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Introduction
“Student Success” is a term which has become widely adopted and supported within the education sector. Over the last fifty years, financial, personnel and research resources have been increasingly made available to support this work stream.
Nevertheless, research in this area has struggled to reach a consensus for a definition or measure of student success. The term has become synonymous with, and integrated into discussions around a plethora of themes, including retention, progression, (widening) access and participation, belonging and resilience. To compound this issue, the majority of research has been undertaken by researchers who propose outcome measures of worthy study. Furthermore, those in positions of power and influence within higher education are leading the discussion. There is a scarcity of research which seeks to understand the perspectives of the wider university community members, with students often overlooked as an instrumental stakeholder group. 
This research serves as an exploratory study that directly addresses the gaps in the existing literature. The study is designed to explore if there is a consensus or divergence of perspectives within the University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD) community. Stakeholder perspective is paramount and therefore, a qualitative approach to data collection and thematic analysis has been proposed.
In business terms, it is anticipated that this study will serve as a starting point for further consultation and collaboration. In the longer term, the outcomes of this study will support the development of a shared sense of purpose and inform a suitable and sustainable business vision. Underpinned by transformational leadership research, this study serves to directly inform the operational model of the current Student Success Team at UWTSD to ensure that the support offer remains aligned to the stakeholder requirements.

Literature Review
“Student Success is a term which has accumulated attention and cultivated significant research and discussion. At the time of writing, a Google search using the terms “student success in higher education” produced 676,000,000 results in less than a second. In the academic sphere, there is also now a peer-reviewed, internationally available, open-access journal dedicated to publishing research and best practice for student success in tertiary education (Student Success, 2025). Within these streams of information, themes of success, withdrawal and retention have been used synonymously and interchangeably. This is not without issue. Having reviewed the literature on student success, recent commentary suggests that research still lacks clarity of definition, and outcome measures may be misaligned (Lowe, 2024). Poor communication, miscommunication of goals or competing interests of stakeholders may impact the business and the higher education community alike. 
Early research
The origins of this area can be linked as far back as the 1970’s with the writings of Spady (1970,1971) and Tinto (1975) who were motivated to understand why people dropped out of university. These important studies were timely and poignant as they rejected mainstream opinions of dropout statistics being simply attributed to the individual. Adopting earlier theoretical models for suicide (Durkheim, 1897), they suggested that dropout behaviour (at least in part) could be due to a divergence of values and a lack of integration into the collective culture. In doing this work, they inadvertently questioned the mainstream cultural conscience, which attributed a sense of blame exclusively towards the student for dropping out. These studies also trailblazed and influenced future research to develop more accurate, complex and nuanced understandings which acknowledged the broader social, cultural and societal influences. As a cultural response, there was also a notable shift in terminology from ‘dropout’ towards ‘withdrawal’ and ‘retention’.
These writings also introduced the notion that the students and the institution were active participants. This challenged prior research, which upheld a basic, deterministic opinion to explain withdrawal from university. This in turn, brought forth a wave of further research which sought to mitigate against perceived lack of success/high dropout rates. 
Supporting research, compounded earlier theories and further highlighted the heterogeneity and disparities of the student population. Building on the idea of capital, Bourdieu (1986) posited that it extends beyond economic wealth to include social, cultural and symbolic capital. Critically, he suggested that different modes of capital are interconnected and can accumulate over time. This work challenged the notion that society is built on meritocracy and posited that it is capital (now known as privilege) which significantly supports favourable educational outcomes. 
Recent research
Research has continued to acknowledge and support a nuanced interplay between the student and the higher education institution. Research has primarily sought to understand the protective and intervening factors which support retention and reduce withdrawals. Building on Bourdieu’s (1986) earlier research, Hasher & Hadjar (2018) argued that students are not coming into the educational environment with the same sets of, or the same level of skills, knowledge and cultural acclimatisation. Having less capital in these areas can result in feelings of alienation and disconnect. Extending the theory further, crucially, Hadjer et al. (2018) proposed that the student’s perception of the support available and their individual feelings of connection and belonging were important contributors for dropout/withdrawal behaviour. A sequential mapping of factors can be found in Figure 1. This research highlighted the importance of the perception of a situation or environment as well as the actual physicality of the offer. Simply stated, if a person feels interconnected within the culture and environment, it would lead to preferential outcomes. 

