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Abstract

The report’s author [referred to as the reviewer] was invited to carry out an anonymous peer review (PR) of a doctoral candidate author’s (DCA) critical reflection report on personal contributions made to a group Qualitative Research (QualR) project(s).

To mitigate personal bias in assessing the quality of the report, the reviewer utilises UWTSD marking criteria to frame its analysis in lieu of publication guidelines, given it the criteria the DCA’s report will be officially scrutinised.  Moon’s (2004) detailed guidance on levels of reflective writing alongside Morrow’s (2009) different forms and domains of reflection also inform the reviewer’s contextualised assessment of the reflective approach adopted. Toulmin’s (1958) model of argument is employed to facilitate analysis of quality of argumentation.
Overall, the submission reads as “descriptive account with some self-reflection” with   “some questions raised but not answered" (Moon, 2014 p215). Whilst there is evidence of an integration of literature properly referenced,  is mostly to underpin theoretical descriptions, or in to emphasise content submitted within the QualR module project(s) and a general raised awareness of limitations and implications of decisions made witih the research process, a number of missed opportunities to xxx
Whist it is acknowledge the approach adopted to reflection is personal, common themes associated with a CR lens are employed to evaluate the DCA’s report contents, with the aim of providing constructive feedback and recommendations for consideration by the DCA when experimenting with CR in the future. Support resources, as purely examples of tools to support deeper reflection are signposted in the appendices.
Acronyms
CR: Critical Reflection
CT: Critical Thinking

DCA: Doctoral Candidate Author

PR: Peer Review

QualR: Qualitative Research 

1. Introduction

1.1 Terms of Reference

This report adopts the approach of an academic peer review (PR) of a doctoral candidate’ reflective report focused upon a portfolio of contributions to a Qualitative Research (QualR) project. PR is commonly referred to as peer editing or peer evaluation (Mangelsdorf, 1992). In this context the author, to be referred to as the ‘reviewer’ adopts the stance of Topping 1998 (p.249) where PR is “an arrangement in which individuals consider the amount, level, value, worth, quality, or success of the products or outcomes of learning of peers of similar status”.  The value of which can be found in Boase-Jelinek (2013, p119) statement that PR “is an authentic, real-world approach to assessing student learning and achievement that contributes to development of these attributes by fostering [their] capabilities for critical thinking and self-evaluation”.
1.2 Scope of the PR
PR involves subjecting scholarly work/research to the scrutiny of other experts in the same field to check its validity, and evaluate its suitability for publication (Schmitz, 2015). Expectations upon the PR are thus to provide support, plays devil’s advocate, challenge researcher assumptions, and probe methodology methods and interpretations (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). The foci of this specific PR is to constructively critique the reflective approach adopted by the DCA, and specifically review knowledge, understanding and application of critical thinking (CT) in a QualR context. This process, according to McConlogue (2012) will aid refinement of critical review skills which future professional contexts may require. Researcher capacity to make qualitative judgements is deemed fundamental given the context real-world researchers are “exposed to complex information and events in personal, professional and global contexts” (Nicol, 2011 [online]).
The PR on a QualR CR is accepted to be of reciprocal value (Sadler, 2012) to the reviewer; in providing an opportunity to develop ability to construct feedback, and access ideas and approaches not considered before (Nicol et al., 2014). The reviewer is thus humbled by the opportunity to engage in the PR, aware that "opening up ones [scholarship] practice for others to examine... requires courage and open-mindedness, as well as a willingness to take on board, and act upon, criticism (Dewey 1933). 
1.3 CR and the link to strong argumentation
There is no set criteria for engaging in CR but there is commonality that varying degrees of depth exist, with the highest level demanding “a change to deep-seated, and often unconscious, beliefs [that can] lead to new belief structures" (Kember et. al., 2008 p370). Embedded in the process are expectations of deep levels of critical thinking and analysis. Consequently the employ of the Toulmin (1958) argument model, ensuring all claims are substantiated with appropriate evidence, is considered useful in developing objectivity in one’s academic writing. In studies led by Tal & Hochberg (2002) and Iordanou & Constantinou (2015) employ of Toulmin-based argumentation supported reflective thinking, encouraging students to present meta-cognitive skills. 
2. Methodology of PR

