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[bookmark: _Toc513995983]Introduction
This paper serves as a peer review for the Qualitative Research module’s assignment 1 submission by a DBA-candidate colleague. In making my first steps in peer reviewing of academic work, I have attempted to leverage papers on the topic by Zimmerman (2017) and Ayres (2006). I found it somewhat challenging as the reviewed paper is different than a ‘typical’ scientific article submitted for publish in a journal. From the same reason, following the step-by-step framework used last semester in the critical appraisal exercise was also arguably mostly inapplicable. I did, however, find the resume of the author of the reviewed paper instrumental to better understand her views based on her extensive experience in Human Resources, and learning and talent development in particular.
In light of the above, I have focused on reviewing the paper based on the original paper’s outline, which is structured and easy to follow.
Ayres (2006) commented that “the scientific community would probably benefit from more structured consideration of the theory and practice of reviewing papers.”.

[bookmark: _Toc513995984]Paper Structure
[bookmark: _Toc513995985]Comment 1 – Paper’s Structure
The introduction of a paper is expected to take the reader through the objective or objectives of it, and generally serve as a mini thesis statement to what would follow and what is important (Thomson, 2016).  More than a third of the introduction (122 out of 309 words) is dedicated by the author to introducing the “three practical tasks”, being the evidence source for the discussion. The chapter following the introduction is dedicated to one of these tasks (Research Philosophy Presentation). It feels like the intuitive structure of the paper will follow this path, and one chapter will be dedicated for every task. The following chapters’ order, however, take a different path, and discuss different aspects of qualitative research, mainly in the context of one other task (Emotional Impact Assessment, “EIA”). This inconsistency in the paper’s structure might confuse the reader, and stating / explaining the structure in the introduction would have made more sense of it.

[bookmark: _Toc513995986]Comment 2 – Conclusion Chapter
Since the paper is a (personal) critical reflection on the work done during the semester (“tasks”) in the context of qualitative research, a conclusion chapter might add to the reader’s understanding of the author’s overall personal view. In a conclusion chapter of a paper the author has the opportunity to provide the reader with the “last word” on the topics covered, and a summary of the author’s thoughts (http://libguides.usc.edu/writingguide/conclusion‎, Ref 5), the lack of which, leaves the reader without a formal closure and the author’s concluding remarks. This is somewhat indicative to a broader observation that will be discussed later on, related to the overall tone and trustworthiness of the reviewed paper.

[bookmark: _Toc513995987]Paper Content (by original paper’s structure)
[bookmark: _Toc513995988]Introduction
The overall structure of the introduction provides the reader with good sense of direction of what the paper is about. Kain (1999) explains that it is important to introduce the essay, focus it, and orient the reader, which is done nicely in the reviewed paper. The introduction consists of three paragraphs describing the main topic discussed (qualitative research), the context of the discussion (“the following paper will critically consider the…”, “the discussion will be underpinned with evidence from…”), and a direction to the beginning of the discussion (“…therefore, the paper will start with…”).
This sentence in the introduction: “The following paper will critically consider the underpinnings of qualitative research principles and recognise strengths and limitations of qualitative research techniques.” builds an expectation for a comprehensive discussion about qualitative research in the paper. Adding a qualifier and context for the discussion in this sentence would have perhaps created a more accurate expectation of what the paper covers.

