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I. Introduction: Inciting incident and research rationale
[bookmark: _Toc237880880]1.1 Purpose and provenance of the research
This portfolio connects four assessed coursework artefacts and the current research record through transferable learning rather than topic continuity. The earlier coursework addressed different subjects and provided no evidence for the present hypotheses. Its relevance lies in the research capabilities developed through evaluating management theory, aligning philosophy with design, synthesising literature and conducting pilot research. The fifth artefact, comprising the annotated bibliography, weekly refinement record and final proposal, directly records how the current study changed. Together, the items show cumulative but uneven development that earlier lessons informed later decisions, yet problems with scope returned before the model was narrowed.
[bookmark: _Toc237880881]1.2 Business problem, research gap and contribution
Employee ideas can help organisations adapt, but managers may withhold approval for valid strategic, evidential, resource, regulatory or security reasons. This study examines incidents in which an employee continues developing an idea after a manager directly rejects it or clearly declines to authorise further work using organisational time, resources or communication channels.
Mainemelis (2010) defines creative deviance as continuing to pursue an idea after an instruction to stop. The study retains this core meaning and includes a clear refusal to authorise further work where no direct stop instruction is given. Disagreement, silence, negative feedback, delay and invited revision do not qualify. The extension covers two explicit forms of the manager’s refusal without redefining creative deviance.
Creative deviance is not inherently beneficial or harmful. Research associates it with innovation, depending on context and leader response (Lin et al., 2016; Wan et al., 2026), and with social undermining (Shukla et al., 2024). These findings support investigating potential innovation benefits and relational costs, but they do not test the present relationships. Team innovation differs from innovative behaviour concerning one rejected idea, while social undermining differs from strain within one manager relationship.
Xu et al. (2026) provide the closest evidence for H1. Using 80 matched Chinese R&D teams, two time points and three data sources, they found that error management culture conditioned the relationship between obsessive passion and creative deviance. A supportive error management climate may reduce the perceived risk of pursuing an uncertain idea. However, the present study focuses on individuals rather than teams, focuses on one incident, samples UK early-career professionals and uses a different design. H1 is therefore a contextual extension, not an exact replication.
Hybrid work is relevant because employees may revise, clarify or seek support for an unapproved idea through face-to-face and digital communication. UK data demonstrate the prevalence of hybrid work but do not connect it to creative deviance (Office for National Statistics, 2025). Research on hybrid innovation and advice networks indicates that coordination and perceptions of technology may affect channel use (Gibbs et al., 2024; Wu et al., 2023), but neither stream tests creative deviance. Hybrid work defines the setting rather than a proven cause.
Political Skill Theory provides the principal lens for the proposed outcomes. Political skill comprises social astuteness, interpersonal influence, networking ability and apparent sincerity (Ferris et al., 2005). These capabilities also matter in technology-mediated interaction, although existing research has not investigated incidents involving ideas rejected by managers (Di Gangi et al., 2022). Digital Political Skill Enactment (DPSE) is therefore specified as a formative index for this study. It records incident-level practices involving interpretation and framing, channel and timing, networking, coalition building, visibility management and apparent sincerity across channels. Such practices may help employees communicate an idea, mobilise appropriate support and avoid unnecessary confrontation. The model proposes that DPSE strengthens the association between creative deviance and innovative work behaviour while weakening its association with relational strain.
The proposed contribution is limited to one rejected idea, two reported outcomes, a formative DPSE index and UK early-career professionals working in hybrid settings. DPSE is neither a personality trait nor a validated scale. Any managerial framework derived from the findings will remain provisional, governed by clear rules and stopping points, and will not be treated as generally applicable.

[bookmark: _Toc237880882]1.3 Aim, questions, objectives and hypotheses
This study examines a conditional model of creative deviance among UK early-career professionals working in hybrid settings. The main research question is: 
What pattern of associations is observed across the proposed creative deviance model?
Four supporting questions ask:
1. Which practices relating to communication channel, timing, audience, coalition, visibility and generative AI use are reported during the incident? 
2. How does the association between obsessive work passion and creative deviance vary across levels of perceived error management climate? 
3. How does the association between creative deviance and innovative work behaviour concerning the focal idea vary across levels of DPSE? 
4. How does the association between creative deviance and strain in the relationship with the focal manager vary across levels of DPSE? 