It is acknowledged that the PR process itself is prone to various subjectivity and bias (Smith, 2006; Tomkins et al. 2017; Rennie & Flanagin 2018). Research suggests relationships between individuals in the process impact outcomes (e.g., affiliation bias), and individuals make decisions conditioned on beliefs about what others value (e.g., what is perceived to important in this case to the marker of assessor of the PR i.e. a form of publication bias. To review work fairly requires one to distance oneself, to see work objectively. To help mitigate the bias the reviewer inevitably brings to the table, the reviewer consulted a range of scholarly papers to acquire the standards of reflection in a scholarly research context, to help improve a sense of impartiality in the process (Lee et al., 2013).  
Acknowledging an approach to CR is highly personalised, a number of templates of PR were accessed and used to build a foundational understanding of their purpose, practical use, and value. Making use of the UWTSD common assessment criteria (UWTSD, 2017) to frame the PR report was deemed appropriate in lieu of a publication guidelines, given it is this that the DSA’s report would be officially scrutinised. Although it is recognised “not all aspects of quality can be communicated through explicit criteria; some will remain tacit and embodied (Hudson et al. 2017). Given CR is the DCA’s report, consideration is also given to Moon’s (2004, 2006) guidance on levels of reflective writing and Morrow’s (2009) interpretation of the varying forms and domains of CR, as illustrated in figure 1. 
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Figure 1: Forms & domains of critical reflection (Source: Morrow, 2009)
Section 3 will follow and provides a breakdown of feedback commentary mirroring the DCA’s report heading themes. This targets the specific statements and adopts the flow of the DCA’s report. This is followed by more general assessment feedback embedding UWTSD marking criteria (UWTSD, 2017), highlighting categories typical to PR feedback (Section 4), before concluding and offering recommendations for future practice (Section 5). Specific content emphasised/targeted with the DCA report is directly signposted with page numbers e.g. [DCA, p9] for ease of cross-referencing.
3. Critique of DCA’s report
3.1 DCA Introduction
DCA’s reflective report aim includes a more general critique of methodological approach, which distracts the DCA from a more in-depth personal reflexive emphasis on personal judgements made in a QualR project context. The more general critique of methodology employed within the projects results in the DCA describing contrasting research approaches and orientations (DCA, p1-2), and later invites an imbalance of focus on other researcher’s actions/decision within the project (s). This is perceived by the reviewer to be at the cost of setting the stage for a more in-depth reflection exercise i.e. recording of perceptions, judgements, reactions and behaviours in relation to an issue or practice,… making explicit any ethical, political or social issues encountered,…examining interpersonal interactions” (Morrow, 2009, p18). Whilst reflection does not preclude the consideration of other’s actions e.g. Griffiths et al. (2018, p913) declare “the importance of being able to question assumption made by oneself and others, according to the context” this does deflect the DCA from deeper self-CR i.e. the critique does not evolve to consider the impact the fellow researchers approach [in a collaborative group context] had upon their own approach, and consider implications/future actions.
An introduction which clarified the scope of the QualR projects would have improved clarity to the reader of the range of challenge confronted. Two presentations, a proposal, and the variance of subject matter materialises as the report develops, suggesting but not confirming that a breadth of tasks within different groups of varying particpants is being discussed. Extra detail on scope of project(s) may  have supported an understanding and implication of context, at least clarifying the terriroty (Kahn et al., 2006) [both for the DCA and the revewier]. Context is important in extracting meaning from specific expereinces (Costac & Kallick, 2008). 
3.2 DCA Research Philosophy
The DCA challenges the effective employ of the ‘Research Onion’ by a fellow researcher, that it is not fully made use of to justify or contextualise research decisions [DCA, p3]. The DCA later falls victim to a similar judgement by investing a large tranche of word-count into recounting research theory rather than potentially engaging in ‘contextual reflection” (Morrow, 2009), questioning how might things have been done differently. The reflexivity sub-section also highlights omission of a declared ontological position [DCA, 5], follow by claims about the potential impact of the omission including that it potential leads to “researcher bias”, “questions the credibility of the research”, and “hinders the approval of the research project “(DCA, p5). Additionally “constructionism” is declared the preferred position. All claims are not fully explored. Given that some researchers, specifically applied or pragmatic can be annoyed by epistemological and ontological argumentation, focusing on what is empirical and applied this is purely a mono-perspective view. ‘Whilst these intellectual, philosophical and theoretical traditions have greatly influenced the debate about the value and legitimacy of qualitative inquiry […] it is not necessary to swear vows of allegiance to [them].” (Patton, 2002, p136). 
Commenting upon the lack of ‘investigator triangulation’ (IT) highlighted [DCA, p7] there appears to be a misunderstanding of its application as a potential means to have collaboratively discussed/challenged the research philosophy documented in the presentation. IT instead is the activity whereby investigators offer different perspectives within the data analysis process (Guion et al., 2011). Whilst multiple researcher input might strength the design of a study “not for the purpose of consensus or identical readings, but to supplement and contest each statements, validation by consensus is seldom adequate” (Malterud, 2011, p.484.) in QualR.
3.3 DCA’s Communication & Data Capture