[bookmark: _Toc513995989]Research Philosophy Presentation
As mentioned earlier, this chapter in the paper is not coherent with the rest of the paper’s chapters structure. The following chapters discuss different aspects of qualitative research, where the base for the discussion are decisions / activities made mainly by the team involved with the EIA task. This chapter focuses on a specific task, and discuss discrete topics in a non-organized and not easy to follow structure.
The author states that “the lead on this task [research philosophy presentation, OB] did not invite any participation from other members.”. This fact is incorrect. It seems that the author of the paper did not check this simple fact with the presentation’s author, or with “all five students [who] were originally expected to contribute to the presentation”. An evidence for request for comments by the presentation’s author is provided in appendix A. The fact that the very first sentence of the paper is a result of an assumption and providing false information, dramatically affects the credibility and trustworthiness of the paper.
2.1 Contextualization
The author mentions that notes were not provided to slides of the presentation, and thus, “the importance of philosophy as the underpinning of social research (Seale, 1999), especially in the context of business (given the audience), is not considered by the author of the presentation.”. Given that no notes provided, which was a requirement of the task, and it is agreed that it is a gap in the task delivery, one can only guess what was the presentation’s author’s intended focus, which is open for different perspectives and biases. Since the presentation is about research philosophy, and the diagram presented in a slide between two other slides that focus on “philosophy and research”, it is reasonable to guess that the author intended to emphasis the importance of philosophy as the underpinning of social research.
2.2 Triangulation and reflexivity
The author’s claim, for absence of investigator triangulation in the development of the presentation, is well explained and backed up, including the expected cost that the breadth and depth of the information in the presentation might be compromised. Regarding the claim for lack of reflexivity, the author provides details about the “what”, but no critical reflection added in relation to the task discussed in this chapter, whereas the last paragraph in the chapter provides reflection regarding triangulation and reflexivity in relation to the other tasks. This, again, increase the feeling of discrete topics discussed in an unorganized pattern.
This whole chapter does not necessarily contribute to the critical reflection of “underpinnings of qualitative research principles and recognise strengths and limitations of qualitative research techniques”, and it leaves the reader with doubts on what were potentially other reasons to include it.

[bookmark: _Toc513995990]Critique of Research Design Informing the EIA
3.1 Determining the Purpose of the Research
According to Patton (2015, p.250), the summative evaluation typology of a research purpose focuses on the goal of the human intervention like programs and policies, and desired to be generalized to “all interventions with similar goals”. A key assumption in a summative evaluation is that “what works in one place under specified conditions should work elsewhere”. Another evaluation typology discussed by Patton (2015, p.250) is formative evaluation. The focus of formative evaluation typology is to identify strengths and weaknesses of human intervention, and is limited to the specific setting studied. A key assumption in a formative evaluation is that “people can and will use information to improve what they’re doing”. Since in both projects (referred as “tasks” in the reviewed paper) the study was ordered by a customer, and was intended to provide recommendations to the customer regarding its interventions, with no intention to generalize the findings to other organizations or interventions with similar goals, it seems that formative evaluation could have been a more suitable choice for typology of these research purposes. In both projects the judgement for the success of the study would be the “usefulness to and actual use by intended users in the setting studied” (Patton, 2015) (formative evaluation), and not “generalizability to future efforts and to other programs” (Patton, 2015) (summative evaluation). In table 1 of the reviewed paper (no page numbers in the paper), the author states that “the purpose of the EIA is to evaluate the positive or negative impact on the emotions of a programme on an individual and whether this will lead to a change in their perception of leadership. Generalisation will take the form of whether or not the simulation will continue to be used as a leadership development tool”. Whether or not the simulation will continue to be used as a leadership development tool does not seem to be a generalization of the study, but a conclusion of the study and recommendation to the customer, as a result of the study. Failing to utilize the correct typology of a research purpose might affect all aspects of the study, including to-whom and how results are delivered (Patton, 2015).
3.2 Formulating a Research Question
The author states that “the research question proposed for the HR gap analysis was informed by a preliminary search of the literature”, whereas “The research question for the EIA was defined by the client”. 
Substantively, this is not an accurate statement. The research question for the HR gap analysis could have been clearly formed from the customer’s initial email, and from the initial simulated-meeting minutes between the head researcher and the customer (provided to the team as a video in Curatr).
In the initial email, the customer asked: “I am contacting you … to respond to a RFP for a … project, focused on enhancing high-reliability across our locations...” and further clarification and accurate direction provided in the simulated-meeting minutes that the customer’s need is a gap analysis towards facilitating a high-reliability healthcare organization. In the report “provided” (simulated) to the customer, research traditions in medicine and healthcare was reported as well as other aspects related to the customer and the project’s context (NextGen, 2018). So, the author’s statement regarding the research question proposed for the HR gap analysis is inaccurate. Being involved in the project, I do not think that further research would have made a change to the project’s goal (business orientation)/ research question (academic orientation). It is interesting that the author understands this exact point and finds the customer’s requirement sufficient to formulate the research question for the EIA project, yet notes a gap for the HR gap analysis one. This, in turn, raises a cost: the failure to consistently apply the same standard of critical analysis with respect to formulating a research question is impacting the credibility of the paper. Moreover, it is to be expected that a reader, whether possessing some degree of substantive knowledge on the area or not, would detect the inconsistency, and/or get confused, therefore, it may impact the total trustworthiness for the paper. 
3.3 Research Strategy
The author provides reasoning for choosing self-completion questionnaire survey as the single research strategy, yet there seems to be no deep enough discussion about why not choosing other strategies. A rebuttal against choosing surveys is raised (“as they have tendency to be viewed as positivistic”) citing a current resource (2016), whereas the support for the choice (“a survey is not synonymous with any specific methodology”) is significantly older (1982). The reader is left with no other choice than to wonder whether the choice reasoning is current, valid and accurate.
Further, adding other strategy or strategies to the research, like interviews or focus groups, might have positively contributed in adding a form of methodological and data triangulation, thereby strengthening the study by achieving completeness and compensate for the limitations of the survey strategy done alone (Vince, 2005; Patton, 2015).
Being a participant in the activity under study, I can understand that observation could not take place, since the researchers themselves were involved in the activity. But, it may have been possible to conduct short semi-structured interviews or focus groups by the researchers, for example, at the end of every day, or after completing the survey by the study subjects.
The cost of not having a mean of triangulation, to ensure completeness and validity of the data, might be wrong findings, and wrong recommendations to the customer. The customer intended to utilize this study to decide “whether or not the simulation will continue to be used as a leadership development tool” (Table 1 in the paper), and wrong recommendation might make the customer invest time and money in looking for other options for its development program (if wrongly recommended not to continue), or alternatively, continue using a simulation that does not achieve its goals (if wrongly recommended to continue). There is also a clear cost to the participants, if they engage in an unsuitable activity towards certain goals, and even higher cost associated with loss of reputation to the leadership program of the organization.