The objectives are to describe the reported practices, test three moderation effects and integrate the descriptive, hypothesis testing and sensitivity findings into a provisional framework for reviewing decisions. Five hypotheses translate these objectives into testable relationships.
H1: Perceived error management climate strengthens the positive association between obsessive work passion and creative deviance.
H2: Creative deviance is positively associated with innovative work behaviour concerning the focal idea.
H2a: DPSE strengthens this association.
H3: Creative deviance is positively associated with strain in the relationship with the focal manager.
H3a: DPSE weakens this association.
Generative AI is descriptive and exploratory only. All variables will be measured once through the same retrospective survey; the model therefore represents associations rather than temporal stages or causal effects.
[image: A diagram of a diagram

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]
[Figure 1. Prespecified model of one antecedent relationship and two outcome relationships, tested through three analytical equations.]
[bookmark: _Toc237880883]II. Kuhn's paradigm and the Kuhn Cycle
[bookmark: _Toc237880884]2.1 Critical explanation and limits in social research
Kuhn (1970) describes a paradigm as the shared assumptions, standards and examples through which a scientific community defines legitimate problems and solutions. Normal science works within that framework. When existing assumptions repeatedly fail to explain important findings, anomalies may create a crisis; a new paradigm arises only when an alternative changes how the field understands and investigates the problem. Evidence is therefore interpreted through historically developed commitments rather than received as neutral fact.
These commitments influence the whole research process. In this study, the assumption that reported experiences can be compared supports the standardised constructs, a deductive question and statistical tests of association. Accepted measurement practices serve as methodological examples, while eligibility rules determine which incidents can enter the analysis. The paradigm therefore does not merely label the study after its design; it shapes what counts as evidence, which questions can be answered, and which claims must remain outside the study.
Kuhn developed this account mainly from the natural sciences. Social research contains coexisting paradigms, disputed values and participants who interpret the categories applied to them. Disagreement may indicate pluralism rather than crisis, and change may occur through gradual negotiation rather than revolution. The cycle is therefore used as a critical heuristic, not as a literal description of disciplinary change.
[bookmark: _Toc237880885]2.2 Applying the Kuhn Cycle to managerial authorisation
Kuhn's normal science offers a limited comparison with hierarchical authorisation. Managers decide which ideas receive time, resources and formal support, and employees are expected to stop when approval is refused. This arrangement can conserve resources, support compliance, manage security risks and preserve strategic focus. Yet employees sometimes continue after a clear refusal. Such persistence has been associated with innovation and with social undermining, conflict and depletion (Lin et al., 2016; Shukla et al., 2024; Wan et al., 2026). Hybrid work adds routes for continued activity because employees can change channels, approach different audiences and manage an idea's visibility. Approval or rejection defines the formal boundary but does not explain why continued pursuit produces different outcomes.
The study treats this limitation as an analytical anomaly, not evidence of a disciplinary crisis. Its conditional model examines innovative behaviour and relational strain and tests whether DPSE changes their associations with creative deviance. It assumes neither that continued pursuit is valuable nor that managerial refusal is mistaken. If supported, the findings may inform a structured process for reviewing rejected ideas while preserving authority and organisational safeguards.
Review nevertheless creates concerns about authority and fairness. It may reward unauthorised work or favour employees with higher status, stronger networks or greater political skill. DPSE practices may support responsible advocacy, but they may also allow impression management or coalition pressure to appear legitimate. Because DPSE is unvalidated, it must not be used for employee selection or appraisal. A defensible review process would state who may request reconsideration, when review is allowed, which resources may be used, how later authorisation is recorded and when further work must stop. Legal, fiduciary, confidentiality, safety and information-security duties must override possible innovation benefits.

