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How to Use This Answer Book

This answer book provides full model answers for every activity in the student workbook, alongside marking notes and facilitation guidance. It is designed to support both in-session delivery and independent assessment.

	Symbol
	Meaning

	✓  Model Answer
	The full expected response:  key points students should reach

	📋  Marking Note
	Guidance on how to award marks or credit partial answers

	💬  Facilitation Tip
	Suggested prompts or discussion points for in-session use

	⚠️  Common Error
	Mistakes students typically make on this activity



The model answers are not exhaustive. Doctoral students should be credited for well-reasoned alternative responses that demonstrate critical engagement with the literature. The key question is always: does the student demonstrate independent scholarly thinking, or are they reproducing surface-level information?

	Important note on open-ended activities
Activities 3.2, 4.3, 5.4, and the Reflection Grid ask students to apply learning to their own research topics. There is no single correct answer. Tutors should assess these against the criteria: relevance of the response, demonstration of critical thinking, accuracy of terminology, and evidence of engagement with the workshop content.




THEME 1:  Why We Reference: Standing on the Shoulders of Giants

Activity 1.1:  What Would Research Look Like Without Referencing?

✓  Model Answer:  Part 1: Four things referencing adds to Extract B

	Students should identify a minimum of four of the following points (award credit for any well-articulated observation):
1. Attribution and accountability: every claim in Extract B can be traced to a named author and year, making it verifiable and open to scrutiny. Extract A makes unverifiable assertions ('many studies').
1. Precision and specificity: Extract B identifies particular studies (meta-analyses by Margolis & Walsh; Orlitzky et al.) and their specific methodological form, which signals the student has read the field, not just encountered it.
1. Critical engagement: Extract B explicitly notes that the CSR–performance relationship is moderated by variables (industry, size, CSR dimensions) and that Carroll's model has critics (Banerjee, 2008). This is absent from Extract A.
1. Researcher positioning: Extract B states 'This study adopts Carroll's framework whilst acknowledging these limitations.' The student is making a reasoned, evidenced choice. Extract A offers no positioning.
1. Scholarly conversation: Extract B situates the research within an ongoing dialogue between scholars. Extract A describes an inert landscape where 'people think things'.
1. Credibility and doctoral register: the use of meta-analyses and a foundational theoretical model (Carroll, 1991) signals command of the field. Extract A could have been written by someone who has read one introductory textbook.



✓  Model Answer:  Part 2: Discussion prompt

	A doctoral examiner encountering a literature review with very few references may infer one or more of the following:
1. The student has not read sufficiently broadly or deeply:  they lack command of the field.
1. The student cannot distinguish between their own ideas and others':  a risk of unintentional plagiarism.
1. The student does not understand what doctoral-level scholarship requires:  this is a fundamental threshold concern.
1. The student's arguments are based on assertion rather than evidence:  they cannot be defended under examination.
1. The research does not build on existing knowledge:  it cannot claim to make an original contribution if it is not in dialogue with prior work.



	⚠️  Common Error
Students sometimes conflate 'having references' with 'engaging critically with references'. A literature review that cites 80 sources but simply summarises each one in turn is still descriptive, not critical. Emphasise this distinction when discussing Extract B.




Activity 1.2:  The Ethics of Referencing

✓  Model Answer:  Three Ethics Scenarios

	Scenario
	Model Answer

	Paraphrasing Bryman without citation:  'everyone knows this'.
	Not acceptable. 'Common knowledge' in academic research is confined to genuinely uncontested, non-attributed facts (e.g. 'the UK left the EU in 2020'). Any idea that originates with an identifiable author:  however widely circulated:  must be attributed. Failure to cite constitutes plagiarism regardless of intent.

	Citing Carroll (1991) without having read it:  read only in a secondary source.
	Not acceptable without disclosure. The correct convention is: Carroll (1991, as cited in [Author, Year]). Citing as though you have read the original is dishonest and risks error:  the secondary source may misrepresent the original. At doctoral level, students should make every effort to access primary sources.

	Changing the year of a 2019 article to 2022 to appear more current.
	Not acceptable under any circumstances. This is fabrication of bibliographic data:  a form of research misconduct. Examiners and supervisors routinely check references and will identify discrepancies. Institutional consequences range from mark deduction to degree withdrawal.