Figure 1:taken from Hadjar et al. 2018 (p.413) – incorporating and developing the Spady-Tinto approach to include perception. 
[image: ]
Research has expanded to include exploratory interventions which either seek to mitigate risk factors or promote protective factors for reaching success (which is commonly measured in research by withdrawal statistics). Research in this area commonly explores attribute and skill development and measures of resilience (Cotton et al, 2017), thriving (Gesun et al., 2021) and belonging (Gilani & Thomas, 2025), for example. Building on earlier research, Tinto (2019) reaffirmed the nuanced and multifaceted nature of student retention, emphasising the critical role of academic and social engagement for improved feelings of integration. Importantly, Tinto also underscores that for a variety of reasons, students’ levels of commitment vary, meaning external factors impact individuals differently. The paper highlights the existence and impact of structural inequalities. The paper concludes with a compelling call to action for higher education institutions to dismantle systemic barriers and respond to the diverse needs and aspirations of their student populations. It is worth noting that despite research adding valuable insights to the individual and societal factors which impact retention, they have also largely fixated on withdrawal and retention as the acceptable outcome measures of student success.
Policy developments
In recent times, there have also been developments and calls for best practice from strategic leads in the sector. Advance HE, (the driver of best practice in the sector) have recently published the Student Success Frameworks (2024) to aid institutions in navigating and further bolstering their objectives. Significantly, the frameworks acknowledge students, educators and the institution as the three main stakeholders and advocates for a broad and inclusive approach to defining success. This framework highlights the importance of implementing student success strategies through institution-wide stakeholder collaboration. Finally, the frameworks advocate for a broad and inclusive approach to measuring success. Outcome data explicitly suggested included satisfaction surveys, graduate outcomes, and retention statistics. It is intended that institutions utilise the framework and further their commitments to Student Success. 
Students as stakeholders
Early research on student success has evolved and gained support across the sector but has failed to incorporate university wide stakeholder perspectives. Research has not critically discussed whether metrics such as dropout rates and retention reflect an accurate and appropriate measure of success for all higher education stakeholders. Furthermore, it could be argued that student success as a movement has suffered from a design, measurement and reporting bias and has been predominantly shaped by those in positions of power (Smith & Noble, 2025). For example, researchers who define success and attribute outcome measures within their own studies may have attributed their own values to the research. Similarly, senior university leaders and policymakers who construct success narratives through strategic documents and frameworks, such as the Advance HE Student Success Framework (2025), without sufficient stakeholder involvement may also be exposed to bias.
Rarely have students' perspectives on definitions and measures of success been captured within a research context and utilised for sector development. Using hegemonic and critical race theory, Weatherton & Schussler (2021) argued that there is an oversimplification of success measurement when using quantitative (hard outcome) measures such as drop out, withdrawal and progression rates. Furthermore, failure to acknowledge and uphold student voice only further marginalises the stakeholder group and in turn exacerbates power discrepancies.  
Although limited, research focused on student voices in higher education indicates that students have an opposing definition of success to that showcased in the main body of literature. Acknowledging that students are a heterogeneous group, O’Shea & Delahunty (2018) specifically researched perspectives of first-generation higher education students using interviews as their primary research method. The study identified three main themes; success as a form of validation, success as overcoming adversity and success as being connected to strong positive emotions and feelings. This study highlighted that there wasn’t a definitive point, life event or specific outcome measure to indicate success. Interestingly, according to the conventional definition, the student participants may be considered successful as they were still in their studies and very near to completion. Despite this, the students individually displayed a hesitation around adopting the label ‘success’ as an attribute they held. This study reconfirmed that success is a highly emotive and complex social construct suitable for further investigation. 
To summarise, although limited, research suggests that student’s views on success included responses which are broader, nuanced and wholly capture a holistic feeling, emotion, process and outcome (Gesun et al. 2021). 
Issues arising
Lack of student participation in student success discussions - Research is dominated by a focus on hard outcome measures such as retention (Cotton et al, 2017), course completion (Kercher, 2018), attainment and progression (HE Professional, 2020) and is typically driven by the researcher and the institutional leads who are situated in positions of power. From a business perspective, this is problematic because the core function of higher education is to provide an appropriate learning experience for those who are paying for the service. Early research centred on student participants suggests that institutional culture and feelings of acceptance form part of the learning experience (Tinto, 2019). It is important to acknowledge and understand where definitions of success between stakeholders converge and diverge so that direction and leadership can strengthen existing good practice and drive initiatives for improvement to ensure both institutional and student needs are being met.  
Lack of understanding of individual institutional differences - Whilst the literature frequently notes retention or not dropping out as a measure of success, there has been a notable lack of research to understand if this is a universally applicable measure. The University of Wales Trinity Saint David publicises its institutional focus as employability and widening participation (UWTSD Annual Report: Equality and Diversity 2023/4). It would be interesting to see if any of these themes re-emerge from university study participants when asked about student success definitions and appropriate outcome measures. 
Unclear direction of travel for the business - From a business perspective, the fundamental role of higher education is to provide a learning experience for the consumers paying for the service (the students). This perspective is not commonly discussed or deliberated and in reality the transaction between students and the institution is far more nuanced. To add further complexity, this is an oversimplified description of the pressures on the business as it also serves wider functions and is accountable to a number of other stakeholders in the wider society. For example, the university is regulated and routinely measured in terms of its performance via a number of prescribed indicators such as withdrawal and progression. It is paramount for business success and longevity that the university, the educators and the students begin to navigate through the unusual and uncomfortable dynamic to discuss the themes raised in this study. 
This research is especially timely for the role of the Student Success Team at the University of Wales Trinity Saint David. There is an opportunity to present a business case to senior leadership to move the pilot activity into a more permanent and expansive space. As the literature highlights a void in stakeholder representation, lacks a working definition of success and agreeable outcome measures, I believe it is pertinent to review perspectives from within one community. It is hoped that this study will begin a consultative process where stakeholders can begin to find common ground and a shared vision of success which meets all stakeholder needs.