[bookmark: _Toc237880886]2.3 Crisis: applying the Kuhn Cycle to the research journey
Applied reflexively, Kuhn's cycle organises changes in the proposal without inventing continuity among unrelated coursework topics. Repeated feedback identified task drift, weak philosophy-design alignment, excessive scope, weak evidence synthesis and unclear measurement. The fourth artefact made the problem visible through a pilot containing 56 survey participants, three interviews, 26 constructs and 21 hypotheses. Those data do not support the current study; they demonstrate why tighter planning was necessary.
An early creative-deviance draft repeated the same problem by proposing AI-augmented legitimation (AAL) as a mediator alongside too many relationships. Work on the annotated bibliography, evidence from Xu et al. (2026), weekly refinement and formative oral feedback led to a model focused on one rejected idea and five hypotheses. AAL was removed, Political Skill Theory became the principal outcome lens, and generative AI was retained only as context. Feedback also replaced the misleading labels "Stage A/B" as it could be mistaken for two survey waves. I relabeled them as antecedent and outcome relationships; the design remained single wave. The provisional new normal is a plan with bounded claims, defined constructs, a power calculation, prespecified equations and sensitivity rules. Because excessive scope returned before it was controlled, development was iterative rather than linear.
Kuhn's cycle therefore has diagnostic value, but the analogy cannot support the model. Any contribution must arise from measure development, recruitment and empirical testing, and must remain defensible if the relationships are absent or context-dependent.
[bookmark: _Toc237880887]III. Rising action: philosophical and methodological strategy
[bookmark: _Toc237880888]3.1 Bounded positivism, deduction and competing alternatives
The study adopts bounded positivism, deductive reasoning and a quantitative survey. This position supports standardised measurement and prespecified tests while limiting conclusions to the defined population, sample and context. Deduction describes the movement from theory to evidence: theory defines constructs and hypotheses, prior rules connect them to measures and equations, and observations then support, qualify or fail to support the predictions. Results that do not support the hypotheses will be reported. These choices do not make positivism superior to other approaches (Creswell & Creswell, 2023).
Interpretivism would give greater priority to situated meanings, while critical realism would direct attention towards mechanisms that may generate the reported events. Pragmatism could combine methods around the practical problem. Each offers knowledge that the survey cannot provide. Bounded positivism is selected because the present question concerns patterns among specified constructs, not because these alternatives are less legitimate.
A qualitative critical-incident study could examine how employees and managers interpret authority, refusal and continued work. Sarpong et al. (2018) found that organisational arrangements shape how creative deviance is understood and enacted. Experiments or vignettes could reduce pressure to disclose personal conduct and strengthen causal inference. However, they would test responses to researcher-created scenarios rather than experienced and possibly concealed behaviour. Manager ratings could provide another perspective, but managers may not observe the focal conduct or may dispute whether a refusal occurred.
The survey is retained because it can collect comparable employee accounts and test whether specified associations vary across conditions. It gives up the depth of qualitative interpretation, the causal leverage of experiments and independent verification. If participants substantially distort their accounts, anonymity and statistical modelling cannot recover validity. The evidence is consequently limited to retrospective reported associations. If pretesting shows that participants cannot consistently identify a clear refusal or withholding of permission, the design will be reconsidered.
[bookmark: _Toc237880889]3.2 Ontology, epistemology and axiology
Ontologically, managerial refusal, communication and continued work are treated as workplace events that occur independently of the researcher, although they are accessed only through participant reports. Creative deviance, perceived error management climate, DPSE and relational strain are analytical constructs used to compare those reports. The formative DPSE index combines varied practices without treating them as a stable personal trait. The study therefore accepts the reality of workplace conduct while remaining cautious about how fully numerical scores represent it.
Epistemologically, the findings are fallible associations from a specific sample. They cannot determine objective idea quality, managerial motives or causal sequence. Standardisation supports comparison but does not convert reported experience into verified fact.
Axiologically, research on unauthorised persistence is not neutral. Framing creative deviance mainly as innovation may make continued work appear acceptable, while privileging managerial authority may suppress legitimate employee voice. Survey wording, eligibility rules and interpretation will allow for both possibilities. Legal, security and fiduciary constraints override continued pursuit regardless of model results.
[bookmark: _Toc237880890]3.3 Design, validity, reliability and bias
The study uses a single-wave, cross-sectional retrospective critical-incident survey. An incident qualifies only when a manager directly rejects an idea or clearly declines to authorise further work. Each participant reports one idea, one decision and one focal manager. This common frame supports consistency, but measuring every construct through one respondent increases same-source dependence.
Three equations test the model. Obsessive passion, perceived error management climate and their interaction predict creative deviance. Creative deviance, DPSE and their interaction then predict innovative behaviour or relational strain, with pre-incident relationship quality included in the strain equation. These are analytical models, not separate collection waves.
Response bias is important because creative deviance joins valued creativity with unauthorised continuation. Participants may conceal continued work, describe it as principled, minimise relational strain or reconstruct the original refusal after learning the outcome. Donaldson and Grant-Vallone (2002) show that distortion varies by construct and setting. Anonymity, neutral wording, separation of survey sections and a twelve-month recall period may reduce perceived threat and recall burden, but they cannot verify what occurred or prove that common method bias is absent (Podsakoff et al., 2024).
Other-ratings are not a simple solution. Lin et al. (2016) demonstrate that employee reports have been used, not that they are valid. Ng and Feldman's (2012) meta-analysis found stronger relationships when employees rated their own creativity than when creativity was rated by others, indicating a related self-report risk rather than distortion specific to creative deviance. Berry et al. (2012) found that other-ratings covered a narrower range of harmful workplace conduct and added little variance, but creative deviance is not the same behaviour. The evidence supports neither uncritical self-report nor automatic substitution of supervisor ratings. Employee reports provide access to reported hidden conduct, not verified fact.
Construct validity requires creative deviance to remain distinct from innovative work behaviour concerning the rejected idea. A two-factor model will be compared with a one-factor alternative. If it does not fit better, the proposed distinction will not be supported. Established measures will be adapted only when their meaning and referents remain defensible for this population.
DPSE requires item development. Its domain, formative specification and equal-weight scoring will be defined before collection. MacKenzie et al. (2011) identify clear definition, justified formative structure and indicator coverage as central to this work. Expert content assessment will assess coverage, cognitive interviews will test comprehension, and a soft launch with 25 to 30 participants will identify practical problems. These steps may improve relevance and clarity but cannot validate DPSE for general use (Hinkin, 1998; Boateng et al., 2018).
Reliability will be evaluated only where it suits the measurement model. Internal consistency can inform reflective multi-item measures but is not an appropriate requirement for a formative index whose indicators need not correlate. Standardised instructions and common referents may improve response consistency, yet a single administration cannot assess stability over time. Reliability evidence will therefore be reported by measure rather than reduced to one general claim about the questionnaire.