Personal contribution to set up a skype group is declared, with some benefits captured [DCA, pg8] but no reflection occurs on how this medium served/complicated or impacted upon the research process/outcomes. Similarly, an example of ‘minutes’ authored [ibid.; appendix2] is tendered as evidebce of contribution.  Whilst these allow for the DCA to raise the issue of potential for ‘individual bias’, they open an unfulfilled expectation on behalf of the reviewer for further reflective-based discussion. Given ‘other researchers’ are clearly involved, and communication ‘headlines’ this report section, potentially a dimension of interpersonal reflectivity (e.g. group dynamics/team-working influence on the DCA’s decision-making) should have been explored. This also signposted in the reviewer’s mind a missed opportunities to discuss the emotions of working in, and documenting ideas and actions of a group; all with potential implications for the  research design and outputs, and worthy of deeper reflection. How did the approach taken to minuting and sharing/confirming meeting outcomes potentially support/thwart the groups progression? Approaches taken to mitigate individual bias noted by the DCA [DCA, p8] is not followed up.
3.4 DCA’s Focus Groups (FGs)

The DCA uses their argumentation for employ of FGs prepared for a proposal as evidence of contribution to the project [DCA, p9]; however the decision to revisit this detail replaces discussion of how the method was chosen and materials assembled e.g. explanation of disciplinary-based ideas or frameworks that informed the way interpretations of FGs as a valid approach to a specific research context were collated (Morrow, 2009).  Whilst the DCA states ‘assumptions’ being made that no challenge meant sufficiency of information supplied [DCA, pg10] and not having explored the potential disadvantages of implementation [DCA, pg11], this ignores researcher responsibility. The reviewer thus emphasises the importance of challenging one’s method selection process and limitations so that one is able to demonstrate a critical approach to the research problem. A key objective, and responsibility of the researcher is “not only discovering new knowledge but to also confront assumptions and explore what is not known (Brutus et al.,, 2012). The importance and value of dispositional reflection i.e. into the processes of inquiry in a specific authentic research situations (Hillier, 2005) is potentially missed.  The process of being proactive in reflecting upon one assumptive thinking can improve professional practice (Fook, 2004, p442).
Consequently, given the complex rich environment [collaborative research] in which the QualR project(s) takes place, and the responsibilities of researchers solving real-world problems [high reliability project [DCA, p9] to interrogating one’s own values and examining any discrepancy between these and  their practice ‘Lomax [1995, p52][as suggested by a high reliability project [DCA, p9] there is a challenge as to whether not receiving feedback on decision made within the research project is adequate reason for not “constructing higher-order questions to guide learning, reflect on consequences and implications of actions, and monitor and modify personal cognitive activities (Grabinger & Dunlap, 1995, p15).  

3.5 DCA Survey Design & Distribution

The majority of the pilot study commentary [DCA, p12] is focused about recounting steps undertaken. In the ethical reflections sub-section, whilst ethical considerations are documented e.g. an awareness of existence of potential ‘rebuttals on [its] deployment’ [DCA, pg13] e.g. no Ethics Approval Form was utilised as a means to attain consent, it is not in this specific context clear whether this was directly attributable to the DCA or a fellow contributor. The impact of lack of consent processes, as a form of interpersonal reflexivity was also left unexplored.
3.6. DCA Data Analysis
Employ of an ‘analytical approach’ leading to an ‘unbiased view of the research’ is claimed [DCA, pg14], as is use of a ‘ground theory approach’ [DCA, pg15], but no evidence is provided to support this. The claims that ‘triangulation’ was adopted [ibid.] and a ‘thorough data cleaning approach’ implemented is also weakly supported. Whilst this lack of discussion in no way disproves the claims made, the employ of these as fruitful points of reflection on personal contributions is difficult to support. Opportunities to unpack what a more ‘vigorous deployment of the questionnaire’ [DCA, pg16] would benefit from being unpacked in more detail.
4. General Assessment Feedback embedding UWTSD criteria
4.1 Overall quality

The dominant purpose of the report appears to be the critique of selection of decisions made across a group project (s) rather than a capture of CR reflection on one’s own action [reflection-on-action] in order to support future reflection-in-action (Schön,1983). The report clearly houses a deconstruction of a selection of decisions made by themselves, or a fellow researcher, with some considerations of impact and need for change across the report which demonstrates an increased knowledge and understanding of the QualR process. There is clearly a number of area for deeper reflection which can be built upon. Considering points of limitation does raise questions for the DCA, which makes it more than a descriptive account, but the lack of response to a number of these issues provides for limited deeper analysis of contributions made (Moon, 20004) 
4.2 Research-informed Literature 

