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1. [bookmark: _Toc514017294]Introduction

This report is a succinct academic peer review of a submitted Qualitative Research Module Part 1 assignment by fellow doctoral candidate; Oren Ben-Gal. Biagioli (2002) implies that conducting an academic peer review relies upon the knowledge of other researchers within the same discipline to evaluate the validity of the information illustrated. A concept that Bryman & Bell (2003, p575) suggests underpins the “integrity of the conclusions that are generated” and therefore indicates the need for a structured and suitable approach to be adopted (Babbie, 2004). 

As a fellow doctorate candidate, I acknowledge that modules delivered by the University of Wales, Trinity Saint David (UWTSD) are designed with a specific desired learning outcome and that subsequent assignments are assessed via set criteria. Furthermore as the doctorate cohort are currently completing their second module, this is an aspect of the learning journey that both the candidate and myself; as the peer reviewer, should not only understand, but also be familiar with. 

Therefore the following academic peer review explores the candidates contribution, whilst reflecting on the relevance and value associated to the ‘Common Assessment Criteria’ and ‘Learning Outcomes’ illustrated in the Qualitative Research Module Handbook SBPD7002 (Griffiths, 2018).

To confirm for the purpose of this report the Common Assessment Criteria will form the structure, where indication of the following learning outcomes as stated by Griffiths (2018, p2) will be explored;
· Critically consider the underpinnings of qualitative research principles and be able to recognise the strengths and limitations of qualitative research techniques.
· Critically assess the contexts appropriate for qualitative research techniques, and be able to apply qualitative data collection and analysis techniques in order to address a research question.

2. [bookmark: _Toc514017295]Research Informed Literature

The task outlined the requirement to produce a deep critical reflection on the candidates individual contributions to the Curatr research project within a 2500 word limit (+/-100 words maximum) supported by academically sourced literature. The candidate has succeeded in delivering a reflective submission of 2,597 words within the desired word count parameters, demonstrating their ability to produce a concise research-informed report. Currie (2005) further implies that adhering to a word count is paramount to creating concise, coherent and meaningful literature. If a candidate has submitted below the word count then they have the potential to provide insufficient evidence for the audience, alternatively if they exceed the parameters it could cost them vital marks. However, whilst the candidate has been successful in this aspect of the report, the content has yet to be explored and therefore, it would be irresponsible to claim at this stage that this achievement has had added value (Izzo, 2006).

Through further reviewing the candidate’s contribution, it was identified that 27 references were both listed and utilised throughout the report to support the information illustrated and strengthen the value to the claims being made. In addition the requirement to refer to at least 10 academic sources per 1,000 words was not only adhered to be exceeded, implying that additional research was conducted (Thody, 2009).

3. [bookmark: _Toc514017296]Knowledge and Understanding of Subject

The candidate demonstrates to an extent a good level of attainment to the learning outcomes, where a foundation has been established that illustrates qualitative research principles (Trainor & Graue, 2013). Therefore the underlying knowledge is deemed generally accurate but on some occasions, concept explanations could be further expressed; these are explored in more detail through the report. 

[bookmark: _Toc514017297]Qualitative and Quantitative Approaches

The candidate has illustrated the main characteristic differences between qualitative and quantitative methods as shown in Figure 1, providing a succinct overview of the individual research approaches.
Figure 1: Table 1 - Abstract from Candidates Report
[image: ]
However, the connection between the research approach and the subsequent research techniques are displayed for the audience in the context of ‘what’ rather than ‘how’, ‘why’ and so forth. A brief overview of the various qualitative research techniques is witnessed throughout the report, yet the plausibility and value of adoption within the project task appears only at surface level.  If the candidate further connected the relevance of qualitative methods to the project task objectives, rather than dismissing it as a pre-requisite of the module focus, a more detailed literature understanding could have evidenced. (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994, Keele, 2011).

4. [bookmark: _Toc514017298]Analysis

Although an analysis is present through the report, evidence of a robust justification for statements, suggestions and decisions are somewhat omitted. There is little evidence to support the prescence of analytical discussions amongst the cohort, instead contributions have been presented in a collated manner, deprived of any rebuttals. This could suggest that the cohort were mutually agreed on the approach taken, however without such supporting data this cannot be confirmed (Thomas, 2004, Saunders et al, 2015). Instead it could be argued the individual contributions of the cohort were not fully acknowledged or considered in the decision making stage.