Rationale
In line with leadership research, this study serves as an enabler for further discussion between key stakeholders. It is intended to inform a baseline of which fairly reflects perspectives from across the community and highlight commonly shared values. It is purposefully designed to contribute to a positive step towards developing strong foundations for a trusting working relationship (Yue, Men & Ferguson, 2019). 
Successful business development benefits from transformational leadership (Burns, 1978) and a clear vision to move forward. Amplifying students' voices through research is in itself a pragmatic activity as it re-addresses power dynamics and forms part of a consultation process to consider student success for all significant institutional stakeholders (Jensen et al. 2018, Deng et al. 2022).
The proposed research aims to value and reflect university-wide stakeholder voices as equal contributors. It is novel in its approach to further understand the meaning of success in one unique institutional ecosystem. In taking a qualitative approach to the research, it is anticipated that the findings are meaningful and constructivist for all stakeholders involved. Although not generalisable, it is expected that the conclusions will have a demonstrable impact on the wider university community. This research does not aim to reach ambitious conclusions but will uphold voices of all main stakeholder groups and begin to build a narrative around Student Success work stream and inform future collaborative working initiatives specifically appropriate for the UWTSD community.  

Research Aim
Using a qualitative approach and thematic analysis, this study aims to explore the concept and measure of student success in the UWTSD community.
The study will examine where themes converge and diverge across the key stakeholder groups. 
A business based stimulus for the research is to encourage a shared language and direction of travel for institutional development. 

Research Objectives
The objectives of this research are to:
· Identify the emerging themes around “Student Success” definition and measure as they relate to different university community stakeholder groups (i.e. students, educators and university leaders).
· Analyse and highlight any common themes that arise around definition and measure of success across the stakeholder groups. 
· Outline any differences in definition and measure of success from each of the stakeholder groups.
· Using stakeholder perspectives, formulate recommendations for future collaborative working opportunities and concentrate the role of the Student Success team which is directly underpinned by stakeholder requirements.   

