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	A note before you begin

People arrive at the DBA from very different places. Some are ambitious managers, perhaps early in their career, who want intellectual authority and a deeper understanding of the field they work in. Some are practitioners who want to move into consulting and need the analytical credentials and credibility that doctoral study provides. Some are academics in business and management who are building or consolidating a career in higher education. Some are all three simultaneously.

What you have in common is not a particular career history or professional background. What you have in common is that you have chosen to undertake the most demanding form of academic study: research that generates new knowledge and contributes to the field. The Reflective Portfolio is one of the first tasks that asks you to think like a doctoral researcher rather than like a practitioner, consultant or academic writing for their institution.

Some of what follows will feel unfamiliar. That is entirely appropriate. The concepts in this handbook took some of the greatest philosophical minds of the twentieth century decades to develop and debate. You are being asked to begin engaging with them at the start of your doctoral journey, not to master them immediately.

The goal is not to have all the answers. The goal is to develop the habit of asking the right questions about your own thinking, your own assumptions and your own position as a researcher. That is what the Reflective Portfolio requires.

Dr Caroline Jawad
Head of Part 1 and DBA Course Leader
University of Wales Trinity Saint David




1. What Is the Reflective Portfolio?
The Reflective Portfolio is Assignment 1 of two in LCDB7012. It is worth 60% of the module mark and runs to 4500 words across six sections. It is assessed on five equally weighted criteria: depth of philosophical understanding, coherence of positioning, critical self-awareness, scholarly engagement and clarity of communication.

Before anything else: what does the portfolio actually want from you?

	The portfolio asks you to examine yourself as a researcher.

Not your research topic. Not what you have learned. Not a summary of Part 1. You.

Specifically, it asks: how has who you are, where you came from, what you have done professionally and what you believe about the world, shaped how you think about your research? What assumptions did you bring? Which have changed? What might you still be unable to see because of who you are?

This kind of examination is called reflexivity. It is different from reflection (thinking about what happened) and very different from description (reporting what happened). The handbook explains these distinctions carefully because the portfolio depends on understanding them.



	The portfolio IS this
	The portfolio is NOT this

	An honest analytical examination of how your background, assumptions and position shape your research
A critical look at what you might be unable to see because of who you are
A piece of scholarly writing grounded in methodology literature
Something only you could have written, about your specific research situation
The foundation for the research you will conduct in Part 2
	A summary of what you learned in Part 1 modules
A literature review of your research topic
A description of your doctoral journey without analysis
A repetition of the philosophical argument you make in your oral presentation
A generic piece of reflective writing any student could have produced



	The portfolio and your oral presentation (Assignment 2) work together but must not repeat each other. The presentation asks: what is my paradigmatic position and why is it philosophically defensible? The portfolio asks: how did I arrive at that position and what does it mean in practice for how I conduct my research?



	Portfolio at a Glance

	Section
	Words
	In plain English: what is this section asking?
	An example of what this looks like in practice

	1. Who You Were When You Started
	600
	Given your current research question: what assumptions about knowledge and evidence did you bring to it before Part 1? Which of those assumptions have been disrupted and which have not?
	A student whose research question asked how managers make sense of regulatory failure assumed before Part 1 that only measurable, auditable evidence counted. Engaging with interpretive methodology made her realise her question was about meaning-making, which that kind of evidence cannot access.

	2. Your Relationship with Theory and Literature
	900
	Which theoretical frameworks felt natural and convincing? Which felt strange? What does that pattern reveal about your starting assumptions and how has it shaped how you think about the theory underpinning your research question?
	A student whose question examined identity construction in hybrid professional roles found constructivist theory immediately legible. When he examined why, he realised his background had given him prior assumptions about identity that matched the theory before he had consciously chosen it.

	3. The Evolution of Your Research Focus
	750
	How has your research question changed since you started Part 1? Have the changes made the relationship between your question and your paradigm more coherent? What drove each shift: the literature, your background, methodological understanding or something more personal?
	A student began with a measurable question about barriers to digital banking adoption. Over Part 1 her question shifted toward how small business owners experience digital banking in their specific cultural context. The shift was both intellectual and emic. What drove it and what does it reveal?

	4. Positionality, Power and Research Relationships
	750
	Your positionality matters because of your relationship to the people and contexts your research question concerns. Who are you in relation to your likely participants? Where do you hold power, where are you constrained and what might participants tell you or withhold because of who you are?
	A student researching governance in her own organisation recognised that her seniority might shape what junior colleagues felt safe telling her. Her research question required candid accounts of how governance actually operated: her positionality directly threatened her ability to get that data.

	5. Ethical Tensions in Your Study
	750
	Ethical tensions often arise from the gap between what your research question requires (candid accounts, sensitive data, access to vulnerable participants) and what ethical responsibility demands. Identify genuine conflicts specific to your question and context.
	A student whose research question required authentic life history accounts from problem gamblers faced a genuine tension: capturing what would answer his question required disclosures that carried real risk of harm if participants were identified. Both the research imperative and the duty of care were legitimate.

	6. You as a Developing Researcher
	250
	What are you not yet ready to do well as a researcher, specifically in relation to what your research question requires? Gaps that matter are those that would affect your ability to answer your question rigorously and honestly.
	A student whose interpretivist question required sustained dwelling with individual accounts recognised she moved too quickly to cross-case pattern-recognition. That gap mattered because her question demanded depth with the particular before generalisation across cases.




2. The Big Ideas Behind the Portfolio
The portfolio draws on a set of concepts from research philosophy and methodology. This section introduces each one in plain language before using any technical terms. Read this section before you begin drafting any section of the portfolio.

	A note on difficulty: these concepts are genuinely challenging. They took decades of scholarly debate to develop. If you find them hard on first reading, that is appropriate, not a sign that you are not ready for doctoral study. Read slowly, return often and use the activities to test your understanding.



2.1 Paradigm: the framework you research within

	Start here: before any technical definition

Think about your professional field. Over the years, you have absorbed a set of ideas about what counts as good evidence, what constitutes a credible finding and what kind of questions are worth asking. You probably did not choose these ideas consciously: they came with the professional territory. Other fields have different ideas about these same things. A medical researcher and a social worker may look at the same problem and reach for completely different kinds of evidence.

Thomas Kuhn (1962) called this set of shared assumptions a paradigm. He showed that research communities operate within shared frameworks that shape not just what methods they use but what questions they ask, what counts as a satisfactory answer and what they are even able to notice.

The reason this matters for your portfolio is that you are doing the same thing: you arrived at doctoral study already carrying a paradigm, absorbed from your professional and educational formation. The portfolio asks you to examine it.