[bookmark: _Toc237880891]3.4 Population, sampling, power and analysis
Eligible participants are adults working in the UK who are within six years of their first professional role and experienced one qualifying incident in a hybrid arrangement during the previous twelve months. This six-year boundary defines the study population rather than a universal meaning of early career.
Without an incident-based sampling frame, ethics-approved recruitment will use alumni and professional networks, moderated communities, referrals and, if necessary, an external panel. Direct reports and anyone employed or assessed by the researcher are excluded. Non-probability access cannot support estimates of prevalence or population representativeness; recruitment sources and screening exclusions will be reported.
An a priori G*Power calculation estimates 395 analysable responses for an increase in explained variance from one interaction among eight predictors, assuming f2 = .020, alpha = .05 and power = .80 (Faul et al., 2009). This effect size represents planning sensitivity, not a forecast. Field interactions are difficult to detect because predictors may have restricted distributions and product terms contain measurement error (McClelland & Judd, 1993). The calculation concerns one interaction and does not provide joint power across H1, H2a and H3a. The budget permits approximately 380 to 400 eligible completions; if 380 are obtained, the corresponding power of about .785 will be disclosed. The calculation will be independently reproduced and archived before the questionnaire is finalised.
The analysis will report estimates, HC3 standard errors, confidence intervals, changes in explained variance, simple slopes and Holm-adjusted sensitivity checks. Wide-interval null results will be treated as inconclusive. Power cannot correct selection bias, weak measurement or the causal ambiguity of a cross-sectional design.
[bookmark: _Toc237880892]IV. Climax: personal reflection and evaluation of portfolio content
[bookmark: _Toc237880893]4.1 Positionality and personal preparation
My business analysis role connects end users, technical teams and subject experts during development, implementation and support. It has made me attentive to dependencies, communication failures and the difference between proposing an idea and securing authority to act. It may also bias me towards innovation, technical solutions and structured measurement. I may interpret managerial refusal as a problem to overcome, or regard networking as constructive when it becomes pressure. A positionality memo, decision log and external critical challenge will make these assumptions visible. People whom I employ, assess or supervise are excluded. These measures improve transparency but cannot remove framing effects.
An anonymised incident illustrates the boundary problem (Appendix E). At a fintech company, support-ticket analysis suggested that manual transaction categorisation created recurring user difficulty. I proposed automatic categorisation, but the Product Lead raised the risk that unusual merchant descriptions could distort financial reports. I redesigned the feature to suggest a category for user confirmation, built a simple prototype and presented it to the Product Lead and Product Owner. The Product Owner authorised a pilot for about 5% of users; manual categorisation fell by approximately 9%, no new complaints were recorded and a gradual rollout followed. This was not creative deviance because development resumed after authorisation changed. It shows why the study must identify the focal idea, decision authority and timing of authorisation. No contemporaneous company document verifies the account, so it remains an illustrative personal example.
[bookmark: _Toc237880894]4.2 Item 1: management theory coursework
The first coursework examined whether technological change had made traditional organisational structures and management roles obsolete (Appendix A). Feedback found that it drifted into electronic commerce and underused recent literature. The present proposal responds by defining the qualifying incident, decision authority and focal idea. However, clear boundaries cannot substitute for theoretical depth. The literature synthesis must still compare competing explanations. This item therefore contributed a control against task drift, not evidence for the model.
[bookmark: _Toc237880895]4.3 Item 2: research philosophy coursework