	💬  Facilitation Tip
Scenario 2 is often the most revealing for DBA students, many of whom have relied on secondary citation without realising it is a problem. Use this to discuss how to request articles through interlibrary loan, or how to acknowledge when a primary source is genuinely inaccessible.




THEME 2:  How to Find Literature: Databases, Search Strategies and Quality

Activity 2.1:  Mapping Your Search Landscape

✓  Model Answer:  Database Functions

	Database / Resource
	Best Used For

	Business Source Complete (EBSCO)
	The primary database for business and management research. Covers thousands of peer-reviewed journals across management, marketing, HRM, finance, and strategy. Full-text access to most major journals. The first port of call for DBA students.

	Web of Science
	Citation tracking:  identifying which papers have cited a key article and how many times. Useful for locating highly influential papers, conducting systematic searches with citation metrics, and identifying the most impactful scholars in a field.

	Scopus
	Similar to Web of Science. Good for CiteScore and journal impact metrics. Broader interdisciplinary coverage. Use alongside Web of Science for comprehensive citation analysis.

	Google Scholar
	Initial scoping, grey literature, working papers, and conference papers. Not suitable as the sole database for a doctoral literature review:  lacks peer-review filtering and consistent coverage. Useful for finding open-access versions of paywalled articles.

	ProQuest Dissertations & Theses
	Identifying what has been researched at doctoral level globally. Essential for checking whether a proposed topic has been studied, and for examining comparable methodological approaches.

	JSTOR
	Archive of older journal content. Particularly valuable for accessing foundational theoretical texts (pre-1990s) and management history. Strong in social sciences and humanities.

	SSRN
	Pre-publication working papers in economics, finance, law, and management. Useful for cutting-edge ideas not yet formally published. Cite with caution:  papers are not peer-reviewed.

	University library catalogue
	Access to physical and electronic books, e-books, institutional access to specialist databases and journals not freely available. Also access to interlibrary loan for articles the university does not hold.



	📋  Marking Note
Credit any response that correctly identifies the primary strength of each resource. Students often undervalue ProQuest and JSTOR:  use this as an opportunity to demonstrate their importance. Watch for students who describe Google Scholar as equivalent to peer-reviewed databases.




Activity 2.2:  Building an Effective Search String

✓  Model Answer:  Search String Principles

	Students' search strings will vary according to their own research topics. Evaluate against these criteria:
1. Core concept 1 uses OR to capture synonyms (e.g. 'knowledge sharing' OR 'knowledge transfer' OR 'knowledge exchange').
1. Core concept 2 uses OR to capture related terms (e.g. 'supply chain' OR 'logistics' OR 'procurement').
1. Boolean AND is used to connect concepts:  this narrows the search to items containing all components.
1. Truncation (e.g. 'manage*') is used where appropriate to capture manager, management, managerial.
1. Phrase searching uses quotation marks (e.g. '‘knowledge hiding’') to prevent the database splitting the phrase.
1. Context/geography is included if relevant but not overspecified at first (can be added to narrow if needed).



	⚠️  Common Error
Students often use AND where they mean OR (between synonyms), which dramatically reduces results. Conversely, students who use only OR between all terms get thousands of irrelevant results. The structure is: (synonyms joined by OR) AND (synonyms joined by OR). Illustrate this on the board if needed.




Activity 2.3:  Evaluating Source Quality

✓  Model Answer:  CRAAP Evaluation

	Source
	Model Answer

	Blog post by a business consultant (2023), 50,000 views.
	Generally not appropriate as a primary academic source. Fails on Authority (unverifiable credentials, no institutional affiliation), Accuracy (no peer review, no methodology), and Purpose (likely commercially motivated). May be used as practitioner evidence if clearly labelled as non-academic commentary. Not citable as evidence for a theoretical or empirical claim.

	Carroll, A. B. (1991). Business Horizons.
	Highly appropriate despite age. Published in a peer-reviewed journal, authored by one of the most cited CSR scholars, methodologically sound, and foundational to the field. Currency: seminal works are always relevant:  students must not exclude older articles simply because they are pre-2000. This is one of the most cited articles in all of management research.