	Paradigm

	In plain English
The set of shared assumptions, values and ways of working that a research community takes for granted. It shapes what questions get asked, what counts as a good answer and what researchers are even able to notice.
In more depth
Kuhn's original 1962 text used the word paradigm in at least 21 different senses (Masterman 1970). In his 1970 postscript, Kuhn refined his concept using the term disciplinary matrix: a constellation of four elements shared by a research community.
The four elements of a disciplinary matrix are: (1) Symbolic generalisations: the formal ways the community expresses knowledge claims, such as mathematical equations in physics or thick description in ethnography. (2) Models and analogies: the shared metaphors that shape how the community thinks about reality, such as the brain as a computer in cognitive science. (3) Values: the shared commitments about what makes research good, such as accuracy, consistency, breadth and simplicity. These are the axiological dimension. (4) Exemplars: the concrete examples of excellent research that new members of the community learn from and aspire to.
Does a researcher choose a paradigm first and then work out the philosophical details or work from ontology outward to a paradigm? Crotty (1998) argued that epistemology is the natural starting point. Lincoln and Guba (1985) started from ontology. Morgan (2007) questioned whether the sequence matters at all for pragmatists. The honest answer is that different researchers experience the relationship differently and both directions are legitimate pathways toward the same goal: a coherent and defensible research design.
What does matter, regardless of starting point, is coherence: your beliefs about the nature of reality, your beliefs about how knowledge can be generated and your choice of methods must all fit together. The most common doctoral design flaw is not beginning in the wrong place but failing to check whether everything fits once you have arrived.
	Key thinkers
Kuhn, T.S. (1962; 1970) The Structure of Scientific Revolutions. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Masterman, M. (1970) The nature of a paradigm. In Lakatos and Musgrave (eds) Criticism and the Growth of Knowledge. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Crotty, M. (1998) The Foundations of Social Research. London: SAGE.
Morgan, D.L. (2007) Paradigms lost and pragmatism regained. Journal of Mixed Methods Research, 1(1) pp. 48-76.

	Link to the Seven Aliens

	Each of the Seven Aliens (A to G) represents a distinct paradigm. Section 3 of this handbook introduces all seven and explains how to locate yourself within them.



	Activity 1
Before reading further, try this. There are no wrong answers: the point is to find your starting position, not to demonstrate knowledge you do not yet have. Start by writing your research question at the top of the page.
1. Think about your professional field. How are findings usually presented: as statistics and measurements, as case studies, as accounts of experience, as policy recommendations? Write two or three sentences describing what counts as convincing evidence in your field.
2. Now ask yourself: why does that kind of evidence feel convincing? Is it because it is measurable and repeatable? Because it captures the complexity of real situations? Because it speaks truth to power? Write a sentence about why.
3. Has doing Part 1 changed what you think counts as good evidence? Write a sentence about that, even if the answer is not much yet.



2.2 Ontology: what do you believe reality is?

	Ontology

	In plain English
Your beliefs about the nature of reality. Does one objective reality exist that can be discovered through careful research? Or are there multiple realities, shaped by who is experiencing them?
In more depth
Ontology is the branch of philosophy that asks: what is there? What exists? In research terms, it shapes what you think your study is about and what kind of thing you believe you are investigating.
A realist ontology holds that one reality exists independently of any observer. If you study why employees leave an organisation, there is a set of actual reasons out there to be discovered. A relativist or constructivist ontology holds that reality is constructed differently by different people. The reasons why employees leave look different depending on who you ask and from what vantage point.
Your ontological position is not a free choice: it must reflect what you genuinely believe about the nature of the phenomenon you are studying. If you are studying something measurable and consistent across contexts (infection rates, financial ratios) a realist ontology makes sense. If you are studying how people experience or make sense of something (leadership, belonging, injustice) a relativist or constructivist ontology is more likely to be appropriate.
The research topic itself matters here. What drew you to your research question? What do you believe about the nature of what you are studying? That intuition is your ontological starting point.
	Key thinkers
Lincoln, Y.S. and Guba, E.G. (1985) Naturalistic Inquiry. Beverly Hills: SAGE.
Crotty, M. (1998) The Foundations of Social Research. London: SAGE.
Blaikie, N. (2007) Approaches to Social Enquiry. 2nd edn. Cambridge: Polity Press.

	Link to the Seven Aliens

	Alien A and B hold realist ontologies: one reality exists. Alien C holds a relativist ontology: each person constructs their own version of reality through experience. Alien D holds an intersubjective ontology: reality is built in the space between people through interaction. Alien E holds that reality is constructed collectively by groups. Alien F holds that reality is shaped by power and ideology. Alien G sets ontological questions aside in favour of practical utility. A practical test: look at your research question. Does it ask how many or to what extent? You are probably working from a realist ontology. Does it ask what it is like or how do people make sense of? You are probably working from a relativist or constructivist ontology.



2.3 Epistemology: how do you believe knowledge can be generated?

	Epistemology

	In plain English
Your beliefs about how knowledge can be created. Can a researcher stand apart from what they study and generate objective knowledge? Or is knowledge always produced in relationship, co-created between the researcher and those being researched?
In more depth
Once you have a sense of your ontological position, your epistemology follows from it. If one objective reality exists, then knowledge about it can in principle be generated by a researcher who stands apart, measures carefully and minimises bias. This is an objectivist epistemology.
If reality is constructed by individuals or groups, then knowledge must be generated through engagement with those individuals or groups, not by standing apart from them. This is a subjectivist or constructionist epistemology.
Epistemology shapes what counts as data, what constitutes a finding and what kinds of knowledge claims you can make. It is not simply a question of whether you use qualitative or quantitative methods. A mismatch between your ontological position and your epistemology is one of the most common doctoral-level design errors.
Crotty (1998) argued that epistemology is actually the most useful starting point for thinking about research design: begin by asking how knowledge in your area is or should be generated and the other questions follow from that.
	Key thinkers
Crotty, M. (1998) The Foundations of Social Research. London: SAGE.
Lincoln, Y.S. and Guba, E.G. (1985) Naturalistic Inquiry. Beverly Hills: SAGE.
Blaikie, N. (2007) Approaches to Social Enquiry. 2nd edn. Cambridge: Polity Press.

	Link to the Seven Aliens

	Alien A: objectivist (the researcher stands apart and measures). Alien B: modified objectivist (knowledge is probable but never certain). Alien C: subjectivist (knowledge is created between researcher and participant). Alien D: knowledge is negotiated in the relationship between researcher and participants. Alien E: knowledge is socially produced by groups. Alien F: knowledge is shaped by power and should challenge it. Alien G: knowledge is warranted assertibility: claims tested through inquiry and proven reliable for addressing the problem at hand (Peirce 1878; Dewey 1938). Practical test: what does your research question require you to know and what relationship between you and your data would make that knowledge credible?



2.4 Axiology: whose values count and who decides?

	This is the most contested and most important philosophical question in 21st century business and management research.

Positivist research (Alien A) holds that values are a source of bias to be eliminated. The researcher must be neutral. But Max Weber, as early as 1905, pointed out that even choosing to aspire to value-neutrality is itself a value position. You have decided that neutrality is desirable, that objectivity matters, that the researcher should not have a stake in the outcome. That is not a neutral stance: it is a philosophical commitment.

So every research tradition takes a position on values, whether it admits it or not. The question is not whether values are present in research, but whose values, made visible or invisible and to what ends.

In 21st century business and management, this has become an urgent practical question. Research on leadership, governance, strategy, human resource management, sustainability and organisational ethics is inevitably shaped by values: about what organisations are for, who they serve, what counts as success and whose wellbeing matters. Hammersley (1995) and Fine et al (2000) examined who decides which research questions get asked, funded and published. Weber (1949) established that value-freedom is itself a value. These are not abstract philosophical debates: they have direct consequences for what gets studied and what gets ignored.