The second coursework examined an ESG problem through critical realism and underlying mechanisms (Appendix B). Feedback recognised broad reading but identified descriptive synthesis and weak application of philosophy to design. The current study applies that lesson by distinguishing workplace events, participant reports and analytical constructs, and by connecting bounded positivism to the question being asked. A risk of retrospective justification remains because philosophy could be invoked after the survey was preferred. Moreover, standardised measurement may support comparison while suppressing situated meaning. The philosophical choice is therefore conditional rather than inherited from the earlier topic.
[bookmark: _Toc237880896]4.4 Item 3: critical literature review, gap matrix and feedback
The third coursework reviewed AI adoption and organisational expectations using a search strategy, annotated bibliography and gap matrix (Appendix C). Feedback valued its breadth but challenged unsupported claims, conceptual inflation, weak theoretical comparison and unclear measurement. The present study retains search logging and evidence mapping but uses a new topic-specific bibliography. An early AAL-mediated model repeated the same excessive scope, showing that learning was delayed rather than linear. Removing AAL reduced the paths, while a construct-by-construct evidence review and staged DPSE development improved traceability. Measurement remains difficult because the inadequate coverage of DPSE content would defeat the claimed refinement.
[bookmark: _Toc237880897]4.5 Item 4: applied pilot research coursework and reflection
The fourth coursework combined 56 survey responses and three interviews on AI adoption (Appendix D). Its 26 constructs and 21 hypotheses exposed integration burden and multiplicity, while feedback challenged the undefined label "UK knowledge worker". The current design applies these lessons through a qualifying incident, five hypotheses, prespecified equations and clearer eligibility. No pilot result has been transferred. The earlier sample neither tested DPSE nor demonstrated access to the present population; feasibility remains uncertain until cognitive interviews and the soft launch are completed.
[bookmark: _Toc237880898]4.6 Item 5: current research development artefacts
The annotated bibliography, refinement log, AAL draft, final proposal, power specification and resolution matrix document the development of the current topic (Appendix F). They show that creative deviance preceded the reduction of generative AI to exploratory context. Oral formative advice is recorded as a dated researcher note, not written supervisor evidence. The retrospective matrix makes decisions appear more orderly than they were, while DPSE wording, ethics documents and independently archived power output remain unfinished. These artefacts demonstrate traceability and preparation, not readiness or validity.
The five items do not support a simple story in which each weakness produced one safeguard. Some lessons became visible only after problems returned, and several artefacts influenced overlapping decisions. The portfolio is most credible where feedback can be linked to a documented change and weaker where that connection was reconstructed later. It demonstrates reflective research development, not empirical support for the model.
[bookmark: _Toc237880899]V. Denouement and final research plan
[bookmark: _Toc237880900]5.1 Resolution of topic, paradigm and theoretical scope
The earlier coursework developed research skills but did not produce a gap retained for doctoral study. A new search identified creative deviance; Xu et al. (2026) connected passion, error context and creative deviance, while later reading identified relational risk and political-skill contingencies. AAL was removed because it added unsupported construct development and indirect paths. The final topic contains one incident, five hypotheses and two outcomes. An updated search before questionnaire finalisation may still narrow the claimed novelty.
An earlier proposal combined pragmatism with deductive testing without explaining how pragmatism supported its knowledge claims. Bounded positivism now grounds standardised measures and prespecified associations, while the ontology separates events from fallible reports. This alignment does not remove alternative interpretations or causal uncertainty. Qualitative research would provide richer meaning and experiments stronger causal evidence; the survey offers comparable estimates but gives up both. Its conclusions remain associations among reported experiences.
Political Skill Theory explains the moderation proposed in H2a and H3a. H1 extends Xu et al. (2026), while H2 and H3 draw their directions from related rather than exact evidence. DPSE translates four political-skill domains into incident-level practices but remains a formative index. The framework therefore combines a theoretical account of moderation with related evidence for direct associations. Its integration is provisional, particularly if DPSE components contribute unevenly.