Research Methods
To enhance the impact of this study, I undertook a reflective exploration of my personal beliefs and values as a researcher. Using Burrell & Morgan’s (1979) objective-subjective & regulation-change paradigm, I would broadly recognise myself as a ‘radical humanist’. As an individual who identifies as coming from a widening participation, non-traditional, first-generation higher educational background, I resonate with many of the themes discussed in the literature. Given my personal experiences and current professional position, I am motivated to uphold and support discussions around the meanings of student success for different stakeholders, particularly when there is a potential power discrepancy between different participant groups. 
Having read the literature around research philosophy (Saunders & Bristow, 2014), I was keen to further understand my philosophical research position. I undertook the Heightening Awareness of Research Philosophy assessment tool (2012, 2019) to help clarify my position. Perhaps unsurprisingly, the results indicated high scores for  Post Modernism, Pragmatism and Interpretivism. See Appendix 1 for a detailed breakdown of the scores. 
I am cognizant of my own philosophical position and the extensive cultural scope associated with this research subject and therefore propose that a qualitative research method is the most appropriate approach for this study. This research is designed to clearly and systematically document views across the university community. The research is naturally a subjective, ontological approach which embraces the ideology that language and the world are socially constructed. In consequence, there is a possibility that more than one truth will emerge during this research. 
Based on the aforementioned literature review, interviews will be conducted using three explicit lines of enquiry to explore: definition of student success, measure(s) of student success and finally how can stakeholders can move forward collaboratively to drive business improvement. See Proposed Questions section for further detail. Within these themes, the researcher will allow for thought, reflection and time to build on responses to allow the participant to build a rich response. This method frees the researcher from creating unintentional bias or steer. It also liberates the participant to voice responses which are not restricted or bound by prescribed response options.
Although this study is inherently subjective and inductive in nature, I have incorporated my scientific background to maintain an objective stance to data collection. The data for each of the lines of enquiry will be analysed and synthesised for each stakeholder group and as a whole following Braun & Clarke’s (2006) best practice guidance for conducting thematic analysis. 
In terms of my business aspirations, I am also resolute in the objective to tie this together pragmatically and use the research findings and recommendations to inform some institution-wide key performance indicator’s for student success operations.
On further introspection, I acknowledge my natural inclination towards findings which demonstrate a convergence of themes as this would simplify the direction of travel and quickly aid team remit clarification. However, at the same time, I recognise and embrace the insights of contemporary scholars such as Brené Brown, along with researchers like Lee et al. (2023), who argue that at times transformational leadership not only requires holding but embracing opposing and even paradoxical perspectives because they can also serve as a powerful enabler for innovation and development. 
To summarise. this study is exploratory and largely inductive in nature, based on minimal assumptions. This study does not claim or have the capacity to provide one truth or to deduce a fact or confirm an assumption. A quantitative approach was given serious consideration as it would have facilitated larger participation of the university community and consequently captured more individuals’ perspectives. However, given the nature of the investigation and the current lack of knowledge around students’ perspectives in particular, it was concluded that a data collection method such as questionnaires would have failed to provide meaningful insights. Quantitative research requires a greater understanding of the types of questions and responses being measured. This study proposal aims to serve as a preliminary research study which is reflective of the views held in one specific higher education community (Delve & Limpaecher, 2024; Braun & Clarke, 2006). I embrace the opportunity to learn and grow personally and professionally via this research and am confident that it will serve the UWTSD business.
