach focusing on subjective self-perception, meaning-making, and the using psychological theories. The research focuses on how individuals with ADHD may the work environment , which matches with the interpretivist idea of understanding lived realities through subjective accounts (Grbich, 2010; Bryman, 2008). But even though this fits, not stating the approach weakens the structure. The paper is aimed to assist  educators and practitioners, the lack of a clear research design makes it hard to trust how the recommendations were formed. The lack of inclusive frameworks such as co-produced research or participatory design also weakens the depth of the research completed independently, particularly given the increase in both personal and societal relevance of ADHD at work (Cooper, 2018).

Because the paper is based on secondary data and doesn’t include new interviews or tests, that might be why Mackenzie didn’t feel the need to transparently layout her  methodology, but that’s still a missed opportunity. This research paper can still show how sources were selected and analysed and why the analysis focused on using secondary data alone.  Without this, the readers interpretations of the criteria used if any, or how the findings were put together. That’s a problem if someone wants to build on her work or apply it in a workplace or community setting, which is what this piece of research  aims to do. As Creswell (2014) and Punch (2013) both argue, linking the research question, paradigm, and method is key to producing work that is both credible and usable.

Another area that creates confusion is her reference to 'grounded theory'. It comes up in the discussion of executive function, but Mackenzie doesn’t explain how it fits with the rest of the paper. Grounded theory is a hands-on method where themes are built up from raw data, step by step. Mackenzie doesn’t do this, and she doesn’t say if she’s borrowing parts of the method or just using the term loosely. That makes it hard to tell what kind of structure she’s working from. Punch (2013) says that having a clear theoretical framework is essential—not just for design, but also for helping readers make sense of the findings. It also matters as it assits educators, practitioners and others in the profession to assess prescriptions and options and with a clear way to view the impact and robustness of findings and viability of the statements made by Mackenzie in conclusion.  

The article also doesn't include any kind of reflexive statement, as it is a healily qualitative piece of research and  dealing with subjective experience, it’s important to think about how the Mackenzies’s own perspective might influence the interpretation of the evidence. Reflexivity helps build trust with the reader. Without it, the  assumptions made by Mackenzie might be making about ADHD or competence. This is something that Creswell and Creswell (2013) stress—researchers should acknowledge their position in relation to the topic.

Another gap is the absence of ethical discussion. Even though there’s no new data collected, Mackenzie is writing about a group that is often misunderstood and marginalised. There’s no mention of how she’s taking care not to reinforce stereotypes or pathologise adults with ADHD. If her paper is meant to influence practice or policy, it needs to show awareness of the risks that come with interpreting other people’s experiences. Bryman (2008) talks about the importance of ethics in all stages of research, not just when you’re interviewing people.

A more structured approach would have strengthened the work. Even a basic narrative synthesis—laying out which studies supported what points—would help readers follow the flow. Adding in some form of thematic organisation could have made her argument more transparent. Cooper (2018), who writes about participatory evaluation, suggests that even conceptual research can be more inclusive. For example, people with ADHD could be invited to co-interpret or comment on the conclusions drawn from the literature.

A mixed-methods design could also have brought the paper to life. Mackenzie clearly cares about how self-perception and EF interact in real life, so it would have been powerful to include even a few interviews, focus groups or case studies. This kind of evidence would offer grounding to the theory she presents. It would also reflect the real-world conditions of people with ADHD better. Cooper’s (2018) participatory model would be ideal here, as it makes space for people with lived experience to shape what gets said about them.

Overall, Mackenzie presents some thoughtful links between theory and real-world challenges, but the lack of a transparent methodology limits how useful or transferable her findings are. The article would benefit from clearer positioning, reflexivity, and a more detailed explanation of how the sources were selected and interpreted. These changes could help the article have more impact—not just academically, but in the lives of people with ADHD and the practitioners who support them.
4. Data Use and Analysis (approx. 700 words) 737

Mackenzie (2017) doesn’t present any new data in her paper but instead pulls together results from other sources. She explains that she “draws from a range of previous studies… integrating findings from both clinical and educational contexts” (p. 2). This can be fine for a conceptual paper, but she doesn’t explain how these studies were selected or why they were considered suitable. There’s no real sense of the criteria used, whether these were peer-reviewed studies, meta-analyses, or something else. This lack of clarity makes it harder to understand how she built her argument, and harder still to judge how balanced or robust the data really is.