	Axiology

	In plain English
The role your values play in your research. Not whether you have values (you do, all researchers do) but how those values shape what you notice, what you prioritise and what you might miss.
In more depth
Axiology was introduced into the research paradigm framework by Heron (1996) and Heron and Reason (1997). Guba and Lincoln (2005) subsequently incorporated it into their own framework alongside ontology and epistemology.
Different paradigms take different positions. Alien A treats values as bias to be eliminated and researcher neutrality as the goal. Alien C treats values as unavoidable and requires the researcher to examine and make them explicit throughout the study. Alien F treats values as not only unavoidable but as the reason for doing the research: the researcher's commitment to justice and challenge to power is the point, not a contamination.
For the portfolio, axiology is where the philosophical becomes personal. Your professional values, your personal investment in your research topic, your beliefs about what matters in your field and your relationship with your participants are all axiological questions.
The portfolio asks you to examine your axiological position: what do you value, how do those values shape your research and what might you be missing or distorting because of them?
	Key thinkers
Heron, J. and Reason, P. (1997) A participatory inquiry paradigm. Qualitative Inquiry, 3(3) pp. 274-294.
Guba, E.G. and Lincoln, Y.S. (2005) Paradigmatic controversies. In Denzin and Lincoln (eds) Handbook of Qualitative Research. 3rd edn. SAGE.
Weber, M. (1949) The Methodology of the Social Sciences. New York: Free Press.
Hammersley, M. (1995) The Politics of Social Research. London: SAGE.



2.5 Methodology: how do you go about finding out?

	Methodology

	In plain English
The strategy that links your philosophical beliefs to your practical research methods. It explains why particular methods are appropriate for generating the kind of knowledge you are seeking.
In more depth
Methodology is not a list of methods. Methods are specific tools: interviews, surveys, observations, document analysis. Methodology is the philosophical justification for choosing those tools. It answers the question: given what you believe about reality and knowledge, why is this particular approach appropriate?
The most common doctoral error is choosing a methodology first (because it is familiar, because a supervisor uses it, because it is the norm in the field) and then trying to justify it philosophically afterwards. The justification must run the other way: from your ontological and epistemological commitments toward appropriate methods.
Crotty (1998) offers the clearest mapping of how these elements connect. A theoretical framework underpins a methodology which determines appropriate methods. Each level of this structure should be consistent with the levels above it.
What is a theoretical framework? Rocco and Plakhotnik (2009) distinguish between theoretical frameworks (established theories used to underpin and explore a research topic, such as institutional theory, identity theory or resource-based view) and conceptual frameworks (the researcher's own construction of key concepts relevant to their study). Both terms are used in the literature, sometimes interchangeably. Your portfolio will engage with theoretical frameworks in Section 2.
	Key thinkers
Crotty, M. (1998) The Foundations of Social Research. London: SAGE.
Rocco, T.S. and Plakhotnik, M.S. (2009) Literature reviews, conceptual frameworks and theoretical frameworks. Human Resource Development Review, 8(1) pp. 120-130.

	Link to the Seven Aliens

	Each alien has distinct methodological implications. Alien A: quantitative, experimental. Alien B: mixed methods, triangulation. Alien C: qualitative, interpretive. Alien D: collaborative, participatory. Alien E: discourse analysis, ethnography, comparative approaches. Alien F: action research, participatory, critical methods. Alien G: whatever the research questions require, with clear justification for what each approach contributes. The test in every case: does your methodology follow logically from your research questions and your philosophical commitments or did you choose the methodology first and work backwards?



2.5b Research Questions: the spine of your doctoral study

	Before reflexivity, positionality or paradigm, there is the research question. Everything else in your doctoral study should flow from it and connect back to it.

A research question is not a topic. It is not a title. It is a precise, answerable, purposeful question that determines your paradigm, your methodology, your relationship with participants and the kind of knowledge your study will generate. If the research question is unclear, everything built on it is unstable.

What makes a good doctoral research question?

· Precision: it is a question, not a statement or a topic. It specifies what you want to find out.
· Answerability: it can actually be investigated within the scope of a doctoral study.
· Originality: it generates new knowledge rather than replicating what is already known.
· Paradigmatic coherence: the type of question fits the paradigm and methodology you are using.

That last point is the most important for the portfolio. Your research question should be the primary reason for your paradigm choice, not the other way around.



	How research questions and paradigms fit together

Different paradigms generate fundamentally different types of research question. The type of question you are asking is often the clearest signal of which paradigm you are working within.

Alien A (Positivism): To what extent does X predict Y? Does intervention Z cause outcome W? How many? What proportion? These questions hypothesise, test and measure. They assume a single reality that can be quantified.
Alien B (Post-Positivism): What are the relationships between X and Y across multiple types of evidence? How do different data sources converge or diverge on this question? These questions seek patterns across multiple forms of evidence.
Alien C (Interpretivism): How do people experience X? What does Y mean to people in this context? What is it like to be Z? These questions seek depth of understanding from the perspective of those living the phenomenon.
Alien D (Constructivism): How do people build their understanding of X over time through interaction? How is professional identity constructed through the process of Y? These questions focus on process and the relational construction of meaning.
Alien E (Social Constructionism): How is X constructed differently across groups Y and Z? What does the discourse around W reveal about power and legitimacy? These questions compare how different communities construct the same phenomenon.
Alien F (Critical Theory): Whose interests does X serve? How does Y perpetuate inequality? What would need to change for Z to become possible? These questions examine power, expose hidden structures and orient toward transformation.
Alien G (Pragmatism): Questions that are genuinely plural: where understanding the phenomenon fully requires asking different kinds of questions that different methods are best placed to answer. The hallmark is that each strand answers something the other cannot. For example: what did problem gamblers identify as factors that would have helped them exit gambling earlier? (qualitative, interpretive, life history) alongside how effective do gamblers rate a range of responsible gambling tools? (comparative, evaluative). These are not the same question asked twice: they are two distinct questions whose combined answers produce knowledge neither alone could generate.



	A common mistake: choosing a paradigm first (because it sounds appropriate, because a supervisor uses it, because you have read more about it) and then constructing research questions to fit. The relationship should run the other way: your research questions, driven by your genuine curiosity about a real phenomenon, should point you toward the paradigm that can best answer them.



2.6 How these four ideas connect

	Ontology, epistemology, axiology and methodology are not four separate questions. They are four dimensions of a single coherent position.

Your beliefs about the nature of reality (ontology) shape your beliefs about how knowledge can be generated (epistemology). Both of these shape your position on the role of values (axiology). Together, all three determine what research methods are philosophically appropriate for your study (methodology).

The test of a coherent research design is that a knowledgeable reader should be able to see consistency running through all four: the methods follow logically from the methodology, which follows from the epistemology, which follows from the ontology. Where that chain breaks, the design has a flaw.

Note on direction: as mentioned under paradigm, different researchers arrive at this coherence from different starting points. Some begin with the research question and work toward the philosophy. Some begin with a philosophical position and work toward the question. Crotty (1998) begins with epistemology. Lincoln and Guba (1985) begin with ontology. What matters is not where you start but whether everything fits when you are done.



2.7 Reflection, Reflexivity and Positionality: three related but distinct ideas

	These three concepts are related but not the same. Confusing them is the most common reason portfolio work stays at the level of description rather than reaching doctoral analysis.

Reflection (Schon 1983) is thinking carefully about what happened and what it means. Experienced professionals do this naturally. It is a genuine intellectual skill and a starting point. But it is not sufficient for doctoral work because it describes and interprets experience without examining how the researcher's own position shaped what happened.
Reflexivity (Finlay 2002) goes further. It asks: how has my position, my values, my professional formation and my assumptions actively shaped this research? Not just what happened, but how did I constitute what happened through the lens of who I am? This is what the portfolio requires.
Positionality (Rose 1997) is the specific form reflexivity takes in relation to your research field and participants. It examines how your social identity, professional role, cultural background and personal history place you in a particular relationship with your research. There is no view from nowhere: every researcher sees from somewhere and that somewhere shapes what is visible and what is not.



