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This answer book provides model answers, key points to listen for, common errors to address, and facilitation notes for each activity. Answers shown in green are model or exemplar responses. Red notes flag common student errors and facilitation priorities. All answers are framed for qualitative/interpretivist/social constructionist DBA research - adjust prompting for quantitative or mixed-methods students as noted.


Section 1  ·  Scope and Limitations - Answer Guidance
Conceptual table - expected student understanding
	Concept
	What a strong student answer includes

	Scope / delimitations
	Sector, geography, time period, methodology, participant group - framed as deliberate choices that make the study feasible. Not apology.

	Limitations
	Constraints arising from those choices or from access, positionality, or context. Acknowledged with scholarly language and a management strategy.

	Trustworthiness
	Correctly attributes the four criteria to Lincoln & Guba (1985). Does not use validity/reliability language for qualitative work.



 note: The most common error at this stage: students conflate scope and limitations, or treat scope as a limitation. If this arises, reinforce that scope = choice; limitation = constraint arising from that choice or from outside the researcher's control.

Activity 1A - Model answer guidance
Task 1 - Delimitations: what to listen for
Strong answers will include justified, specific scope choices - not vague generalities. Examples of strong responses:
· 'I am focusing on the Nigerian banking sector because this is where the governance gap identified in my literature review is most acute.'
· 'I am limiting my sample to senior executives rather than all employees because my research question concerns strategic decision-making.'
· 'I am using a cross-sectional design covering 2020–2023 because this captures the post-COVID governance reforms relevant to my study.'

 note: Weak answers: 'I am only studying one sector because it was easier to access.' Challenge students to re-frame access decisions as methodological rationale - what does studying this specific sector enable?

Task 2 - Limitations: what to listen for
Strong answers correctly match limitation type to the constraint. Model responses by type:
· Methodology: 'Semi-structured interviews produce perspectival data - participant accounts reflect their construction of events, not objective facts (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).'
· Access/sampling: 'Reliance on gatekeepers may result in a sample that reflects organisationally approved narratives rather than candid perspectives (Aguinis & Solarino, 2019).'
· Positionality: 'As a practitioner-researcher in the sector studied, my prior assumptions about leadership practice may shape both interview probing and analytical interpretation (Crotty, 1998).'
· Temporal: 'A cross-sectional design captures perceptions at a single point in time and cannot account for changes in governance practice before or after the data collection period.'

 note: Common error: students write 'I couldn't get more participants' as a limitation without framing it with scholarship. Push for: what is the methodological term for this constraint, and what does the literature say about managing it?

Task 3 - Reflection: what to listen for
Strong answers demonstrate understanding that paradigm determines which limitations are foregrounded. Key distinctions:
· Interpretivist/social constructionist students: should foreground positionality, transferability, and the co-constructed nature of data.
· Quantitative students: should foreground sampling constraints, generalisation limits, and measurement validity.
· Mixed methods students: should address both sets and acknowledge integration challenges.

 note: If students struggle: ask 'What does your paradigm say about what counts as knowledge?' The answer to that question determines which limitations are most significant.


Section 2  ·  Trustworthiness - Answer Guidance
Trustworthiness table - expected understanding
	Criterion
	Strong student understanding

	Credibility
	Names specific strategies - not just 'triangulation' as a buzzword. Explains what the strategy does epistemologically, not just procedurally.

	Transferability
	Does NOT say 'my findings can be generalised.' Uses thick description and reader responsibility language.

	Dependability
	Can describe what an audit trail actually contains - not just that they will 'keep records.'

	Confirmability
	Links reflexivity journal to this criterion - understands that confirmability is about data-driven rather than researcher-driven findings.



Activity 2A - Model answer guidance
Task 1 - Credibility: model responses
Examples of strong, specific credibility strategy justifications:
· 'Member checking is most appropriate for my study because my participants are senior executives who may attribute meanings to events that differ from my theoretical interpretation. Returning transcripts and draft findings enables me to test whether my analytical abstractions reflect their accounts (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).'
· 'Prolonged engagement is most appropriate because my ethnographic design requires sustained organisational access. Building trust over six months will reduce the Hawthorne effect and elicit more candid data.'

 note: Watch for students who list all six strategies. A doctoral-level answer selects and justifies - it does not produce a checklist. If this happens, ask: 'Which is MOST important for your specific study, and why?'