Sample
This study will include a cross section of the University of Wales Trinity Saint David population. A number of key stakeholders have been identified:
· Students (specifically CertHE programme students)
· Academic staff/educators
· Policy makers/leaders
Students - Aforementioned research states clearly that students are a heterogeneous group with a multitude of varied motivations and aspirations. Moreover, the university attracts a diverse cohort of learners (UWTSD, 2025). Taking these factors and the HE Professional (2020) guidance into account, this study will focus solely on perspectives gathered from a Cert HE student cohort. The main reasons for this decision is that the university attracts thousands of students to its Cert HE educational provision per year and enrols students regularly throughout the year. It is anticipated that this will aid participant recruitment within the proposed timeframe and the findings will be reflective of a specific student group.  
Academic staff/educators - This stakeholder group was chosen as they are key conduits between the student and the institution. To date, research has not captured the perspectives of this stakeholder group. 
Policy makers/leaders - Given the position of power and influence they have within the institution, it would be interesting to understand if the perspectives of this group in UWTSD align with the wider research. 
There is some support in the literature for studies to recruit participants until there is data saturation (Naeem et al., 2024). However, this approach is not always feasible due to restraints on resources and sample availability (Braun & Clarke, 2019). Having consulted the university organisational chart, it is likely not feasible to pursue data collection until saturation due to the limited sample frame available for policy makers/leaders within the specific context of UWTSD. Having further consulted the literature, a sample size of 12 participants in each group will be the sample aim (Ahmed, 2025; Morse, 2015). In total, 36 participants from across the university community will be interviewed.  
Procedure
A sample group will be confirmed following ethics approval and formal agreement from university leadership. The potential list of participants will be provided with an information sheet regarding the study via email and will be invited to a short online or in person interview at a time which is mutually convenient. The interview will not hold any time restraints to ensure that the interviewee responds thoughtfully and in as much depth as they choose. The interview will be recorded and transcribed in full as soon after the interview as is possible.  
In terms of power analysis, it is likely not an option due to the proposed structure of the study i.e. enabling multiple key stakeholder responses and the relatively small sample frame to choose from. Research suggests that having a small number of responses in one group means that having larger responses in another is likely to lead to diminishing returns (UCLA Advanced Research Computing, 2025). Therefore to promote equality, this study will close at 12 responses in each group. This study openly serves to start a university-wide discussion around themes. Once themes have been acknowledged, further studies could include a more objective, quantitative approach. 
Proposed Questions
Three main lines of enquiry will be undertaken. In order to give the participants an opportunity to contribute richly, the number of probing and biased questions will be kept to a minimum. A number of sample options for each part of the interview have been developed.
Part 1 – Defining Student Success
· Finish the sentence: Student Success is…
· What does Student Success mean to you?
· What are the three main things you think of when it comes to “Student Success”
Part 2 – Measuring Student Success
· How do we measure “Student Success”?
· How can we tell if a student is “successful”?
Part 3 – Stakeholder voice, collaborative vision, clarifying roles
· How can university leaders/policy makers, academics and students work together to achieve “Student Success”?
· Looking forward, how can Student Success Teams support “Student Success”?
Part 4 – Final remarks and reflections
· Any final thoughts?
· Is there anything you would like to add to anything discussed previously?