	The Reflexivity Ladder: From Description to Analysis

	Schon (1983) showed that experienced professionals reflect on what they do. Finlay (2002) argued that doctoral research requires something more: reflexivity. The difference matters enormously for your portfolio.

	Level 3Reflexivity
	You examine HOW your background, values and position have shaped what you studied, what you noticed and what you concluded. You treat yourself as part of the research, not separate from it. This is what the portfolio requires.
	Example: I realised that my years in financial compliance meant I automatically categorised participant responses using regulatory frameworks I had absorbed from practice. This shaped which responses I found significant and which I dismissed as anecdotal. I had to consciously examine whether that categorisation was appropriate or whether it was importing assumptions from my professional world into my research.

	Level 2Reflection
	You think carefully about what happened and what it meant. You step back from experience and ask what you learned. This is valuable professional practice but does not go far enough for doctoral work: it describes your experience without examining how your position shaped it.
	Example: The interviews were harder than I expected. Some participants seemed guarded and I was not sure how to respond. I think my role in the organisation may have made them cautious.

	Level 1Description
	You report what happened or what you believe without examining why or what it means for your research. This is the natural starting point. It is not the destination.
	Example: I interviewed six participants over three weeks. They were all senior managers. I have worked in this sector for several years so I understand the context.



	For some paradigms, reflecting on positionality is a brief procedural acknowledgement (Alien A: I have noted potential sources of bias). For others, it is an ongoing analytical practice woven through every stage of the research (Alien C, D, E: I continuously examine how my position is shaping what I see and what I conclude). Alien F goes furthest: the researcher explicitly names their political and ethical commitments as part of the research. Understanding which paradigm you are working within tells you how deeply the portfolio requires you to engage with positionality.



2.8 Emic and Etic: insider and outsider perspectives

	Emic and Etic: Insider and Outsider Perspectives

	These terms come from linguistics (Pike 1967) and describe two different positions a researcher can occupy in relation to their research field.
Emic (insider): You understand your field from the inside. You know the language, the culture, the unwritten rules. You may be researching your own organisation or sector. The advantage is depth of access and contextual understanding. The risk is that you may not be able to see what you take for granted as a perspective rather than as simply how things are.
Etic (outsider): You approach the field from outside, applying analytical frameworks from a distance. The advantage is critical distance. The risk is that you may misread context or miss what only insiders can see.
Most DBA students occupy a mixed position: deeply knowledgeable about their professional field (emic) but new to doctoral research methods (etic in that sense). Hellawell (2006) argued this is a continuum, not a binary. The analytical task is to examine where you sit on that continuum and what it means for your research.
Key references: Pike, K.L. (1967) Language in Relation to a Unified Theory of the Structure of Human Behaviour. The Hague: Mouton. Headland, T.N., Pike, K.L. and Harris, M. (eds) (1990) Emics and Etics: The Insider/Outsider Debate. Newbury Park: SAGE. Hellawell, D. (2006) Inside-out: analysis of the insider-outsider concept. British Educational Research Journal, 32(2) pp. 257-268.



2.9 What is a theoretical framework?

	Students sometimes use the terms theoretical framework and conceptual framework interchangeably. They are related but distinct (Rocco and Plakhotnik 2009).

A theoretical framework draws on existing established theories to underpin and give structure to your study. If you are researching why employees resist change, you might use institutional theory or identity theory or Lewin's change model as a theoretical lens. The theory was developed by someone else and you are applying or testing it in your research context.
A conceptual framework is your own construction: a map of the key concepts relevant to your study and the relationships between them. It shows how you have synthesised existing thinking to frame your specific research.
Both are relevant to Section 2 of your portfolio, which asks about your engagement with theory and literature. The question there is not which frameworks you used (that is your literature review) but how your professional formation, cultural background and existing assumptions shaped which frameworks resonated with you and which did not.




3. The Seven Aliens: Your Research Paradigm Map
The Seven Aliens framework, developed by Dr Caroline Jawad for this programme, maps the seven research paradigms used in business and management research. Each alien has a different set of beliefs about reality, knowledge, values and method.

Use this table as a reference throughout the handbook. It is not a diagnostic test that you complete once and put away. As you draft each section of your portfolio, return to it and ask: which of these positions most closely reflects what I actually believe about my research?

	Your paradigm is not something to be chosen for impression, convenience or because it matches the methodology you have already decided to use. It should reflect your genuine beliefs about the nature of your research phenomenon and how it can be studied. The test is coherence: do your beliefs about reality, knowledge, values and method form a consistent whole?



	
	Paradigm
	Ontology
	Epistemology
	Axiology
	Methodology and when to use

	A
	Positivism
	One objective reality exists, independent of any observer. It can be discovered through rigorous measurement.
	Knowledge is objective. Researcher and subject are kept separate. Truth accumulates through repeated testing.
	Values are a source of bias. Researcher must remain neutral and value-free.
	Quantitative methods: experiments, large-scale surveys, statistical analysis. Design is fixed before data collection begins.
When you need to measure, compare or predict across large groups. When you want results that can be generalised widely.

	B
	Post-Positivism
	One reality exists but we can never fully know it. Our knowledge is always incomplete and fallible.
	Knowledge is probable, not certain. Multiple sources of evidence build a more reliable picture.
	Values influence research but must be acknowledged and minimised. Researcher reflects on potential bias.
	Often mixed methods. Combines surveys with interviews or documents. Triangulation strengthens confidence.
When a single measure is insufficient and you want to cross-check findings across different types of data.

	C
	Interpretivism
	Reality is multiple and subjective. Different people experience the same situation differently. There is no single objective truth.
	Knowledge is created together by the researcher and the participant. Meaning matters more than measurement.
	Values are unavoidable and should be made transparent. Researcher examines how their own perspective shapes the research.
	Qualitative methods: in-depth interviews, IPA, phenomenology, reflexive thematic analysis. Design is flexible and emergent.
When you want to understand how people experience and make sense of something. When depth matters more than scale.

	D
	Constructivism
	Reality is built through interaction between people. It is constantly being made and remade through conversation and relationship.
	Knowledge is negotiated between researcher and participants together. Neither holds the truth alone.
	Both researcher and participant values shape what emerges. The research relationship itself is part of the findings.
	Collaborative: co-operative inquiry, participatory research, focus groups as genuine dialogue. Design evolves with participants.
When you want to understand how people build their understanding over time, especially through relationships and shared experience.

	E
	Social Constructionism
	Reality is created collectively by groups through shared language, culture and practice. Different groups construct different realities.
	Knowledge is socially produced. What counts as truth reflects the norms and power of particular groups.
	The researcher's cultural position shapes what they can see. Multiple value systems are acknowledged as valid in their own contexts.
	Discourse analysis, narrative inquiry, ethnography, conversation analysis. Focus on how groups use language to construct meaning.
When you want to compare how different groups (departments, professions, cultures) construct the same phenomenon differently.

	F
	Critical Theory
	Reality is shaped by power, history and ideology. What appears natural or inevitable has usually been constructed to serve certain interests.
	Knowledge is politically shaped. What counts as legitimate knowledge reflects who holds power. Research should challenge this.
	Research is explicitly value-committed: to justice, equity and challenging oppression. Neutrality is neither possible nor desirable.
	Action research, participatory research, feminist and postcolonial methods. Research as a tool for change.
When your study involves power, inequality, exclusion or injustice. When you want to make visible what is usually hidden.

