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[bookmark: _Toc513717329]1. Introduction
What follows, is a peer review of a fellow DBA candidate’s reflection on their contribution to group research, conducted as part of the Approaches to Qualitative Research module of a DBA programme. Peer review is considered to be an important part of scholarly publication (Universtiy of Washington, n.d.; Provenzale & Stanley, 2005; Nicholas & Gordon, 2011; Jones, 2017) and the modern academic system (Biagioli, 2002), and though not without its limitations (Biagioli, 2002; Starbuck, 2003; Smith, 2006), plays a fundamental role in establishing accuracy and trustworthiness of research (Nicholas & Gordon, 2011; Jones, 2017). In the case of a journal article publication, the purpose of a peer review is twofold.  The first is to establish if the research merits publication and the second, to improve the quality via constructive criticism for the author (Provenzale & Stanley, 2005; Universtiy of Washington, n.d.). 
Here, the reviewer is concerned only with the second function, to provide feedback with a view to constructing knowledge, not only for the author of the paper but also the reviewer (Biagioli, 2002). The opportunity to reflect on another’s work will produce lessons learned which can be incorporated into the reviewers own work (Nicholas & Gordon, 2011; Jones, 2017). Throughout the discussion, the reviewer will refer to the module assessment criteria [AC] contained in the module handbook [MH] to establish whether the work meets the required standard of academic rigour for doctorate level research. 
Given the deep personal reflective nature of the work, the reviewer is limited in their ability to challenge much of what is claimed. The underpinnings of qualitative research principles, strengths and limitations of research techniques and the appropriateness of their application in the given context are only given brief attention, whilst data analysis is not considered at all.  

[bookmark: _Toc513717330]2. Approach
In order to establish a logical approach to the review, the reviewer has used a prescribed method as set out in a number of publications.   Before commencing a review, Provenzale and Stanley (2005) set out some common sense rules for reviewers, which include treating the work as you would like your own to be treated and directing comments towards the manuscript and not the author, whilst Jones (2017) recommends avoiding any negative comments that are not constructive.  
By its very nature, reviewing manuscripts involves making both a subjective and objective assessment of someone else's work. The reviewers own biases, relating to epistemology, ontology and axiology may surface in their interpretation of the paper and though this is acknowledged, further consideration is not possible due to word count limitations.
However, to mitigate such bias, an objective criterion is required to enhance reliability (Leung, et al., 2014).  A number of academic scholars have outlined some principles and methods that should be used in undertaking a review. A systematic approach is recommended (Universtiy of Washington, n.d.; Wiley, n.d.; Provenzale & Stanley, 2005; Nicholas & Gordon, 2011; Golash-Boza, 2012; Jones, 2017) and thus, has been adopted by the reviewer, starting with a summary of the paper and the identified contributions. This will be followed by a more detailed critique of the merits and weaknesses of the arguments presented, along with recommendations for improvement. 


[bookmark: _Toc513717331]3. A Summary of the Paper and Contributions
The paper under review seeks to capture personal reflection on a group qualitative research project undertaken as part of a doctorate programme, and in so doing, reveal gaps in the adopted approach and methods selected. Five learning points are identified, relating to contributions made: (i) the value of using a qualitative research framework to assist in a systematic approach, (ii) the significance of genuine researcher collaboration, (iii) the importance of curiosity and keeping it in check, (iv) awareness of positionality, and (v) the impact of a rapid literature review method on credibility and reliability of outputs.  
Overall, the paper is written using professional communication and presented in a suitable structure (related to AC 5, Skills for Professional Practice [SPP]). The article is organised and contains all of the components you would expect: abstract, introduction, discussion and summary, along with an extensive list of references (Provenzale & Stanley, 2005).  A breadth of knowledge is evidenced, with reference to some of the ambiguities and limitations within the knowledge base (related to AC 2, Knowledge and Understanding [KU]). The discussion includes some insightful conclusions (related to AC 3, Analysis) and justified recommendations (related to AC 4, Practical Application and Deployment [PAD]) supported by credible and relevant sources (related to AC 1, Research-informed Literature [RIL]). 