[bookmark: _Toc514017299]Inductive Approach

If the following evidence illustrated in Figure 2 is considered, it instigates further questions over the credibility of not only the information illustrated in this report but also the researcher (Flick, 2013).   

Figure 2: Appendix 1 – Abstract from Candidates Report
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The candidate states that his direct contribution was the adoption of an inductive approach, however when reviewing the evidence provided it merely confirms that he suggested the adoption.  The screenshot provided as evidence, does not show a detailed analysis of the implications of adopting such an approach, instead a suggestion made to what appears is only one member of the cohort (Hughes & Lavery, 2004). This could imply that the candidate has not utilised the fungible resources available to them, instead taken personal suggestions that received no rebuttals as being mutually agreed components of the research (Thomas, 2004, Khan, 2008). 

Furthermore, when the candidate illustrates the research approach options available in the report; Inductive, Deductive and Abductive, and confirms that their contribution to the task was to adopt the ‘Inductive Approach’.  The exploration of the Inductive approach [Figure 3] in relation to the specific project task has been described without a clarified decision making process that explores the confirmed research approach to adopt.
Figure 3: Inductive Description – Abstract from Candidates Report

[image: ]

Through developing a critical position that not only identified the positive and negative attributes of each approach, but utilised them to illustrate a clear decision process would have evidenced a deeper understanding for the audience. Furthermore correlating the findings to the specific relevance of the research project would have identified a deeper engagement with literature analysis (Walsh &Wigens, 2003, Saunders et al, 2015, Hall & Roussel, 2014).


[bookmark: _Toc514017300]Researcher Bias
Therefore it could be implied that the candidate at times dictated approaches within the project group due to previous personal experience. A notion that is arguably further implied and self-identified in the following abstract [Figure 4].




Figure 4: Conclusion – Abstract from Candidates Report.
[image: ]
Acknowledging the candidate’s ability to self-reflect and identify the potential for researcher bias as a consequence of personal experience can strengthen the credibility of the researcher implies Hammersley & Traianou (2012). However it is important to note that although the candidate has acknowledged this within his conclusion, no reference has been made throughout the report and therefore it cannot be assumed was highlighted during the research project to fellow cohort members.

[bookmark: _Toc514017301]Triangulation 
The term triangulation refers to “the use of more than one method or source of data in the study of social phenomenon so that findings can be cross-checked” (Brynman & Bell, 2003, p575).  The candidate refers to the implementation of triangulation through the use of ‘Document Analysis’ and identified that the potential consequence of authenticity, credibility and representativeness issues (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994). However the concept of Document Analysis could have benefited from a more detailed expression, to ensure the audience understands its context and value to the research project, especially in relation to triangulation. 



5. [bookmark: _Toc514017302]Practical Application and Deployment

On several occasions the information presented appears to be of a descriptive’ manner, deficient of a deeper understanding and illustration of the connectivity of theory and practical implementation.  However a good practical application of Saunders et al (2015) Research Onion is depicted early within the report, where the candidate systematically discusses each ‘layer’ to illustrate the decisions made by the research group. To strengthen the use of the Research Onion would be achieved through a more comprehensive analysis of the reasoning for adoption or dismissal of aspects of the research philosophy (Bristow, 2017).

[bookmark: _Toc514017303]Focus Groups Adoption
Appling this notion to the suggestion of implementing focus groups within the research project, it appears that whist the information documented presents some thought to how to best utilise the research method in relation to the project task it does not reflect a personal contribution. 



Figure 5: Focus Group – Abstract from Candidates Report
[image: ]
The use of ‘we’ as a collective term, which is believed but not confirmed to be a representative of the cohort, is used within this aspect of the report to acknowledge the adoption of focus groups. However, this example illustrates generalisations, for example: ‘determined a group size not to be too small’, yet it does not explore what this looks like. To reference ‘small’ without context or data support is an oversight on the candidates part as the connotation can vary, depending on the audience (Starck, 2017).  This further questions as to what involvement or personal contribution the candidate had into the research, proposal and implementation of focus groups into the research project. If a personal contribution was made in this field of the research, a more detailed and thorough exploration of the deployment mechanisms and intended value gained may be anticipated. Therefore, the candidate’s ability to critically assess and effectively apply appropriate qualitative data methods could be questioned if data is not accurately positioned. 