	G
	Pragmatism
	Reality is neither purely objective nor purely constructed: it is what we can act upon and what acts upon us. Pragmatism does not deny reality; it reframes the question of what knowledge is for.
	Knowledge is warranted assertibility: claims that have been tested through inquiry and have proven reliable for addressing the problem at hand (Peirce 1878; Dewey 1938). Knowledge is judged by its practical consequences rather than by correspondence to an external reality.
	Values are examined for their practical consequences and their role in shaping what counts as a good solution. Dewey argued that ethical questions deserve the same rigorous inquiry as empirical questions: what works for whom, under what conditions and at what cost?
	Whatever methods are required to answer the research questions fully. The key is that different methods are chosen because the research questions themselves are genuinely plural: each strand answers something the other cannot. Mixed methods requires clear justification for what each approach contributes.
When your research questions are genuinely plural in nature and cannot be fully answered by a single approach. When understanding the phenomenon requires both the depth of qualitative inquiry and the breadth or comparability of quantitative data and when neither alone would adequately answer what the research needs to know.



	Three philosophical traditions within Interpretivism (Alien C)

Interpretivism is not a single tradition but three independent ones that arrived at similar conclusions by different routes. All three share the view that reality is subjective and multiple, that meaning matters more than measurement and that understanding requires interpretation.

Phenomenology (Husserl 1859-1938; Heidegger 1889-1976): asks what it is like to experience this phenomenon. Seeks the essence of lived experience. Used in IPA (Interpretative Phenomenological Analysis).
Hermeneutics (Dilthey; Gadamer 1900-2002): asks how we interpret and understand meanings. Focuses on the circular relationship between parts and whole in interpretation (the hermeneutic circle).
Symbolic Interactionism (Mead 1863-1931; Blumer 1900-1987): asks how people create shared meanings through social interaction. Focuses on symbols, negotiated meanings and identity.



	Activity 2
Use the Seven Aliens table to locate yourself. Write your research question at the top of the page first. There are no right or wrong answers here: the point is honest self-examination.
4. Read through all seven aliens. Which one most closely reflects how you thought about research before you started Part 1? Not which one sounds most sophisticated, but which one most honestly matches your starting position.
5. Has that position changed during Part 1? If so, what caused the change?
6. Look at the axiology column for your alien. What is your paradigm's position on the role of values in research? Do you agree with that position? If not, what does that tension tell you?
7. Look at the methodology column. Does the methodology described match the approach you are planning for your research? If not, is that a problem with your methodology choice or with the alien you selected?




4. Writing Each Section of the Portfolio
This section takes you through each of the six portfolio sections. For each one, you will find a plain-language description of what it is asking, a note about what it is not asking, the link to the Seven Aliens, a worked example and an activity.

	Word counts are given as guidance, not rigid limits. If a section genuinely requires more or fewer words to say what needs to be said, use your judgement. The activities do not have time limits: take as long as you need. The goal of each activity is to generate useful material for your draft, not to perform under pressure.



4.1 Section 1: Who You Were When You Started

	What this section is asking, in plain language
Start here: write your current research question before you read on. This section asks you to examine the assumptions about knowledge and research that you brought to that question before Part 1 began. Where did those assumptions come from, which have changed during Part 1 and which have not?

What if you are not sure what your starting assumptions were?
That uncertainty is itself worth examining. Most people do not arrive at doctoral study thinking explicitly about epistemology. But they do arrive with strong intuitions about what makes a convincing argument, what constitutes real evidence and what kind of questions are worth asking. Start there: what felt obvious and unquestionable about how knowledge works in your field? That feeling of obviousness is where the assumptions live.

What this section is NOT asking
It is not asking you to describe your career or personal history. The question is what your background produced in terms of how you think about knowledge and research, not the biography itself.

Link to the Seven Aliens
Look at the Seven Aliens table and think about which alien most closely reflects your starting position. Researchers arrive with very different prior assumptions depending on their disciplinary background, their professional experience and the kind of study that brought them to doctoral work. Examining which alien feels most natural to you as a starting point is a useful way into this section, without prejudging what that starting position will be.



	Example
A doctoral student whose prior education was in economics arrived at Part 1 assuming that knowledge worth acting on was quantifiable, testable and replicable. This was not a conscious philosophical position: it was built into the disciplinary training she had received, where models were validated through large datasets and where qualitative or experiential accounts were treated as illustrative at best.

Engaging with interpretive research methodology during Part 1 challenged this assumption fundamentally. Her initial resistance to IPA (Interpretative Phenomenological Analysis) as a methodology was not intellectual scepticism about the technique: it was a deeper assumption that a small number of interview participants cannot produce knowledge worth taking seriously. That assumption is worth naming precisely because it will shape what she notices and what she dismisses when she analyses her own data.

Note: this example describes one type of starting assumption. A student arriving from a humanities background might have the opposite experience: finding quantitative methods strange and interpretive approaches obvious. A student who is already an academic might arrive with well-formed methodological preferences that need examining for different reasons. The point is not the specific assumption but the practice of examining it.



	Activity 3
Write your current research question at the top of the page before you begin. The questions below start simple and build. Begin wherever feels manageable.
8. Before Part 1, what kind of evidence did you find most convincing in your professional field: statistics and numbers, case studies, expert opinion, large surveys, individual accounts? Write a sentence about it.
9. Why did that kind of evidence feel convincing? What made it feel reliable or trustworthy to you?
10. Look at the Seven Aliens table. Which alien's description of what counts as knowledge most closely matches what you believed before Part 1?
11. Has that changed during Part 1? What specifically caused the change, if anything?
12. Is there an assumption you came with that has NOT changed, even after Part 1? Why might it be resistant to change? What would it mean for your research if that assumption were wrong?



4.2 Section 2: Your Relationship with Theory and Literature

	What this section is asking, in plain language
During Part 1, particularly in LCDB7008 and LCDB7009, you engaged with a body of theoretical frameworks and literature. This section does not ask you to summarise or review that literature: that is what your Critical Literature Review was for. It asks you to examine your relationship with it.

Which frameworks felt immediately convincing and natural? Which felt strange, unconvincing or hard to engage with? What does that pattern reveal about your starting assumptions?

What is a theoretical framework?
A theoretical framework is an established body of theory that researchers use to underpin and give structure to a study. For example, institutional theory, identity theory, resource-based view, social capital theory, Bourdieu's field theory. These are not the same as a methodology (which is how you conduct the research) or a conceptual framework (which is your own map of relevant concepts). Rocco and Plakhotnik (2009) clarify these distinctions. In this section, you are reflecting on which of these established theoretical frameworks resonated with you and why.

What this section is NOT asking
It is not asking you to review what theories argue. If you find yourself summarising a theory rather than examining your response to it, stop. The question is: why did this framework feel convincing or strange to me?

Link to the Seven Aliens
Comfort with some bodies of literature and difficulty with others often reflects the paradigmatic assumptions you brought to Part 1. Literature that fits your starting paradigm will feel natural and credible. Literature from a different paradigm may feel soft, impractical, overly abstract or politically motivated. That response is worth examining.



	Example
A doctoral student in human resources found that theories emphasising human experience and meaning (interpretive, Alien C) resonated immediately, while economic rational-choice models (positivist, Alien A) felt reductive and inadequate. When he examined why, he realised his professional training in occupational psychology had shaped his assumptions about what motivates people: he had absorbed a humanistic perspective so thoroughly that purely economic explanations felt obviously incomplete.

This is useful reflexive material for the portfolio because it reveals something about his starting assumptions and about what he might be less likely to notice or take seriously in the literature. The question the portfolio asks is not just that the humanistic approach resonated, but why and what that means for how he reads and evaluates evidence.