The paper has contributed to understanding of how reflection-on-action can lay foundations for reflection-in-action, leading to reflexive practice in the design of qualitative research but not in its implementation or the analysis of results (which is a requirement to address the learning outcomes [LO] contained in the MH). Further merits, along with major and minor issues perceived by the reviewer are discussed in more detail in the following sections. 
[bookmark: _Toc513717332]4. Detailed Comments
[bookmark: _Toc513717333]4.1. AC 1: Research-informed Literature
The quality of references often reflects the quality of the paper overall (Provenzale & Stanley, 2005), and the paper under review contains reference to what, at first, appears to be a comprehensive range of researched informed literature. Being critical when selecting appropriate literature is important as it adds credibility to your arguments (Jesson, et al., 2011).  Sources listed are largely relevant and credible, with numerous text and journal articles accessed including foundational works and contemporary articles. Textbooks and journals are considered the most credible of sources, with journal articles offering access to the most recent research in the field (Cameron & Price, 2009; Saunders, et al., 2016).  
However, around a third of the sources listed are not embedded in the work and some sources cited are not included in the reference list, e.g. Skovdal, et al,. 2015.  This particular paper is cited in the introduction as underpinning for the framework of the reflection on quality, accountability and impact, which are referred to throughout the report. 
“Key standards as a practitioner-researcher in training (Drake & Health, 2011) include quality, accountability and impact (Skovdal et al., 2015).”
It is recommended where a cited article is central to the author’s argument, the accuracy should be checked by the reviewer (Wiley, n.d.).  However, the article could not be found so these checks could not be conducted. The reviewer also found that sources cited in the abstract are not referred to in the body of the paper. This is considered unusual as the abstract should contain only a summary of the work.
The minimum requirement in terms of the number of sources accessed to develop a doctoral level response to this assignment is 10 per every 1,000 words. This paper contains more than 70 references which could be considered to be too many (Provenzale & Stanley, 2005), as though a breadth of research is indicated this may have had a negative impact on the depth of the study conducted. 
Therefore, whilst the work referenced is comprehensive, the paper does not demonstrate the high level of referencing skill required for a distinction level paper. 
[bookmark: _Toc513717334]4.2. AC 2: Knowledge and Understanding
It is easy for authors to develop a form of tunnel vision when writing up their research, as if the readers were involved in the study (Wiley, n.d.), therefore it is important to provide an introduction, which clearly outlines the purpose of the paper (Nicholas & Gordon, 2011), and to define any technical terms used in the discussion (Provenzale & Stanley, 2005). An authors own knowledge and understanding is demonstrated in their ability to communicate complex concepts in a coherent manner to non-experts – ‘as Einstein advocated’ (Phillips & Pugh, 2010, p. 68). 
It is clear from the introduction the intention is to produce a reflection on research conducted with reference to five key learning points. However, it is assumed the reader will have an understanding of qualitative research, what it entails and the context within which it is applied. Terminology such as ‘high reliability’, ‘positionality’ and ‘reflection-in action’ is not explained. Saunders, at al. (2016), recommend viewing the work from the readers’ perspective and including a glossary of terms to assist the reader, whilst Phillips and Pugh (2010) advocate testing understanding on family rather than colleagues, to ensure accessibility of the material. 
Recognising the limitations of the reviewer’s own knowledge, the paper evidences accurate knowledge and understanding of some specialised areas of qualitative research, e.g reflective practice and positionality. Excellent critical awareness of several problems associated with conducting group research is demonstrated with reference to limitations of the knowledge base. However, a narrow focus is maintained throughout the paper, which does not fully explore the content required to meet the learning outcomes.  In order to address the question more comprehensively, the paper would benefit from further exploration of the underpinnings of qualitative research (research philosophy) with reference to authors such as Patton and Silverman. In addition, some consideration should also be given to approaches to analysing qualitative data and acknowledgement that this should be considered at research design stage (Patton, 2015). 
Whilst some reference to bias is made in the section relating to researcher collaboration, there is a missed opportunity to discuss how reflexivity and triangulation can add to the reliability and validity of research, specifically the inclusion of multiple investigators (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Malterud, 2001; Cresswell, 2013)
In light of the above, though knowledge is accurate, the breadth and depth required for doctoral level research is not demonstrated. 