[bookmark: _Toc237880901]5.2 Resolution of population, ethics, access and analysis
The former label "UK knowledge workers" has been replaced by an operational population: adults working in the UK within six years of their first professional role who report one qualifying hybrid work incident. Direct rejection or withheld permission is separated from criticism, delay, invited revision and later authorised rescoping. These categories improve consistency but are defined by the researcher; construct overlap, and the six-year threshold remain contestable.
Neutral wording, data minimisation, no business uploads, small cell suppression and the exclusion of direct power relationships address ethical risk. The participant information sheet, consent form, recruitment wording, data management plan and institutional approval must be completed before recruitment. None of these safeguards removes interpretive or social desirability risk.
Employers will receive no individual responses, and reporting will avoid combinations of characteristics that could identify a participant or organisation. Continued work remains unacceptable where it would breach legal, fiduciary, confidentiality or safety duties.
Recruitment will use approved professional and alumni networks, moderated communities, referrals and an external panel if required. The target is 395 analysable responses, with approximately 380 as a disclosed lower outcome under the budget. Recruitment source, screening, participant flow and achieved power will be reported. Source sensitivity may reveal heterogeneity but cannot create representativeness.
The instrument map and prespecified rules address weak operationalisation and analytical discretion. DPSE scoring, exclusions, missing-data treatment, covariates and equations will be fixed before outcomes are examined. Planned reporting includes robust uncertainty estimates and multiplicity sensitivity. These controls cannot correct selection, recall or construct overlap.
[bookmark: _Toc237880902]5.3 Failure conditions and section judgement
The theory may fail rather than merely produce low-powered tests. Creative deviance and innovative work behaviour may form one continuum; relational strain may follow that continuum or be unrelated; DPSE may have only additive effects. Factor structure, estimates, confidence intervals, outcome correlations and scoring sensitivity will be evaluated together. If the outcomes do not separate, both moderation results are unstable, or a simpler additive model performs equally well, the dual-outcome contribution and managerial framework will be withdrawn or revised. The final plan is more coherent, but refinement is not completion.
[bookmark: _Toc237880903]VI. Next steps and conclusion
The remaining work follows a defined sequence. The literature search will first be updated to test whether the gap remains defensible. DPSE practices will then be converted into an item pool and examined through expert assessment, cognitive interviews and a soft launch. These activities assess the instrument; they do not test the hypotheses or validate DPSE generally. Study documents, permissions and the independently reproduced power record must be completed, and ethics approval obtained, before recruitment.
During collection, eligibility decisions, recruitment sources, missing data and quality exclusions will be documented. Analysis will follow the prespecified equations and final sample rules, reporting supportive, null and contradictory findings. Generative AI remains exploratory. Weak DPSE performance will restrict its contribution to preliminary measurement evidence; failure to separate creative deviance from innovative behaviour will remove the proposed outcome contribution. Any managerial framework will retain authority, governance and stopping rules.
The portfolio concludes with a testable but conditional research plan. Its doctoral value lies in converting coursework learning into documented decisions, ethical safeguards and prespecified tests, while stating how the contribution will be narrowed or withdrawn if the evidence does not support it.
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VIII. Appendices: Portfolio Evidence Register
The full portfolio artefacts remain as separate source files. These appendices identify what each item evidences, how it changed the current proposal and what it cannot validate. The five items are interrelated through research planning rather than through shared substantive topics.
Appendix A: Portfolio Item 1 — Management-theory coursework
	Programme purpose 
	Assessed coursework completed during the taught DBA programme to evaluate technological change through competing theories of organisational structure and management roles. 