	Activity 4
Write your current research question at the top of the page. Then think about your engagement with theoretical literature across LCDB7008 and LCDB7009.
13. Name one body of theory or one theoretical framework that felt immediately convincing and natural to you. What was it? Write a sentence about why it resonated.
14. Look at the Seven Aliens table. Which alien does that body of theory most closely align with?
15. Name one body of theory or one framework that you found difficult, unconvincing or hard to engage with. Was your resistance intellectual (the logic did not hold) or something more personal (it contradicted what you believed)? What alien does it represent?
16. Did your prior background (whether professional, disciplinary or both) make any body of literature feel immediately legible or credible? Did it make other bodies of literature feel remote, abstract or unconvincing? What does that pattern reveal?
17. Whose perspectives or theoretical traditions are absent from the literature you engaged with? Why might that be and what might you be missing as a result?



4.3 Section 3: The Evolution of Your Research Focus

	What this section is asking, in plain language
Your research question is the spine of this section. How has it changed since you began Part 1 and have those changes made the relationship between your question and your paradigm more coherent or less? This is not a chronology: it is an analysis of the forces behind each shift.

Key question to hold throughout: as your research question evolved, did it move between paradigms? A question that began in Alien A territory (measuring barriers, testing hypotheses) and moved toward Alien C territory (understanding lived experience and meaning) represents a paradigmatic shift that needs to be named, examined and explained.

The forces that shape a developing research question are usually mixed: something you read, a limitation you discovered, something from your background and formation or a growing understanding of what is actually researchable. Being honest about which forces were at work is the reflexive task.

What this section is NOT asking
It is not asking you to justify your current research question or paradigm philosophically: that belongs in your oral presentation. It asks how you arrived at both and what that journey reveals about you as a researcher.



	Example
A doctoral student began Part 1 wanting to examine why digital banking adoption was slow among small businesses in Bangladesh. Her initial framing was about barriers: she wanted to identify and measure the factors preventing adoption, drawing on technology acceptance models (a positivist Alien A approach).

During LCDB7007 and LCDB7009, she encountered literature on the lived experience of digital exclusion and on how cultural and relational factors shape technology use in ways that barrier models cannot capture. Her question shifted toward how small business owners understand and experience digital banking in their specific social and cultural context.

The shift was partly intellectual (the literature showed her a richer question) and partly professional (her experience working in Bangladeshi financial services made her feel that the barrier-model literature was missing something she could see from the inside). Examining both forces and being honest about the emic dimension of her professional knowledge, is the reflexive work Section 3 requires.



	Activity 5
Write your research question as it stands now at the top of the page and as it was when you started Part 1 below it. Then trace how it has developed.
18. What was your research question or focus when you began Part 1? Write one sentence describing it.
19. What is it now? Write one sentence. What is different?
20. What caused the main changes? Was each change driven by something you read, something from your professional experience, a methodological realisation or something more personal?
21. What questions have you decided NOT to ask? Was each decision intellectual (the question is not researchable) or something else (the question makes you uncomfortable, it challenges your own organisation, it is politically sensitive in your field)?
22. Are there questions you are drawn toward because you already suspect the answer or because they align with theoretical positions you already hold? Is that drawing you toward or away from the most valuable research?



4.4 Section 4: Positionality, Power and Research Relationships

	What this section is asking, in plain language
You will enter a relationship with your research participants, with the gatekeepers who control access to your field and with your own data. This section asks you to examine what you bring to those relationships.

Where do you sit on the insider-outsider continuum in relation to your likely participants? Do you hold power over them (professionally, institutionally, culturally) or are they more powerful than you? What might they tell you or not tell you, because of who you are?

This section should connect your self-examination explicitly to the quality and trustworthiness of your research. Positionality is not just a philosophical exercise: it has practical consequences for what data you will generate and how you will be able to interpret it.

Link to the Seven Aliens
For Alien A and B researchers, positionality is managed through methodological procedures: declaring potential bias, using validated instruments, documenting methods transparently. For Alien C, D and E researchers, it requires ongoing analytical examination throughout the study. For Alien F researchers, the researcher's political and ethical positioning is explicitly named as part of the research. Lincoln and Guba's (1985) trustworthiness criteria (credibility, transferability, dependability and confirmability) provide a useful framework for connecting positionality to research quality for interpretivist researchers.



	Example
An example of insider research: a doctoral student researching governance practices in her own organisation had deep contextual knowledge (advantage) but also professional authority that might make some participants reluctant to speak candidly (risk). She had a personal stake in the organisation's future that might shape what she found significant. Acknowledging these dimensions was not enough: the section required her to examine what each one meant in practice for how she designed consent processes, how she conducted interviews and how she would interpret what participants told her.

An example of outsider research: a doctoral student researching leadership practices in an industry he had never worked in had critical distance (advantage) but lacked the contextual knowledge to interpret what participants meant by professional shorthand, assumed shared references and unstated norms (risk). His positionality created different but equally significant challenges for the quality of his data.

Neither insider nor outsider positioning is inherently better. Both require specific examination.



	Activity 6
Write your research question at the top of the page. Your positionality matters because of your relationship to the people and contexts that question concerns. Examine it honestly.
23. Describe your relationship to your likely participants in terms of your professional role, your status in the field and whether you are an insider, an outsider or somewhere in between.
24. Where do you hold more power than your participants? Where do they hold more power than you? Be specific.
25. What do you think participants are likely to tell you because of who you are? What are they likely to withhold or modify?
26. Identify one specific risk your positionality creates for the quality of your data. What will you do about it? Is that response genuinely sufficient?
27. Whether you are an insider, an outsider or somewhere in between, what specific knowledge advantage does your position give you? What specific risk does it create for your analysis?



4.5 Section 5: Ethical Tensions in Your Study

	What this section is asking, in plain language
Every research study involves genuine ethical tensions: situations where two things you care about are in conflict. This section is not asking you to list research ethics principles and it is not asking you to confirm that you have completed an ethics form. It is asking you to identify the specific tensions that arise from your particular research context, your particular participants and your particular positionality.

A genuine ethical tension has two legitimate values pulling in different directions. For example: the value of capturing authentic and candid participant accounts pulls in one direction; the risk of exposing participants to professional or personal harm by their disclosure pulls in the other. Both are legitimate. That conflict is a tension.

Procedures (I will maintain confidentiality) are not tensions. They are responses to tensions. The portfolio asks for the tension, not just the procedure.

Link to the Seven Aliens
Alien F has the most explicitly political ethical dimension: the researcher must ask whose interests the research serves and who benefits from the knowledge produced. Alien C, D and E researchers must examine ethical tensions as part of their reflexive practice. Alien A and B researchers manage ethics primarily through procedural safeguards. Your alien tells you how deeply your paradigm requires you to engage with the ethical dimensions of your research.



	Example
A doctoral student researching the experience of migrant workers in the gig economy in Swansea faced a genuine tension between two legitimate imperatives. On one side: capturing authentic and candid accounts of vulnerable workers' experiences required building trust and allowing participants to speak freely about difficult circumstances. On the other side: the participants were in a precarious legal and employment situation and any account that could be traced back to them, however carefully anonymised, could put them at risk.

This tension could not be fully resolved through standard anonymisation procedures. The student had to examine honestly what partial safeguards were available, why they fell short of being ideal and what she was prepared to do if a participant disclosed information that put them at immediate risk. Acknowledging that some tensions remain unresolved is more analytically honest and more doctoral than pretending they have been eliminated.