There is an inclusion of relevant and credible scholarly material that is accessible in journals to support theoretical descriptions and discussion. This would have been ideally supplemented with materials to aid the processes of reflection. A number of sources are directly linked to the live research, and material that would assist in questioning or challenge approaches would potentially support a reflective endeavour.
4.3 Knowledge and Understanding of Subject 

Evidence made available in the appendices provides evidence of contribution, and the growing awareness of limitations and potential implications of actions is also made clear. More detailed discussion on what led you to or informed decision(s) to apply certain concepts or approaches to achieve project aims would assist in growing this further (UWTSD, 2018) Research into, and experimentation with reflective techniques will assist in this endeavour, generating a personal collection of techniques to practically  support a continuous questioning of assumptions, methods and beliefs; whether it be a list of Socratic questions (Van-Seggelen et al. 2017) or a employ of a CR framework.
4.4 Analysis 

There is evidence where depth of reflection has been sacrificed for breadth of commentary, and an expansion of range into judging the actions of fellow researchers (as in 2.x0. The “what” and occasionally the “why” with potential implication is provided, but reflections that consider the implications of decisions made for the recipients of the research project(s) may have supported a more persuasive conclusion to the report. 

Expansion of coverage of actions with a provision of reasoning may have reduced may potentially reduce reader’s resistance to arguments. More statements than not appear to defend contributions e.g. production of content to support the adoption of Focus Group in the healthcare study or the critique of a fellow researcher’s presentation content could have raised further research opportunitues or effective collaborative  decision-making .

4.5 Practical Application and deployment
Implications on decision-making other than brief comments as to potential for misrepresentation of information to an audience [DCA, pg3, reduced rigor , hindered credibility of data/research findings [e.g. DCA, pg 6, 11, 13, 14, 15] but actual impact to one’s self as a researcher, and the recipients of the research require further coverage. The implications for research in practice could be built further upon. Whilst the report houses only a selection of reflection it is not clear if the link between depth of reflection and QualR skill refinement is made e.g. “good qualitative questions are usually developed or refined in all stages of a reflexive and interactive inquiry journey” (Agee, 2009 p43). 
4.6 Skills for Professional Practice
The report is presented professionally, and sources accurately documented. The structure, clarity, and organization of the paper would potentially benefit from a clearer introductory scope and indication of the context and type of reflections covered. Potentially more use of advanced organizers (Hantla, 2018) would assist in the overall thread/flow of the report. A summary of reflections, potentially followed by future actions should also be considered to confirm reflective output.
Criticla reflection potneitall supports transformative learning, engaing both reason and emotion (Taylor, 2001) but tere is absence of emotion across the report i.e. coverage of attempt to work through contradictorary feelings, reactions and undertsanding (McDonald, 2011) which wouod have an inmpct on research outcomes, and utlimately the receipients of the research. QR, accrdng to Attia & Edge (2015, p34) “demands an empathic ability to relate to social and psychological realities other than one’s own. [acknowledging] that the researcher always has a particular standpoint, and [requiring] openness that is prepared to risk having that standpoint changed”
5. Summary & Recommended Actions:
A lack of theoretical framework/model to support CR is a personal view held by the reviewer, but is recommended on the basis it may assist in systematically or methodically reflecting, and reduced subjectivity in selection or focus. An example is tendered though the rubric developed by Stynes et al. (2018)[figure 1].  They may also support the DCA in collating sufficient evidence to support claims made.
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Figure 1: Reflection-on-action rubic (Stynes et al., 2018)

To move from a descriptive account with some reflection to deeper reflection is informed by Moon (2006)
· Building on the implications of decisions, and for changes going forward.
· Recognise and discuss level of emotional influence

· Make reference to alternative viewpoints or attitudes
· Consider experimentation of a metacognition ​ review of own reflective processes
Employ of a reflective framework may also break the reflective process into a more practical one. Morrow’s approach to examining Personal, Interpersonal, Contextual and Critical aspects [figure 2] may be of productive use; and if only to authenticate the integrity of the research study before publication (Kelly et al. p228)
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Figure 2: Indicators of critical reflection (Morrow, 2009, p22)
In summary the author hopes that the critiques offer constructive value, and can confirm appreciation for having being given the opportunity to engage in a PR exercise.

Add link to reflexivity in Quayle and impact for client at end!!
Clarify pr beings set of assumptions but using evaln tools apply a more objective approach 
Check on deleted ideas from appendix 
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Appendix 1: Questions to Support Reflective Writing (Source: Moon 2006, p.
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‘What s the nature of the significance of this issue to you?

How do you feel about it?
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s there relevant formal theory that you need to apply?
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