	Assignment focus 
	Whether advances in e-commerce and e-business have rendered traditional organisational structures and management roles obsolete. 

	Strength 
	Attempted broad theoretical comparison and engaged with technology-related management change. 

	Feedback challenge 
	The discussion drifted towards e-commerce, under-addressed the specified organisational and sector question, and required more current literature. 

	Counter-reading 
	The problem may have been analytical thinness, not merely weak boundaries; definitions alone could reproduce that weakness. 

	Decision impact 
	Retain comparative evaluation, define clear boundaries for incidents, decision authority, and constructs, and consider alternative explanations. Clear criteria should also specify when the proposed relationships are not supported, ensuring that terminology supports rather than replaces analysis. 

	Evidence boundary 
	The underlying coursework and feedback were supplied. The assignment-specific topic is not evidence for creative deviance, DPSE or H1-H3a.  


 
Appendix B: Portfolio Item 2 — Research-philosophy coursework 
	Programme purpose 
	Assessed coursework completed during the taught DBA programme to examine ontology, epistemology, axiology and the implications of research philosophy for design. 

	Assignment focus 
	A critical-realist, mechanism-aware UK–Vietnam ESG regulatory alignment problem. 

	Strength 
	Broad engagement with ontology, epistemology, axiology and critical-realist explanation. 

	Feedback challenge 
	The discussion remains partly descriptive, the application is limited, and the link between research philosophy and design choices is not clearly developed.

	Counter-reading 
	An alternative interpretation is that the philosophical justification was developed after the research design had already been selected.

	Decision and impact 
	Retain the distinction among event, report and inference; reject automatic continuation of the earlier topic or paradigm. The current proposal maps ontology, epistemology and axiology and restricts claims to reported associations. 

	Evidence boundary 
	The underlying coursework and feedback were supplied. This is process evidence, not substantive evidence for the current model. 


 
Appendix C: Portfolio Item 3 — Critical literature review and gap mapping 
	Programme purpose 
	Assessed coursework completed during the taught DBA programme to conduct systematic searching, critical synthesis, gap identification and conceptual development. 

	Assignment focus 
	AI adoption, organisational expectations and UK knowledge workers included a search strategy, an annotated bibliography, a gap matrix and a conceptual model. 

	Strength 
	Extensive reading, systematic searching, thematic structure, gap mapping and conceptual ambition. 

	Feedback challenge 
	Conceptual density, overwriting, unsupported assertions, conceptual inflation, limited comparison of competing theories and weak operationalisation. 

	Counter-reading 
	The current five-hypothesis model may still be overscoped because DPSE contains several practices across four domains. 

	Decision and impact 
	Retain search logging and evidence mapping; build a new topic-specific bibliography; remove AAL; label direct, adjacent and contradictory evidence and make DPSE validation a condition of contribution. 