Some of the evidence comes from well-known research into ADHD, executive dysfunction, and occupational functioning (e.g. Barkley & Murphy, 2010; Mackenzie et al., 2015), but again there’s no discussion of how these studies differ or agree. She doesn’t give any coding system or show how different themes or findings were grouped. That kind of structure would help the reader follow the reasoning more clearly. Oliver (2010) points out that even when you’re doing secondary research, you still need transparency and structure around how evidence is being used and interpreted.

One of the stronger parts of the article is where Mackenzie distinguishes between objective tools—like neuropsychological tests—and informant-rated EF tools. This is useful because it shows that different tools can show different aspects of the same experience. She argues that “executive dysfunction is more reliably identified through informant ratings than performance-based testing” (Mackenzie, 2017, p. 8), which matches wider research. But she doesn’t go into why that is, or explore the weaknesses of informant tools. They’re not neutral—they reflect what others think about someone’s behaviour, which can be biased or incomplete. This is important, especially in the workplace.

The analysis stays mainly descriptive. Mackenzie summarises what other people have said but doesn’t critique it or show how it all fits together. There’s no thematic framework, grounded theory, or model to show how ideas were developed. She could have used a synthesis diagram or table to map the ideas and show the relationships. Cooper (2018) also argues for participatory approaches where people with lived experience help interpret the data. That would have made this article feel less top-down and more inclusive of the people it’s about.

One of Mackenzie’s claims is that “inflated perceptions may result in fewer requests for support in the workplace, even when performance is significantly impaired” (2017, p. 6). This is an important idea—but it’s not backed up with data that shows how those perceptions were actually measured. That weakens the argument. In my own role at NCVO, I work closely with voluntary organisations trying to improve equality and inclusion. We support a lot of smaller charities and community-based services, and I can say with confidence that most workplaces don’t have the resources or structures to assess executive function properly, never mind understand how it links to perceived competence. There’s also little investment in coaching or workplace development specifically around EF difficulties. So when Mackenzie suggests the issue is about cost—it feels like a generalisation that doesn’t reflect what’s happening on the ground.

If this paper is about workplace impact, it would have helped to bring in data from more applied sources. For example, NHS service data on adult ADHD assessments, or national reports on workplace adjustments for neurodivergent staff. Even referencing findings from ACAS or CIPD reports on disability and employment would ground the paper more in the systems people actually have to navigate. As it stands, the data used feels quite narrow and doesn’t reflect wider structural barriers or the patchy availability of support across sectors. could have strengthened the paper’s relevance to practitioners.Mackenzie does acknowledge that “there is a growing need for assessment tools that can capture discrepancies between perceived and actual competence” (2017, p. 9), and I agree. But she doesn’t suggest how this could be done, or even give examples of promising models. Given the weight of the issue, that’s a missed opportunity.

Overall, the article has some useful points about EF and job outcomes, but the way the data is handled limits how useful it is in practice. With a clearer explanation of how evidence was selected and analysed, and with input from people with ADHD or professionals supporting them, this work could have gone further. More inclusive data sources, more workplace-relevant evidence, and a stronger structure would have made this section much more impactful.
5. Ethical Considerations (approx. 500 words) 568

In this section I bring together the key points I have made in the sections above on eth article I written by Mackenzie and go on to explain what I see has the strengths, limitations and opportunities there ae for future research and how this paper could have been truer transparent reflection of reality for people with ADHD. 
Although Mackenzie’s article doesn’t include any primary research, it still talks about a group of people—adults with ADHD—who often experience stigma, misunderstanding, and workplace disadvantage. Because of that, the paper should have taken more care with how it represented people and how it talked about vulnerability. There’s no ethical statement at all, which is surprising given the subject matter. Even when no new data is being collected, ethics still matter—especially when writing about people who are already misunderstood and under-supported.

Bradford and Cullen (2012) talk about how important it is to think about power and voice in research. Mackenzie’s article talks about people with ADHD, but doesn’t involve them, quote them, or reflect on how they might feel about the way their experiences are being described. That lack of reflexivity is a problem. As someone working in inclusion and disability, I know first-hand how easy it is for narratives to become one-sided. If a paper is being used to inform educators, psychologists or workplace policy, then the way it describes ADHD really matters.