	Wikipedia article on Stakeholder Theory.
	Not appropriate as a citable source in doctoral work. Fails on Authority (anonymous, crowdsourced) and Accuracy (unverified, editable). May be useful for initial orientation or for following links to primary sources, but must never be cited in a doctoral thesis or assignment.

	Peer-reviewed article, Journal of Business Ethics (2022), 18 HR director interviews.
	Appropriate. Peer-reviewed, recent, published in a recognised ABS-listed journal (check ABS ranking). Methodology is specified (qualitative, interviews). Students should note: Journal of Business Ethics is ABS 3:  a high-quality outlet. The qualitative methodology may also be useful as methodological literature.



	💬  Facilitation Tip
This is a good moment to introduce the ABS Academic Journal Guide (Chartered ABS). Explain that at doctoral level, students are expected to privilege ABS 3, 4, and 4* journals. ABS 1–2 journals may be used but should not form the backbone of a doctoral literature review. This distinction is rarely taught explicitly but matters enormously at examination.




THEME 3:  How to Structure a Literature Review

Activity 3.1:  Spot the Structural Problem

✓  Model Answer:  Problems with the original structure

	Students should identify a minimum of four of the following structural weaknesses:
1. 2.2 'Definition of AI' is generic and encyclopaedic. The review should define AI specifically as it relates to the phenomenon under study:  managerial decision-making in Chinese SOEs:  not as a general technology concept. This section as titled would produce background filler rather than scholarly argument.
1. 2.3 'History of AI from 1950 to present' is entirely irrelevant to a study of contemporary managerial decision-making. A comprehensive technology history is not doctoral research preparation:  it demonstrates breadth without depth, and distracts from the core inquiry.
1. 2.4 'What different scholars have said about AI' is vague and suggests a list-based, rather than thematic-analytical, approach. A doctoral literature review should be organised around themes, debates, and arguments, not 'what people have said'.
1. 2.5 'AI in business' is too broad. There is no connection to the specific context (Chinese state-owned enterprises), the specific managerial process (decision-making), or the specific contribution this study will make.
1. There is no theoretical framework section. The student has reviewed literature but has not indicated which theories will inform the study.
1. There is no gap identification or synthesis section. The reader cannot see what remains unknown or why this study is needed.
1. There is no conceptual framework section. This is a core requirement of the DBA Chapter 2:  the student must synthesise problem, gap, theory, and methodology into an original framework.
1. The context (Chinese state-owned enterprises) is missing entirely:  a fundamental omission given that the institutional and political environment of Chinese SOEs shapes managerial behaviour in ways quite distinct from Western or private sector organisations.



✓  Model Answer:  Revised structure

	The following is a suggested revised structure. Students may reach different but equally valid structures:
1. 2.1  Introduction and chapter overview:  purpose and signposting
1. 2.2  Key concepts: AI adoption and organisational decision-making:  defining terms as they relate to this study
1. 2.3  Theories of managerial decision-making:  bounded rationality (Simon, 1955), sensemaking (Weick, 1995), institutional logics
1. 2.4  AI adoption in organisations: empirical evidence:  what factors predict adoption? What are the implementation challenges?
1. 2.5  The Chinese state-owned enterprise context:  governance structures, institutional pressures, political ownership, and their implications for managerial behaviour
1. 2.6  Theoretical framework:  which theories (e.g. Institutional Theory, Bounded Rationality) are selected and why; how they relate to the research questions
1. 2.7  Synthesis:  what is known, what remains unknown, where the contradictions lie, what gap this study addresses
1. 2.8  Preliminary conceptual framework:  the original synthesis of problem, gap, theoretical positioning, and methodological justification



	📋  Marking Note
Full marks should be awarded to students who demonstrate understanding of why structure matters:  not just what structure looks like. A student who produces a different structure but explains their reasoning with reference to logical sequencing, paradigm fit, and the relationship between sections should receive credit. The key principle is: structure should build an argument, not catalogue topics.