Task 2 - Transferability statement: model response
'This study does not seek statistical generalisation to a wider population; the findings are context-specific to the Nigerian banking sector between 2020 and 2023. In line with Lincoln & Guba (1985), transferability is the responsibility of the reader: thick contextual description of the organisational setting, participant roles and governance context will enable readers to assess the relevance of these findings to their own situations.'

 note: The most common error: writing 'this study is limited because it cannot be generalised.' This uses the wrong framework entirely. If a student writes this, use it as a teachable moment - explain that they have just told the examiner they are applying positivist criteria to interpretivist research.

Task 3 - Audit trail: facilitation note
 note: Students frequently underestimate what an audit trail requires. It is not just keeping interview recordings. Push for: decision log, reflexivity journal, analytical memos, code-to-theme mapping, pilot documentation, member checking correspondence. Each element should be traceable.

Task 4 - Reflection on trustworthiness as management: what to listen for
Strong answers will make the link between trustworthiness and examiner expectations explicit. A doctoral student should be able to say:
'By structuring my methodology chapter around Lincoln & Guba's (1985) four criteria rather than generic 'validity' language, I demonstrate that I understand the epistemological basis of qualitative rigour. Each criterion becomes not just an acknowledgement of limitation but a demonstration of how I managed it - which is what the examiner is looking for.'


Section 3  ·  Reflexivity and Positionality - Answer Guidance
Insider / outsider table - common DBA profiles
	Profile
	Common DBA configuration
	Limitation to foreground

	Insider
	Manager researching their own organisation or sector
	Dual-role tension; 'going native'; participant candour; analytic proximity

	Outsider
	Researcher studying a culture or country different from their own
	Trust-building time; cultural misinterpretation; power differentials

	Hybrid
	Practitioner-academic studying a related but not identical context
	Both of the above; requires the most sustained reflexive documentation



 note: Most DBA students will be hybrid. This is the most complex position and the one most likely to be examined. The viva question 'How did you manage your dual role?' requires a specific answer citing specific strategies - not 'I tried to be objective.'

Activity 3A - Model answer guidance
Task 2 - Positionality statement: what a strong answer contains
A doctoral-level positionality statement should include all of the following:
· Clear statement of who the researcher is in relation to the study context.
· Acknowledgement of prior assumptions, values or theoretical commitments that may shape interpretation.
· Identification of how this position could influence data collection - what participants may or may not disclose.
· Named management strategies with citations - not generic assurances of objectivity.
· Acknowledgement that complete neutrality is not possible or desirable - the goal is transparency, not elimination.

Example: 'As a practitioner with fifteen years' experience in Nigerian corporate governance, I bring contextual knowledge that enabled access and informed interview probing. However, this familiarity also risks analytical proximity - a tendency to interpret participant accounts through my own professional lens rather than the theoretical framework of the study. I managed this through a reflexivity journal maintained throughout data collection and analysis (Crotty, 1998), peer debriefing with my Director of Studies, and member checking with three participants at the analytical stage (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). I acknowledge that residual influence on interpretation cannot be fully eliminated; what I can demonstrate is that it was systematically managed and documented.'

 note: Common error: students write 'I am aware I may have some bias.' This is not a positionality statement. It is an acknowledgement without a management strategy or a scholarly frame. Challenge with: 'What specific strategies did you use? What does the literature say about managing this?'

Task 3 - Limitations from positionality: model responses
	Limitation
	Strong management response

	Participants in my organisation may moderate candour because of my senior role.
	'Power dynamics were managed through explicit assurance of anonymity and the use of an external interview venue. Buchanan & Bryman (2009) note that power asymmetries shape interview data - I document this as a residual limitation affecting confirmability.'

	My cultural assumptions as a Western-educated researcher may impose interpretive frameworks on non-Western participants.
	'I employed a reflexivity journal to document and interrogate culturally-embedded assumptions (Crotty, 1998) and used member checking to verify that my interpretations resonated with participants' own meaning-making.'

	I may have unconsciously selected data supporting my practitioner-held hypotheses.
	'Negative case analysis was employed throughout - I actively sought interview data that challenged emerging themes and documented how my interpretation shifted as a result (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).'




Section 4  ·  Sampling and Transferability - Answer Guidance
Saturation: the most commonly mishandled concept
Students routinely confuse data saturation with rich data saturation, and many default to citing a 'recommended' sample size without understanding saturation logic. This is the area where doctoral candidates most commonly receive viva feedback.

	What students say
	What they should say

	'I interviewed 12 people because that is the standard for qualitative research.'
	'I continued interviewing until theoretical saturation was reached - the point at which no new categories or analytical insights were emerging from the data (Fusch & Ness, 2015; Glaser & Strauss, 1967). This occurred after 12 interviews; rich data saturation - sufficient depth per participant to build meaningful theoretical insight - had been achieved.'