There’s also a risk of reinforcing stereotypes. The article puts a lot of weight on the idea that people with ADHD might have an inflated sense of their own competence, without giving space to issues like anxiety, trauma, or masking. People don’t always overestimate their skills—sometimes they underplay them, or hide them because of fear or shame. Hinshaw (2002) pointed out that girls with ADHD often internalise symptoms, and similar patterns may affect other under-represented or minoritised groups. Nothing is said about gender, race, class, or language barriers in the article, which limits its ethical reach. These gaps could lead to real-world misjudgements if the findings were taken at face value.

If this had been a research proposal, I would expect it to include a basic ethical plan: How were the sources chosen? What bias might the author bring? How are people being represented? What are the risks of harm or misinterpretation? As BERA (2018) and Creswell (2014) both highlight, ethical practice is about more than just avoiding harm—it’s about showing care, responsibility, and respect throughout the research process, including writing and publication.
She also makes a point that’s important in practice—that current assessment tools often miss the mark when it comes to self-perception and real-world functioning (Mackenzie, 2017, p. 9). That shows she’s aware of wider issues in how ADHD is understood clinically, which could spark useful conversations among educators or health professionals.

While Mackenzie doesn’t go into ethical detail, the intention behind the paper seems genuine—to build a better understanding of how some people may fall through the cracks. If future research builds on this work by involving people with ADHD more actively, the groundwork Mackenzie has laid could be really valuableThat kind of participatory and reflective practice is increasingly expected in qualitative and inclusive research (Cooper, 2018). Mackenzie’s work could be a strong foundation, but only if future studies include ethics not just as a formality, but as part of how we understand and represent people well.

6. Conclusion and Recommendations (approx. 300 words) 463

In this section I will reflect on what I have covered in the previous section and offer my ctiques following a mini review of the artilcland linked resrach. Mackenzie’s article gives some helpful insight into how executive dysfunction and Positive Illusory Bias (PIB) may connect, and how that affects people with ADHD in the workplace. Her main argument—that some individuals may overestimate their performance and therefore not ask for help—is an interesting and useful concept. She also gives clear explanations of the theory around executive function, which could be valuable for practitioners or educators trying to better understand workplace challenges. But overall, the paper feels one-sided and quite limited in scope.

One key gap is that the article focuses heavily on the negatives. There’s not much exploration of the strengths or 'superpowers' that people with ADHD can bring to work—things like creativity, innovation, or hyperfocus. This is part of the story too, and it’s missing here. Studies like Sedgwick et al. (2019) suggest that recognising strengths alongside impairments can support better outcomes for neurodivergent workers. Future research should look into this and how coaching, mentoring, or occupational health input could be developed to support people’s executive function, not just track their struggles.

The article also doesn’t mention support systems like workplace advocates, peer mentors, or employee assistance programmes. These are all tools organisations can and should be investing in. Mackenzie hints at cost being a barrier, but from my work at NCVO, I know that most organisations aren’t spending much at all in this area. Instead of focusing on cost, we should be talking about the real need for investment in coaching, training, and specialist input on executive function.

There’s also little focus on how PIBs relate to other co-occurring issues like depression and anxiety, which might lead people to underreport problems or avoid seeking help entirely. Hinshaw (2002) also found that “girls with ADHD are particularly vulnerable to internalising symptoms, lower self-esteem, and functional impairment” (p. 458). This raises questions about whether gender, culture, or language barriers might also impact how ADHD is experienced at work. These issues aren’t covered in the paper, but they matter for ethical and inclusive practice. There’s also little reference to minoritised groups or migrants, who may be even more under-represented in ADHD research or workplace support data.

To build on Mackenzie’s work, future studies could use mixed methods to combine lived experience with data. Studies should include people with ADHD in the design process, and gather insight from diverse groups, including people for whom English is not a first language. Tools should be developed to help measure not just perceived competence, but also workplace impact and access to support.

In conclusion, the paper offers a good starting point, but needs to go further. With stronger methodology, ethical reflection, and attention to workplace realities and diversity, the ideas in this article could have more impact—both in research and in real life. This review returned to the question of how executive dysfunction affects job performance and self-perception, and found that Mackenzie’s work opens the door but does not fully step through it. Future research has an opportunity to do so in a way that’s both more inclusive and grounded in lived realities.
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