[bookmark: _Toc513995991]EIA Questionnaire Design
In this chapter the author describes the limitations and decisions / actions taken by the researchers in designing the EIA questionnaire, with appropriate reasoning and backing to these decisions. It is structured in an easy-to-follow way, and provides the reader with confidence that the approach and choices made by the researchers are well informed and following recent methods. The researchers enhanced the credibility of the survey questionnaire by checking its validity, and specifically by the fine tuning done, following the findings of the pilot.

[bookmark: _Toc513995992]EIA Data Analysis
The author opens this chapter in describing the practical challenges and limitations they faced in the data collection phase, and more relevant information is included in appendix 5. A reflection on how these challenges could be minimized would be advised in the paper, as a professional and personal learning and development opportunity (Helyer, 2015). Lacking the reflection, it is a missed opportunity for the reader. The chapter continues with comments on challenges and limitations the researchers faced in the analysis phase, although some examples for analysis provided in figure 4 and in appendix 4. This chapter is highly descriptive, and lacks the critical reflection, but, on the other hand, it provides the reader with a good understanding of the challenges the researcher faced in this practical, real world, exercise. In the last paragraph, the author summarizes the recommended next steps for completion of the study, which concludes for the reader the remaining open topics, and makes it clear what was not covered in the paper.

[bookmark: _Toc513995993]Conclusion
[bookmark: _GoBack]The reviewed paper is constructed in an easy-to-follow way (other than the first chapter), and easy to review. Ending of most sections connects the reader smoothly to the following section. The ideas in the paper, although somewhat inconsistent and raising questions, are clearly described. It is recommended that the author discards the first chapter of the reviewed paper, since it seems to be incoherent with the rest of the paper, and it contains inaccuracies, and assumptions made by the author, which negatively affects the paper’s trustworthiness. It is also recommended that the author will further reflects in the body of the paper about the data analysis and findings, instead of including this important information in appendices. This is mainly because the EIA task, in which the author was heavily involved, was the only task to have a customer-involved data. The other simulated customer-involved task the team practiced (HR gap analysis), did not reach the phases of data collection, data analysis, and report of the findings. Thus, having critical reflection on the only experience we’ve got in these areas during the module, would have been of a higher interest, and the author missed an opportunity to reflect on experience that is (almost) unique to her. To act upon the rest of the recommendations made in this review, would require minimal efforts by the author.
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