Furthermore, the candidate concludes this aspect of the report with ‘I believe we have managed to produce a good data collection tool for the simulation’ before moving onto document analysis. A bold and unsupported statement for the candidate to claim without illustrating sufficient data evidence, therefore bringing into question the reliability of other claims throughout the report. 

6. [bookmark: _Toc514017304]Skills for Professional Practice 

The overall presentation of the report reflects a standardised academic report with the text presented in size 12 Ariel, double spaced, with the exception of the cover page, contents page and subsequent headings. The content structure provides a logical journey for the audience, however greater attention to detail within the skills for professional practice could have enhanced the experience. 

[bookmark: _Toc514017305]Report Structure
It could be argued that a disjointed approach to the report is evidenced throughout, the document layout as although each heading correlates to the correct page number illustrated in the contents page it provides a fragmented experience for the audience (Thody, 2009, Bailey, 2015). This is attributed to the report headings not being clearly identified in either a bold or underlined corresponding font. Furthermore, in some instances the heading is not successively followed by the representing text, instead this is isolated on a subsequent page. This disjointed structure, paired with an ‘Americanised’ language approach indicates that the candidate has not fully considered the intended audience and their ability to digest the information.  According to Bryman (2016) this could have a significant impact on the credibility; a principle goal in qualitative research, imply to Denzin & Lincoln (1994). Establishing credibility relies on ability of the research findings to be deemed a true reflection of the research, however if the information is not displayed in coherent structure then the success is of credibility is likely to be hindered. 

When considering these aspects of the report structure and the frequent use of extended sentences, revisits the potential for information to become discombobulated and the value lost (Bailey, 2015). If the following two abstracts are considered [Figure 6 and Figure 7], each sentence is over 50 words each.

Figure 6: Content 1 - Abstract from Candidates Report
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Figure 7: Content 2 - Abstract from Candidates Report
[image: ]

However it is important to note that the candidate’s native language is not English, which Tang (2012) implies can become a challenging factor when required to produce academic writing. This factor could further be attributed to the software utilised to produce the report, however it reinforces the concept of ‘proof reading’ suggests Bailey (2015). A notion supported by Osmond (2016) who states that effective proof reading can ensure information is presented in a succinct and clear manner that demonstrates understanding. 

[bookmark: _Toc514017306]Ownership of Contributions
Furthermore throughout the report the candidate refers to the collective use of ‘we’ often and it is not clear as to which ‘we’ he is referring to (Weiss et al, 2006). Whilst it indicates that at some level a collaborative approach was adopted this does not clearly isolate the candidates own contributions and therefore it becomes hard to establish the level of engagement across the multiple aspects of the project task. 

7. [bookmark: _Toc514017307]Conclusion 

To conclude the report provided good evidence of qualitative research methods and approaches, utilising the Research Onion (Saunders et al, 2015) to illustrate decisions adopted by the research group to establish a clear research proposal. To an extent the knowledge and understanding of the concepts and underlying principles associated with the module have been explored with the need in some instances for further expression. Some critical thinking is evidence throughout the report and this shows a level of analysis to the research project, however greater detail could be implied to connect the subject matter. Furthermore to strengthen the report and demonstrate the candidate’s ability to effectively analysis methods and approaches, the need to identify the individual’s contribution in a clear format is paramount as this correlates directly to task 1 objective. 
Overall, the report is illustrated in an academic style, where content structure is produced in a logical manner, however some attention to the layout format would complement the critical analysis of the methods being explored. Creating a platform to illustrate key findings in a coherent manner that permits the audience an opportunity to acknowledge and digest the information can capture both attention and interest in the research topic (Bailey, 2015). 


8. [bookmark: _Toc514017308]Recommendations

As anticipated conducting an academic peer review has highlighted aspects of the report that fulfil the requirements of the module parallel to identifying gaps in the candidates thinking and positioning of information (Osmond, 2015). Therefore the following recommendations should be considered to further enhance the academic quality of the report and strengthen the candidate’s personal contribution claims.
· Clearly distinguish between ‘we’ and ‘I’ this will enable the audience to clearly establish the candidate’s contributions to the project. 
· Strengthen the report by demonstrating the candidate’s ability to effectively analysis methods and approaches, to identify the most appropriate, through applying a critical framework to decision making.
· Establish an academic structure that supports information that is easily elicited by the audience.
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