	Activity 7
Write your research question at the top of the page. The tensions you identify should be specific to what that question requires of you and of your participants.
28. Name two things you care about in your research that are in tension with each other. They both need to be legitimate: not a conflict between something good and something bad, but between two things you value.
29. Why does this tension exist in your specific study? What about your context, participants or positionality creates it?
30. What are you doing about it? Be honest about whether your response is genuinely sufficient or only partially so.
31. Where is your response still incomplete or uncertain? Saying so is more analytically valuable than pretending the tension has been resolved.



4.6 Section 6: You as a Developing Researcher

	What this section is asking, in plain language
What are you not yet ready to do well as a doctoral researcher? This section asks you to identify two or three specific gaps, with enough precision that another person reading your portfolio could understand exactly what you mean.

What if you are not sure what your gaps are?
Think about a moment during Part 1 when you felt out of your depth, when feedback surprised you or when you found yourself falling back on habits from professional practice that did not quite fit the research context. That discomfort often points toward a gap worth naming.

What this section is NOT asking
General statements are not sufficient. Saying I need to develop my understanding of methodology further is too vague to be useful. The test is: could this have been written by any doctoral student or does it only apply to you?

What is a reflexive doctoral researcher?
It is a researcher who has developed the habit of examining their own position, assumptions and influence on the research, continuously and analytically, throughout the entire research process. Section 6 asks you to be honest about where you are not yet doing that well and what it will take to get there.



	Example: the difference between generic and specific
Generic (not sufficient): I need to develop my understanding of qualitative methodology.

Specific (doctoral): When I read my interview transcripts I notice that I move very quickly to pattern-recognition: I start coding for themes before I have spent enough time with the texture and complexity of individual accounts. In IPA terms, I am not yet comfortable dwelling in the particular before moving to the general. This is a specific analytical habit that comes from my professional practice of working quickly to conclusions under time pressure. Addressing it will require me to build in structured time during analysis where I work with single accounts without reaching for cross-case comparison and to ask my supervisor to check this tendency at the data stage rather than only at write-up.



	Activity 8
Write your research question at the top of the page. The gaps you identify should be ones that would specifically affect your ability to answer that question rigorously.
32. Think of a moment during Part 1 when you felt out of your depth, received unexpected feedback or fell back on professional habits that did not quite fit the research context. What was happening?
33. Name the gap precisely: not a general area but a specific habit, tendency or limitation.
34. Where does this gap come from? What in your professional formation, educational background or personal habits created it?
35. What would actually need to change for you to address it? Not what you will read, but what you will do differently.




5. Four Tests for Doctoral-Level Reflexivity
Apply these tests as you draft and revise each section. They are designed to help you move from description to analysis.

	Four Tests for Doctoral-Level Reflexivity

	Test
	The question to ask yourself
	Passes the test
	Does not pass the test

	The specificity test
	Could this paragraph have been written by any doctoral student on a similar topic or could it only have been written by you about your specific situation? Generic reflection is not doctoral. Specific, situated analysis is.
	I recognise that my background in financial regulation means I automatically read participant accounts through a compliance lens: looking for what was done correctly or incorrectly. That framing may be distorting what participants were actually trying to tell me about their experience.
	As an insider researcher I am aware that my background may influence my interpretation of the data.

	The so what test
	After every analytical observation, ask: so what does this mean for my research? If you cannot answer, the observation is description not analysis. The doctoral contribution lives in the implication.
	My immediate comfort with quantitative approaches tells me I brought positivist assumptions into Part 1. That matters because my research question is about lived experience, which those methods cannot access. I have had to learn a different way of thinking about what counts as knowledge.
	I found that I was more comfortable with quantitative research before Part 1 began.

	The blind spot test
	After every claim about your assumptions, ask: what am I still not seeing? The most honest and valuable reflexive work is not about what you have already discovered but about what remains invisible to you.
	I can see that my cultural background shapes how I conduct interviews. What I cannot yet see clearly is whether that same background is shaping which questions I think are worth asking in the first place. That is the harder question.
	I am aware that my cultural background may influence how I conduct the research.

	The coherence test
	Does the approach you are taking to your research (your methodology) actually match your beliefs about what reality is and how we can know it? Mismatches between philosophy and method are the most common doctoral-level design flaw.
	My research is about how healthcare workers experience ethical dilemmas. I believe those experiences are subjective and cannot be measured. I must therefore use an approach that generates accounts of experience, not statistics about frequency. Claiming an interpretivist position and then using a questionnaire would be incoherent.
	My study uses qualitative methods because I want to understand the participants' perspectives.




6. Common Mistakes and How to Fix Them
	Common Mistakes and How to Fix Them

	The mistake
	What it sounds like
	How to fix it

	Writing description instead of analysis
	I found the interviews more challenging than expected. Some participants seemed reluctant to speak openly.
	Ask why. What was it about your role, your relationship with participants or the research context that created that reluctance? What does it mean for the quality of your data?

	Turning Section 2 into a literature review
	Nonaka (1994) argues that tacit knowledge is shared through socialisation. This is relevant because my research examines knowledge transfer.
	The question is not what Nonaka argues. It is: why did his framework feel immediately convincing to you and what does that tell you about your prior assumptions?

	Listing ethics principles instead of examining tensions
	I will ensure confidentiality, obtain informed consent and treat participants with respect.
	Name the genuine conflict in your specific study. What two legitimate things are pulling in opposite directions? Procedures are not tensions.

	Being generic instead of specific
	As an insider researcher I am aware that my background may create bias.
	Name the specific bias, where it comes from and what exactly it might affect in your data collection, analysis or conclusions.

	Pretending to have resolved something that is genuinely unresolved
	There are ethical challenges but I have addressed them through my ethics application.
	If a tension is genuinely unresolved, say so. Honest acknowledgement of an unresolved problem demonstrates more analytical rigour than a false resolution.

	Repeating your presentation in the portfolio
	My study uses interpretivism because reality is subjective and multiple. My ontological position holds that...
	The presentation makes the philosophical case for your paradigm. The portfolio examines how you arrived at that position personally and what it means for your research practice.




7. Scholarly Sources: What to Read and Why
	Scholarly Sources: What to Read and Why

	Aim for 25 to 35 sources used purposefully. Every source should be doing analytical work in your portfolio, not just demonstrating that you have read widely. Locate and read primary texts wherever possible.

	Area
	Key sources

	What a paradigm is
	Kuhn, T.S. (1962) The Structure of Scientific Revolutions. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. Kuhn, T.S. (1970) 2nd edn with postscript introducing the disciplinary matrix. Masterman, M. (1970) The nature of a paradigm. In Lakatos and Musgrave (eds) Criticism and the Growth of Knowledge. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

	The sequence of ontology, epistemology, axiology and methodology
	Lincoln, Y.S. and Guba, E.G. (1985) Naturalistic Inquiry. Beverly Hills: SAGE. Crotty, M. (1998) The Foundations of Social Research. London: SAGE (argues epistemology comes first). Heron, J. and Reason, P. (1997) A participatory inquiry paradigm. Qualitative Inquiry, 3(3) pp. 274-294 (introduces axiology). Guba, E.G. and Lincoln, Y.S. (2005) Paradigmatic controversies. In Denzin and Lincoln (eds) Handbook of Qualitative Research. 3rd edn. SAGE.