	'My sample is small so my findings may not apply.'
	'The appropriate criterion is transferability, not generalisation. I provide thick contextual description to enable readers to assess applicability to their own context (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). The depth of engagement per participant - interviews of 60-90 minutes, with follow-up member checking - strengthens the analytic credibility of the findings.'



 note: Viva preparation: if a student cannot explain WHY they stopped where they did, and can only cite a number, they will struggle in the viva. The answer must be: 'I stopped because no new theoretical insight was emerging - not because I reached a pre-set number.'

Activity 4A - Model answer guidance
Tasks 1 and 2 - Sample and strategy: what to listen for
Strong answers name the sampling strategy correctly and justify it with reference to the research question - not convenience. Examples:
· 'I am using maximum variation sampling to capture the range of governance practices across family-owned, state-owned and private Nigerian firms. This enables analytical comparison across organisational types rather than depth within one.'
· 'I am using criterion-based purposive sampling, selecting only executives with board responsibility for at least five years. This ensures participants have the strategic experience relevant to my research question.'

 note: Common error: 'I am using purposive sampling because it is appropriate for qualitative research.' This is circular. Challenge: purposive compared to what, and why is this particular purposive strategy right for this particular research question?

Task 3 - Saturation statement: model response
'Data collection will continue until theoretical saturation is reached - the point at which additional interviews produce no new theoretical categories or properties (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). In practice, I will monitor analytical memos after each interview for evidence of new insight. Following Fusch & Ness (2015), I aim for rich data saturation: not merely repetition of information, but sufficient depth per participant to support meaningful theoretical interpretation.'


Section 5  ·  Writing with Scholarly Confidence - Answer Guidance
Language reframing: model rewrites
	Weak student phrasing
	Model doctoral rewrite

	'I only interviewed ten people so the sample is too small to be representative.'
	'Theoretical saturation was reached following ten in-depth interviews of 75-90 minutes duration. In keeping with the interpretivist paradigm, the study prioritises analytic depth over statistical breadth; this is consistent with Lincoln & Guba's (1985) principle of purposive selection and Fusch & Ness's (2015) criterion of rich data saturation.'

	'Being an insider means I could be biased.'
	'My positionality as a practitioner-researcher in the sector studied requires explicit acknowledgement. My professional background informed question construction and facilitated access, whilst simultaneously creating proximity to the phenomenon under study. This was managed through a systematic reflexivity journal (Crotty, 1998), peer debriefing throughout analysis, and member checking at the interpretive stage (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Residual influence on interpretation is acknowledged as a limitation of confirmability.'

	'This qualitative study cannot be generalised.'
	'This study does not seek statistical generalisation to a wider population. Following Lincoln & Guba (1985), transferability is the appropriate criterion: thick contextual description of the research setting and participant roles enables readers to make informed judgements about the relevance of findings to their own contexts. Analytical generalisation to theoretical propositions (Yin, 2018) is the appropriate epistemological aspiration for this study.'



Activity 5A - Limitations section: facilitation notes
Task 1 - Three core limitations: what strong answers look like
A strong set of three limitations for a qualitative DBA study typically spans:
· One methodological limitation (e.g., interview data is perspectival; single-site case study limits comparative analysis).
· One positionality limitation (e.g., insider researcher position; power differentials with elite participants).
· One scope limitation (e.g., sector-specific context limits transferability; cross-sectional design cannot capture change over time).

 note: If students produce three versions of the same limitation (e.g., 'small sample,' 'limited participants,' 'not many interviews'), redirect to the taxonomy: methodology, access/sampling, positionality, temporal/contextual. These are distinct types, not variations on a theme.

Task 2 - Limitations section draft: assessment criteria
	Criterion
	What to look for

	Opening framing
	Does the student locate limitations within the qualitative tradition rather than apologising for not being quantitative?

	Scholarly language
	Are limitations named correctly (credibility, transferability, dependability, confirmability - not validity, generalisability)?

	Management strategies
	Is each limitation paired with a named strategy, not just acknowledged?

	Citations
	Lincoln & Guba (1985) for trustworthiness criteria; Fusch & Ness (2015) or Glaser & Strauss (1967) for saturation; Crotty (1998) for positionality. Minimum two citations in this section.

	Tone
	Confident and scholarly - not apologetic, not over-claiming. The section should strengthen, not undermine, the study.

	Future research
	Does the student transform limitations into research opportunities?