Activity 3.2:  Organising Your Own Literature into Themes

✓  Facilitation and Assessment Guidance

	💬  Facilitation Tip:  The Sorting Exercise
This activity is open-ended by design. Assess against the following principles:
1. Theme groupings are intellectually coherent, not merely topical (e.g. 'articles about women' is topical; 'articles challenging the universality of leadership models' is analytical).
1. Synthesis sentences make a collective argument ('These studies collectively show that...') rather than listing ('These studies are about...'). If a student cannot write a synthesis sentence, the grouping is probably wrong.
1. There should be visible connection between the themes:  each theme should build toward the research gap. If the themes feel like separate mini-reviews rather than chapters in a single argument, the student needs to reconsider the architecture.
Key question to ask students: 'If I removed Theme B, would Themes A, C, and D still make sense?' If yes, Theme B may not be well integrated into the overall argument.




THEME 4:  Choosing the Right Type of Literature Review

Activity 4.2:  Which Review Type is Appropriate?

✓  Model Answers:  Four Research Scenarios

	Scenario
	Model Answer

	CSR reporting across cultural contexts:  diverse methodologies, 20 years of literature.
	Integrative Review. The diversity of methodological approaches (quantitative, qualitative, mixed) across two decades means that systematic review criteria would exclude too much relevant material, whilst a pure narrative review may not do justice to the quantitative evidence. An integrative review can synthesise across paradigmatic boundaries and map contradictions across cultural contexts.

	Lived experience of female entrepreneurs in Pakistan:  limited prior research.
	Critical Review (with elements of scoping). Given limited prior literature on this precise population, a scoping review would first map adjacent territories (female entrepreneurship, institutional barriers, South Asian contexts) to establish what is and is not known. The substantive review would then be critical:  evaluating assumptions in the dominant (largely Western) literature and building a case for why alternative perspectives are needed.

	Statistical relationship between transformational leadership and employee engagement:  multiple quantitative studies in Western contexts.
	Systematic Review (potentially with meta-analysis). A defined, replicable question with a body of comparable quantitative studies is well suited to systematic review. PRISMA protocol would be appropriate. The reviewer should specify inclusion/exclusion criteria (e.g. peer-reviewed journals only, English language, 2000–present) and may conduct meta-analysis if studies use comparable measures.

	New theoretical framework around 'relational accountability' in family businesses:  no prior theory.
	Narrative/Critical Review. Constructing an original theoretical framework requires a theoretically-led, author-directed engagement with existing theory. The researcher must draw selectively but deeply from relevant adjacent theories (agency theory, stewardship theory, family systems theory) rather than map everything. Systematic comprehensiveness is less important than depth of conceptual engagement.



	⚠️  Common Error
DBA students often default to 'systematic review' because it sounds rigorous. Emphasise that systematic review is a specific methodological protocol, not a synonym for 'thorough'. For most DBA research:  which is interpretivist and qualitative:  a critical review is both more appropriate and more intellectually demanding than a systematic review checklist. The question is always: which approach best serves your research questions and paradigm?




Activity 4.3:  Justify Your Own Choice

✓  Facilitation and Assessment Guidance

	💬  Facilitation Tip:  Open-ended self-justification activity
This activity asks students to justify their own choices. There is no single correct answer. Evaluate against the following:
1. Is the chosen review type aligned with the student's stated research paradigm? (e.g. an interpretivist researcher claiming to use systematic review needs to justify this carefully.)
1. Does the student demonstrate understanding of the limitations of their chosen approach (not just its strengths)?
1. Is the justification specific to their research questions, or is it generic?




THEME 5:  From Descriptive to Critical Writing

Activity 5.1:  Identify the Level of Writing

✓  Model Answers:  Writing Level Ratings

	Extract
	Rating & Full Explanation

	Extract 1:  Schein (1985), Zhu & Wang (2021), Smith et al. (2019).
	Rating: 2/5:  Primarily descriptive. The extract reports what three studies found but does not compare them, evaluate their methodologies, synthesise their findings into an argument, or connect them to the student's own research. It reads as an annotated bibliography. It does at least cite correctly, hence not a 1.

	Extract 2:  Notes tension between culture strength and culture type. References Edmondson (2019) and connects to the study.
	Rating: 4/5:  Analytical and critical. The student identifies a tension in the literature (strength vs. type), cites evidence for the distinction (Edmondson), and explicitly connects the critique to the relevance for this study. The phrase 'risks obscuring precisely the dynamics this research seeks to examine' demonstrates researcher voice and critical positioning. This is exemplary doctoral writing.