	Whose values count: the axiology debate in business and management research
	Hammersley, M. (1995) The Politics of Social Research. London: SAGE. Fine, M. et al (2000) For Whom? Qualitative research, representations and social responsibilities. In Denzin and Lincoln (eds) Handbook of Qualitative Research. 2nd edn. SAGE. Weber, M. (1949) The Methodology of the Social Sciences. New York: Free Press (the foundational argument that value-neutrality is itself a value position).

	Reflection and reflexivity
	Schon, D.A. (1983) The Reflective Practitioner. New York: Basic Books. Finlay, L. (2002) Negotiating the swamp: the opportunity and challenge of reflexivity in research practice. Qualitative Health Research, 12(2) pp. 209-230. Finlay, L. and Gough, B. (eds) (2003) Reflexivity: A Practical Guide for Researchers in Health and Social Sciences. Oxford: Blackwell. Berger, R. (2015) Now I see it, now I do not. Qualitative Research, 15(2) pp. 219-234.

	Positionality
	Rose, G. (1997) Situating knowledges: positionality, reflexivities and other tactics. Progress in Human Geography, 21(3) pp. 305-320. Mercer, J. (2007) The challenges of insider research in educational institutions. Oxford Review of Education, 33(1) pp. 1-17. England, K. (1994) Getting personal: reflexivity, positionality and feminist research. Professional Geographer, 46(1) pp. 80-89.

	Emic and etic perspectives
	Pike, K.L. (1967) Language in Relation to a Unified Theory of the Structure of Human Behaviour. The Hague: Mouton. Headland, T.N., Pike, K.L. and Harris, M. (eds) (1990) Emics and Etics: The Insider/Outsider Debate. Newbury Park: SAGE.

	Insider research
	Hellawell, D. (2006) Inside-out: analysis of the insider-outsider concept. British Educational Research Journal, 32(2) pp. 257-268. Coghlan, D. (2007) Insider action research: opportunities and challenges. Management Research News, 30(5) pp. 335-343. Dwyer, S.C. and Buckle, J.L. (2009) The space between. International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 8(1) pp. 54-63.

	Theoretical frameworks: what they are
	Rocco, T.S. and Plakhotnik, M.S. (2009) Literature reviews, conceptual frameworks and theoretical frameworks: terms, functions and distinctions. Human Resource Development Review, 8(1) pp. 120-130. Crotty, M. (1998) The Foundations of Social Research. London: SAGE.

	Research ethics
	Israel, M. and Hay, I. (2006) Research Ethics for Social Scientists. London: SAGE. Guillemin, M. and Gillam, L. (2004) Ethics, reflexivity and ethically important moments in research. Qualitative Inquiry, 10(2) pp. 261-280.

	Qualitative methodology relevant to your study
	Smith, J.A., Flowers, P. and Larkin, M. (2009) Interpretative Phenomenological Analysis. London: SAGE. Braun, V. and Clarke, V. (2006; 2019) Reflexive thematic analysis. Charmaz, K. (2006; 2014) Constructing Grounded Theory. London: SAGE.

	The Seven Aliens framework
	Jawad, C. (2025) The Dr Caroline Jawad Table 2025: Super Fantastic Everything-in-One-Place Research Philosophy. UWTSD.

	Do not cite: Saunders et al. Research Onion, undergraduate textbooks or Wikipedia. These are not appropriate for doctoral work.




8. Key Thinkers: The Intellectual Heritage of Your Portfolio
These are the thinkers whose work underlies the concepts in this handbook and in your portfolio task. Engaging with their primary texts, not just summaries, is what makes doctoral work doctoral.

	Key Thinkers: The Scholarship Your Portfolio Stands On

	Doctoral researchers do not begin from scratch. They inherit a tradition of thought about how knowledge is created, what research is for and how the researcher's position shapes what they find. These are the thinkers who built that tradition.

	When
	Who
	What they contributed and why it matters for your portfolio

	1830-42
	Comte
	Founded positivism: only what can be positively observed and measured constitutes real knowledge. The philosophical foundation of Alien A.

	1905-22
	Weber
	Introduced Verstehen (understanding from within): social research must grasp the meaning of human action from the actor's perspective. Foundation of Alien C interpretivism. Also argued that even the aspiration to value-neutrality is itself a value position.

	1934
	Popper
	Introduced falsificationism: scientific knowledge advances by attempting to disprove, not prove, hypotheses. Key to Alien B post-positivism.

	1944
	Adorno and Horkheimer
	Argued that positivist science is not neutral but serves dominant ideological interests. Foundation of Alien F critical theory.

	1962 and 1970
	Kuhn
	Introduced paradigm as a shared constellation of beliefs, values and exemplars governing a research community. In the 1970 postscript, refined this as the disciplinary matrix to address the ambiguity of his original term. Essential reading.

	1966
	Berger and Luckmann
	Established social constructionism (Alien E): reality is not given but produced through social interaction, language and shared practice.

	1967
	Pike
	Introduced the emic (insider) and etic (outsider) distinction. Essential for any DBA student examining their position in relation to their research field.

	1983
	Schon
	Identified reflection-in-action as a defining feature of professional expertise. The starting point for understanding reflection. Valuable but not sufficient: doctoral research requires reflexivity.

	1985
	Lincoln and Guba
	Established the ontology-epistemology-methodology sequence and introduced trustworthiness criteria (credibility, transferability, dependability, confirmability) as alternatives to positivist validity and reliability. Essential reading.

	1995
	Hammersley
	Examined the politics of social research: whose values count, who decides what research questions matter and who benefits from research findings. Directly relevant to the axiology section of the portfolio.

	1996 and 1997
	Heron; Heron and Reason
	Introduced axiology as a distinct philosophical dimension of research paradigms, alongside ontology and epistemology. The correct attribution for the four-element sequence used throughout this programme.

	1997
	Rose
	Argued there is no view from nowhere: every researcher sees from a position and that position shapes what is visible and what is not. Essential for positionality.

	1998
	Crotty
	Provided one of the clearest accounts of the relationship between epistemology, theoretical perspective, methodology and methods. Argued that epistemology, not ontology, is the natural starting point for research design. Highly recommended as the first doctoral-level methodology text to read.

	2002
	Finlay
	Distinguished between reflection and reflexivity. Reflexivity requires examining how your perspective constitutes the research, not simply thinking about it. Essential reading for the portfolio.

	2005
	Guba and Lincoln
	Formally incorporated axiology into their paradigm framework, confirming the four-element sequence and acknowledging Heron and Reason's earlier contribution.

	2006
	Hellawell
	Argued that insider-outsider positioning is a continuum, not a binary. Particularly relevant for DBA practitioner-researchers.

	2009
	Rocco and Plakhotnik
	Clarified the distinction between theoretical frameworks (established theories used to underpin a study) and conceptual frameworks (the researcher's own construction of key concepts). Essential for understanding Section 2 of the portfolio.

	2015
	Berger
	Demonstrated how the researcher's position shifts during a study and what that means for the knowledge produced. A practical illustration of reflexivity in action.




	A final word

The goal of this portfolio is not to demonstrate that you are a finished researcher. You are not and the portfolio knows that. What it asks is that you begin to develop the habit that doctoral research requires: examining your own assumptions, being honest about your position and your blind spots and connecting that self-examination to the quality and integrity of your research.

Some of the questions in this handbook may not yet have clear answers for you. That is not a problem. Doctoral research is an iterative process. The most important thing is to begin asking the questions honestly rather than performing answers you do not yet have.

What distinguishes the strongest portfolio work is not certainty or philosophical sophistication. It is honest, specific and analytically grounded self-examination in the service of better research.

Dr Caroline Jawad  |  UWTSD  |  LCDB7012
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