Analysis
All responses will be systematically recorded into themes using a university license of NVivo Version 15 (2025) software. The analysis process will be undertaken in accordance with Braun & Clarke’s (2006) 6 phases of thematic analysis protocol.
The primary analysis will concentrate on the specific lines of enquiry noted below:
· Definition of success – What are the emerging themes around definition for each of the three identified stakeholder groups? What are the similarities and what are the differences? How does this relate to the existing research?
· Measure of success – What are the emerging themes around measures of success for each of the three identified stakeholder groups? What are the similarities and what are the differences? How does this relate to the existing research?
· Collaborative working moving forward – What are the emerging themes around imagining a collaborative way forward for each of the stakeholder groups? What are the similarities and what are the differences? 
A secondary element of the analysis is to trial a small, quantitative approach to data analysis to further summarise the data and specifically to capture the breadth of themes raised across each of the stakeholder groups.  The quantification of qualitative data known as “quantitizing” is an emerging area of research which acknowledges the value of a mixed methods approach in a number of different research environments (Grootel et al., 2020; Onwuegbuzie, 2025). Due to the overall sample size, this study will simply record the breadth of themes. The responses will not meet any sufficient levels to test significance but will inform the development of future studies. In the immediate term, these findings will also provide the university community with an enhanced understanding of stakeholder perspectives. 
In summary, the research analysis is naturally a mixed methods approach and is intentionally inductive and deductive. The findings will systematically build a picture of themes in readiness further exploration.  

Timeline
This study would likely commence in Summer 2026 subject to the successful completion of the remaining taught modules. The study proposed is complex and requires a number of actions to be completed sequentially. Due to this, it is anticipated that this study will conclude by May 2027.  A Gantt chart outlining the timeline for proposed activities is documented in Figure 2 below. All aspects are subject to change.
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	Proposed Activity
	July 2026
	August
	September
	October
	November
	December
	January
	February
	March
	April
	May 2027

	Supervisor Meetings
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Literature Review
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Research Proposal
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Gain consent from Cert HE student leads for contact
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	University Research Ethics Submission
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Information Sheet, consent, contact information, debrief and signposting support sheet
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Pilot transcription software
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Pilot interview
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Conduct Interview
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Transcribe data
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Analyse data
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Interpret data
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Finalise dissertation
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 



Ethical considerations
Due to the nature of the study, ethics approval will need to be sought before any data collection can begin. Ethical approval will be sought from University of Wales Trinity Saint David Research Ethics board. I will also seek permission from senior leadship and the Cert HE programme directors for explicit permission to make contact with the student cohort. Debrief information and signposting information for support services will be made available. 

Resources needed
· NVivo license. There is no added financial cost required as the university maintains a license. A service request to IT will need to be undertaken.
· University Ethics Form to be drafted and submitted prior to data collection.
· Permission required to contact a Cert HE student sample.
· Study information to be created i.e. introductory email, sign up and contact form, consent, debrief and signposting form.
· Interviews will take place online via Team or in one of the bookable meeting rooms across the university estate.
No issues identified with acquiring resources. 
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Week 4: Activity 1

‘Saunders, M., Lewis, P. and Thornhill, A. (2019), Research Methods for Business Students. 8th ed. London: Prentice Hall. (pp.161-164).

Heightening your Awareness of your Research Philosophy (HARP Statements)

A: Please indicate your agreement or
disagreement with the statements below.
There are no wrong answers.

Strongly
Agree

Agree

slightly
Agree

Slightly
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Score*

Your views on the nature of reality {ontology)

1: Organisations are real, just like physical
objects.

N‘.

2: Events in organisations are caused by
deeper, underlying mechanisms.

3: The social world we inhabit is a world of
multiple meanings, interpretations and
realities.

4: ‘Organisation’ is not a solid and static thing
but a flux of collective processes and
practices.

5: ‘Real aspects of organisations are those
that impact on organisational practices.

Your views on and what

6: Organisational research should provide
scientific, objective, accurate and valid
explanations of how the organisational world
really works.

7: Theories and concepts never offer
completely certain knowledge, but
researchers can use rational thought to decide
which theories and concepts are better than
others.

8: Concepts and theories are too simplistic to
capture the full richness of the world.