	Extract 3:  'Innovation is very important... Many companies want to be innovative...'
	Rating: 1/5:  Purely descriptive and sub-doctoral. No citations, no specific claims, no analytical engagement. Uses vague generalisations ('many companies', 'research shows') without attribution. Does not demonstrate engagement with any literature. This would not pass at postgraduate level. Use this extract as a clear example of what to avoid.

	Extract 4:  Parker (2000), Alvesson (2002), challenging functionalist assumptions in Chinese SOE context.
	Rating: 5/5:  Highly critical. The student challenges the paradigmatic assumptions underpinning the dominant literature (functionalism), names and engages with specific critics (Parker, Alvesson), contextualises the critique to a specific empirical setting (Chinese SOEs), and uses precise scholarly language ('depoliticise', 'contested social terrain'). This demonstrates independent scholarly thinking and a sophisticated understanding of the field.



	💬  Facilitation Tip
Ask the group: 'What specifically did the writer of Extract 4 do that the writer of Extract 2 did not?' Key answer: Extract 4 challenges the paradigmatic assumptions of the entire literature, not just a specific finding. This is the difference between critical analysis and paradigm critique:  a distinction that separates very good doctoral work from exceptional doctoral work.




Activity 5.2:  Rewriting Descriptive Sentences as Critical Ones

✓  Model Answers:  Critical Rewrites

	Original Sentence
	Model Critical Rewrite

	Porter (1985) introduced the value chain model which describes how organisations create value.
	Porter's (1985) value chain model offers a durable framework for analysing how competitive advantage is built through internally differentiated activities. However, its linear, firm-centric logic has been challenged in the context of digital and platform economies, where value is increasingly co-created across distributed networks rather than accumulated within organisational boundaries (Amit & Zott, 2001 [fabricated]). This limitation is particularly relevant to the present study's focus on inter-organisational knowledge flows.

	Many researchers have studied employee engagement. Results show it is linked to productivity.
	Whilst a positive association between employee engagement and productivity is broadly supported across quantitative studies (e.g. Harter et al., 2002), Macey and Schneider (2008) identify a significant measurement problem: engagement is operationalised inconsistently across studies, making cross-study comparison methodologically hazardous. This conceptual fragmentation raises the question of whether engagement, as currently defined, has sufficient precision to guide either research design or organisational intervention.

	Institutional theory was developed by DiMaggio and Powell (1983) and explains how organisations become similar.
	DiMaggio and Powell's (1983) account of isomorphic pressures:  coercive, mimetic, and normative:  remains foundational to understanding why organisations within the same field tend to converge structurally. Yet, as Greenwood and Hinings (1996) subsequently argued, the original formulation underestimated organisational agency and the dynamics of institutional change, a gap addressed by later developments including institutional logics (Friedland & Alford, 1991) and institutional work (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006).

	Leadership is an important topic. There are many different types of leadership.
	The volume of leadership research is matched only by its paradigmatic fragmentation. Yukl (2013) observes that the proliferation of leadership constructs:  transformational, servant, authentic, distributed:  reflects competing theoretical assumptions rather than cumulative knowledge-building. Critically, the dominant models share a common ideological orientation toward individual agency and heroic leadership, an orientation that has attracted sustained critique for obscuring collective, relational, and contextual dimensions of leadership practice (Alvesson & Spicer, 2012 [fabricated]).



	📋  Marking Note
Students do not need to reach the model answer verbatim. Award full credit for rewrites that: (1) add an evaluative or critical stance beyond simple description; (2) use at least one additional citation to support or contest the original claim; (3) connect the critique to the student's own research context. Award partial credit for rewrites that acknowledge limitation without fully arguing it.




Activity 5.3:  The Critical Writing Toolkit

✓  Model Answers:  Matching Critical Moves to Sentences

	Critical Move
	Correct Match + Explanation

	1. Identifying a contradiction in the literature
	C:  Agency theory vs. stewardship theory present directly opposing assumptions about managerial motivation. The extract names both theories, their authors, and explicitly flags the tension as something the study will explore.