Activity 5B - Viva preparation: model answers
	Examiner question
	Model response - key points

	'Your sample is small - how can you claim your findings are credible?'
	Do NOT use the word 'valid.' Use: credibility, trustworthiness, theoretical saturation, rich data saturation (Fusch & Ness, 2015). Explain purposive logic and depth-over-breadth. Cite Lincoln & Guba (1985). Explain that statistical power is a positivist criterion - not relevant to this paradigm.

	'Aren't you too close to this context to be objective?'
	Reframe: objectivity is a positivist aspiration. In interpretivist research, the goal is confirmability - demonstrating that findings are data-driven rather than bias-driven (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Name specific management strategies: reflexivity journal, peer debriefing, member checking. Cite Crotty (1998).

	'Why didn't you use a more diverse sample?'
	Defend purposive logic - the sample was selected for relevance to the phenomenon, not representativeness. Explain the sampling strategy by name and cite the rationale. Reference theoretical saturation. Note that breadth would compromise the analytic depth that this study prioritises.

	'How do you know your findings aren't just your own interpretation?'
	This is a confirmability question. Name the audit trail, reflexivity journal, member checking, and negative case analysis. Acknowledge that multiple interpretations are possible in qualitative research - this is epistemologically appropriate, not a weakness. Cite Lincoln & Guba (1985).

	'Can your findings apply anywhere beyond your specific context?'
	Transferability language only - not generalisation. Explain thick description and reader responsibility. Cite Lincoln & Guba (1985). Distinguish statistical generalisation (not the aim) from analytical generalisation to theory (Yin, 2018).



 note: In viva preparation pairs, listen for students who still use validity/generalisability language even after the session. This is the most reliable indicator of insufficient paradigmatic understanding. The viva examiner will probe this directly.


Common Errors and How to Address Them
These are the errors that appear most consistently across cohorts. Use these to guide real-time facilitation.

	Error
	How to address it in session

	Using 'generalisability' for qualitative research
	Stop and redirect immediately. Ask: 'What paradigm are you using? What quality criteria does that paradigm use?' This must become automatic - wrong terminology in the viva signals fundamental misunderstanding (Bryman, 2021).

	'I will try to be objective' as a reflexivity strategy
	Ask: 'What does objectivity mean in your paradigm?' For interpretivist students, objectivity is not possible or desirable - the goal is transparency and confirmability. Challenge students to name a specific management strategy instead.

	Treating sample size as a limitation to apologise for
	Redirect to saturation logic. The limitation is not the number - it is the boundary on transferability. The student should state this in transferability terms, not as a concession.

	Listing limitations without management strategies
	Use the formula: acknowledge - manage - cite. Every limitation needs all three. A limitation without a management strategy is an unresolved methodological problem, not a scholarly acknowledgement.

	Citing Saunders et al. in the methodology chapter
	Explain clearly: Saunders is an undergraduate methods textbook. Examiners at doctoral level expect engagement with epistemological scholarship - Lincoln & Guba (1985), Crotty (1998), Creswell (2014). Citing Saunders signals that the student has not engaged with doctoral-level methodology literature.

	Positionality statement as self-description rather than methodological analysis
	A positionality statement is not a biography. It should explain how the researcher's position shapes what can be known and claimed - and how this was managed. Push for Crotty (1998) as the theoretical anchor.




Self-Assessment - Facilitation Notes
The self-assessment at the end of the workbook is designed to surface gaps before students leave the session. If large numbers of students rate themselves 1 or 2 on a particular outcome, this signals a collective gap requiring follow-up - either in the next session or through directed reading.

	Learning outcome
	If students rate themselves low - address as follows

	Distinguishing scope from limitations
	Return to the Whetten (1989) point: scope = deliberate boundary; limitation = constraint on claims. Use one student's own example to illustrate the distinction publicly.

	Applying trustworthiness criteria
	Assign Lincoln & Guba (1985) Chapter 11 as directed reading before next session. Students cannot write about trustworthiness without having read the source.

	Drafting a positionality statement
	Set this as a written task for supervision - 200 words to be discussed at the next supervision session. Crotty (1998) pp. 1-17 as supporting reading.

	Justifying sampling with citations
	Fusch & Ness (2015) is freely available online. Assign as essential reading. Students should be able to explain rich data saturation in their own words before submission.

	Writing with scholarly confidence
	The language reframing table is the most useful tool here. Students should use it to audit one paragraph of their own methodology chapter before the next session.

	Responding to examiner questions
	Continue viva practice in supervision sessions. Students who cannot articulate their methodology verbally are not ready for the viva regardless of what they have written.
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