9: What generally counts as ‘real’, ‘true’ and
‘valid' s determined by politically dominant
points of view.

o

10: Acceptable knowledge is that which
enables things to be done successfully.

[u]

Your views on the role of values in research (axiology)

11: Researchers’ values and beliefs must be
excluded from the research.

o

12: Researchers must try to be as objective
and realistic as they can.

5}

13: Researchers’ values and beliefs are key to
‘their interpretations of the social world.

u}

14: Researchers should openly and critically
discuss their own values and beliefs.

a

o

[m]

15: Research shapes and is shaped by what
the researcher believes and doubts.

[m]

o

P
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A: Please indicate your agreement or
disagreement with the statements below.
There are no wrong answers.

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Slightly
Agree

Disagree

Score®

Your views on the purpose of research

16: The purpose of research is to discover
facts and regularities, and predict future
events.

a

17: The purpose of organisational research is
to offer an explanation of how and why
organisations and societies are structured.

a

N\

understandings that allow people to see the
world in new ways.

19: The purpose of research s to examine and
question the power relations that sustain
conventional thinking and practices.

18: The purpose of research is to create new o

20: The purpose of research is to solve o
problems and improve future practice.

Your views on what constitutes meaningful data

21: Things that cannot be measured have no.
meaning for the purposes of research.

o

22: Organisational theories and findings
should be evaluated in terms of their
explanatory power of the causes of
organisational behaviour.

o

23: To be meaningful, research must include
participants’ own interpretations of their o
experiences, as well as researchers’
interpretations.

24: Absences and silences in the world around
us are at least as important as what is =4
prominent and obvious.

25: Meaning emerges out of our practical,
experimental and critical engagement with a
the world.

Your views an the nature of structure and agency

26: Human behaviour is determined by
natural forces.

27: People’s choices and actions are always ~
limited by the social norms, rules and
traditions in which they are located.

28: Individuals’ meaning-making is always -
specific to their experiences, culture and
history.

29: Structure, order and form are human =
constructions.

30: People can use routines and customs =] i
creatively to instigate innovation and change.
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Heightening your Awareness of your Research Philosophy (HARP Statements)

B: Scoring key

Each answer you gave is given a number of points as shown in the table below:

“aoree | Aaree Svee | oiwgee | O | oo
3 2 1 1 2 3
#Write the number of points into the score column
: Research Philosophy
Write your score for each answer in the table below:
Positivism: Questions 1, 6, 11, 16,21, 26
%
Question (nnlollngy) (episte;olngv} (zxu::ogy) (pu:ose) (di) fstructure/ | Total

agency)

score

‘Answer 7 7 -\

-

2 N

Postmodernism: Questions 4, 9, 14, 19, 24, 29

Question

L 9 14
(ontology) | (epistemology) | (axiology)

19
(purpose)

24
(data)

2
(structure/ | Total
agency)

Answer ’% L
score >

\

2

2 15

Critical Realism: Questions 2, 7, 12, 17, 22,27

Question

2 7 12
(ontology) | (epistemology) | (axiology)

17
(purpose)

2
(data)

27
(structure/ | Total
agency)

Answer 2 Z.
score

2=

2

I

Pragmatism: Questions 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30

Question

5 10 15
(ontology) | (epistemology) | (axiology)

20
(purpose)

25
(data)

30
(structure/ Total
agency)

Answer -
sre 2 2

\

=

e !

3 'S

Interpretivism: Questions 3, 8, 13, 18, 23,28

Question

3 8 13
(ontology) | (epistemology) | (axiology)

18
(purpose)

2
(data)

28
(structure/ | Total
agency)

Answer KS g

score

\

3

7

NS

Reflection

Now, for the first of what will almost certainly be many philosophical reflections, consider the following questions

regarding how you scored yourseff.

1.Do you have an outright philosophical winner? Or do you have a close contention between two or more philosophies?

2. Why do you think this is?
3. Which philosophy do you disagree with the most?
4. Why do you think this is?
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