	2. Questioning a methodology
	D:  The extract identifies common method bias (self-reported measures of both IV and DV) as a specific, named methodological limitation that the authors themselves do not adequately address. This is precise methodological critique.

	3. Contextualising a finding (showing it does not generalise)
	A:  Kotter's model is identified as derived from large Western corporations, with a specific argument that this limits transferability to SME or non-Western contexts. This is contextual limitation:  not rejecting the theory, but specifying its domain.

	4. Connecting two theories usually kept separate
	E:  Sensemaking theory (Weick) and institutional logics (Friedland & Alford) are from different theoretical traditions. The extract proposes that combining them yields explanatory power that neither provides alone. This is theoretical integration.

	5. Identifying a gap and stating its significance
	B:  The extract identifies that knowledge hiding has received little attention despite its economic significance. This is the classic gap-hook move: here is what is missing, and here is why it matters.




Activity 5.4:  Upgrade Your Own Writing

✓  Facilitation and Assessment Guidance

	💬  Facilitation Tip:  Peer review of upgraded paragraphs
When students exchange paragraphs, give them the following peer review checklist:
1. Can you identify at least one move from the Toolkit (Activity 5.3) in the rewritten paragraph?
1. Are there any sentences that remain purely descriptive:  reporting what a study found without evaluation?
1. Does the paragraph end with a clear connection to the student's own research? Or does it just stop?
1. Is there evidence of the student's own scholarly voice:  or does the paragraph only relay what others have said?
The last point is frequently the hardest for DBA students to develop. The scholarly voice is not opinion:  it is reasoned, evidenced positioning. A student does not say 'I think Carroll is wrong.' They say 'Carroll's framework, whilst foundational, has been challenged on the grounds that..., a critique this study takes seriously in its operationalisation of...'




Quick Reference:  Activity Summary and Marking Guidance

	Activity
	Learning Objective
	Full Credit Requires
	Partial Credit

	1.1
	Understand what referencing adds to scholarly work
	Min. 4 specific, distinct observations with reasoning; discussion response addresses examiner inference
	3 observations, or observations without reasoning

	1.2
	Understand the ethics of citation practice
	All 3 scenarios correctly evaluated with explanation of WHY each is/is not acceptable
	Correctly identifies acceptable/not acceptable without sufficient explanation

	2.1
	Know the key databases and their appropriate use
	8 correct descriptions; distinguishes between peer-reviewed and non-peer-reviewed sources
	5–7 correct; or correct but generic descriptions

	2.2
	Build a structured Boolean search string
	Correct use of OR for synonyms, AND between concepts, quotation marks for phrases, truncation
	Uses Boolean operators but incorrectly (e.g. AND where OR needed)

	2.3
	Evaluate source quality using CRAAP framework
	All 4 sources correctly evaluated with reasons relating to Currency, Authority, Accuracy, Purpose
	2–3 correct evaluations with partial reasoning

	3.1
	Identify structural weaknesses and redesign
	Min. 4 specific problems identified; revised structure includes theoretical framework, gap, and conceptual framework sections
	Problems identified but revised structure lacks key components

	3.2
	Group literature thematically and synthesise
	Themes are analytically coherent; synthesis sentences make a collective argument, not a list
	Themes are topical rather than analytical; synthesis sentences are descriptive

	4.2
	Match review type to research context with justification
	All 4 correctly matched with reasoning that references paradigm alignment
	3–4 correct matches without clear paradigmatic reasoning

	4.3
	Justify personal choice of review type
	Choice is consistent with stated paradigm; limitations are acknowledged; justification is specific to their RQs
	Choice is appropriate but justification is generic

	5.1
	Rate and analyse levels of critical writing
	All 4 ratings within 1 point of model; explanations identify specific moves or absences
	Ratings correct but explanations lack specificity

	5.2
	Rewrite descriptive sentences critically
	Each rewrite adds: (1) evaluative stance; (2) citation for the critique; (3) connection to own research
	Adds citations but writing remains primarily descriptive

	5.3
	Match critical moves to example sentences
	All 5 correct matches
	3–4 correct matches

	5.4
	Upgrade own paragraph using critical moves
	Peer reviewer can identify at least 1 Toolkit move; no purely descriptive sentences remain
	Partial improvement; some descriptive sentences remain
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