	Evidence boundary 
	The earlier AI topic does not provide evidence for H1-H3a. Its relevance lies in showing the gradual and uneven development of skills in evaluating evidence and translating concepts into measurable variables.


 
Appendix D. Portfolio Item 4 — Applied pilot-research coursework 
	Programme purpose 
	Assessed coursework completed during the taught DBA programme to practise converting research planning into data collection, analysis and reflection. 

	Assignment focus 
	A separate AI-adoption mixed-method pilot includes 56 survey responses, three interviews, 26 constructs and 21 hypotheses. 

	Strength 
	Provided practical insight into participant access and comprehension, mixed-method integration, and the workload required for analysis.

	Feedback challenge 
	The study needed a clearer definition of who qualified as a UK knowledge worker. It also included too many constructs and hypotheses, making the results harder to interpret and increasing concerns about multiple testing.

	Counter-reading 
	Lessons from a different topic and assessment can highlight the risk of over-scoping but cannot alone justify narrowing the current creative-deviance study.

	Decision and impact 
	Transfer only the lessons about research process: retain traceability, feasibility monitoring and reflection; use explicit incident eligibility, five hypotheses and pre-specified equations. 

	Evidence boundary 
	The earlier N=56 data are not current study data, do not pilot DPSE, do not justify N=395 and do not evidence access to the current population. 


 
Appendix E. Supplementary professional-practice boundary case 
	Evidence status 
	This is an anonymised account reconstructed from my previous business-analysis practice. No company records from the time are available to verify it, and the approximate figures are included only for illustration; they are not data from the current study.

	Context 
	A medium-sized fintech product company and a consumer budgeting application. Support-ticket analysis at the time was recalled as indicating that approximately 18% of tickets concerned repeated manual transaction categorisation.

	Initial decision 
	The Product Lead raised concerns that the proposed automatic-categorisation feature could produce errors when merchant descriptions were unusual. However, the Product Owner had final authority over whether the feature could proceed.

	Response 
	The idea was revised so that users confirmed the suggested category. A simple prototype was then presented to both the Product Lead and the Product Owner, keeping both involved in the review.

	Authorised outcome 
	The Product Owner authorised a pilot with approximately 5% of users. Manual categorisation fell by about 9%, with no new categorisation complaints recorded. The feature was then rolled out gradually.

	Analytical judgement 
	This incident is not creative deviance because the revised idea proceeded only after authorisation was granted. It highlights three requirements for the study: identify who had decision authority, determine whether the idea was revised or remained essentially the same, and establish whether and when authorisation changed before classifying continued work as creative deviance.


 
Appendix F. Portfolio Item 5 — Current research-development artefacts
F1. Annotated bibliography: [View the annotated bibliography]
F2. Final research proposal: [View the final research proposal]
[image: Title: Figure F1. Xu et al. (2026) article-in-press manuscript supplied for the current evidence base. - Description: First page of Xu et al. 2026 on obsessive work passion, creative deviance, radical innovation and error-management culture.]

Figure F1. Xu et al. (2026) article-in-press manuscript supplied for the current evidence base. 
[image: Title: Figure F2. Earlier proposal model containing AI-Augmented Legitimation and additional paths. - Description: Earlier conceptual model showing AI-Augmented Legitimation as a mediator and additional risk outcomes before narrowing.]
Figure F2. Earlier proposal model containing AI-Augmented Legitimation and additional paths.
[image: Title: Figure F3. Formative proposal-presentation slide whose Stage A/B labels prompted oral clarification. - Description: Presentation slide grouping antecedent and outcome relationships as Stage A and Stage B; the underlying proposal remained a single-wave survey.]
Figure F3. Formative proposal-presentation slide whose Stage A/B labels prompted oral clarification.
1
image2.png
Obsessive work pasion, reative deviance, and
team radical innovation: moderation of error
‘management culture





image3.png
e e





image4.png
The Proposal Conceptual Model





image1.png
Obsessive
Work Passion

Perceived Error-
Management
Climate

Creative
Deviance

Digital Political
Skill Enactment

Innovative
Work
Behaviour

Manager-
Relational
Strain