[bookmark: _Toc513717335]4.3. AC 3: Analysis
Whilst much of what is claimed is supported by data and backing (Toulmin, 1969), synthesis of the literature is limited and therefore, important parts of the argument are undermined.
Synthesising is an important aspect of academic writing, which involves combining different aspects from the research of others with your own ideas in order to produce new ideas. (Curtin University, n.d.; Saunders, et al., 2016).  With the extent of the research evidenced, the reviewer would expect backing to be synthesised from more than one source rather than the summary of individual sources. Summarising and synthesising differ with regard to their degree of complexity, producing ‘a synthesis of multiple texts requires knowledge-transforming to a greater extent than making an isomorphic summary of a single source’ (Mateos & Solé, 2009, p. 436).
The paper contains evidence sources have been critically evaluated and includes rebuttals to original claims, as per the Toulmin (1969) model.  A particularly good example of this is contained in the discussion of the selection of an appropriate appraisal framework (pg. 7) where different perspectives are compared and contrasted and a hybrid approach is said to have adopted as being the most appropriate. 
In order for an article to be accepted for publication, the reviewer must be convinced by the author’s arguments (Golash-Boza, 2012). Complex ideas are introduced and justified arguments presented but the clarity of the arguments (discussed in section 4.5) affects the reader’s confidence in the case presented and therefore conclusions are not persuasive. This leaves questions over whether the analysis has a doctoral level impact (QAA, 2015).
[bookmark: _Toc513717336]4.4. AC 4: Practical Application and Deployment
The paper provides clear justification of the selection of methods and tools. Again, the selection of an appropriate framework discussed on page 7 is a good example of this, as is the evaluation of the selection of the rapid literature review versus a systematic approach discussed on page 14. 
An original approach is adopted in responding to the assigned question and the ability to conceptualise, design and implement a project is demonstrated, as per the QAA (2015) requirements for doctoral level outputs. 
The importance of making sound justifications for the selection of qualitative research methods is also communicated (QAA, 2015) in the discussion on page 10.
[bookmark: _Toc513717337]4.5. AC 5: Skills for Professional Practice
As previously recognised, the paper contains all of the elements expected, is presented using suitable media and is of the appropriate length.  However, coherence and fluidity are a major weakness. A 2010 nursing study found that 79% of recommendations by reviewers were influenced by grammar and writing style (Shattell, et al., 2010) and the reviewer recognises this has had an impact of their opinion of this paper. The reviewer found the paper difficult to read due to a number of factors: overreliance on academic prose, poor grammar and spelling, confused tense, and inappropriate use of language. 
The aim in writing up research is to produce an accessible, engaging and coherent narrative (White, et al., 2014), free of jargon (Saunders, et al., 2016) and enjoyable to read (Phillips & Pugh, 2010).  Hartley, et al. (2004), used a computer-based measure to examine the readability of texts and concluded that those which proved most influential were written in an easy to read and understand style. Overuse of academic language can affect the readability of the content and make the meaning ambiguous or unclear (Provenzale & Stanley, 2005), as in the below extract from the paper:
“There is evidence of explanation and justification of why ST and the proposed use of the K-Core model would deliver benefit to the client; that the data generated through QualR tools would allow for data collection that would be fully represented across the system and owned by the system for maximum impact, with a higher rate of success than more traditional reductionist approaches.”
The paper would benefit from close editing, as it was difficult to follow the author’s arguments due to many stylistic and grammatical errors. A common source of this lack of coherence was the length of the sentences, many spanning four lines or more e.g.:
“A more thorough systematic approach, as adopted by Enya et al. (2018) would have produced a more through and critical coverage of knowledge to date to apply or build upon e.g. HRO definition, conceptualisation, theoretical frameworks employed, HRO measures, and industrial context of HRO, allowing for more productive consideration of how the current HRO research can build on rather than replicate in order to support HR development in a healthcare context.”
Saunders, at al. (2016), recommend adopting one idea per sentence to improve clarity. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]It is commonly accepted, the traditional convention of writing in passive voice is out-dated and more a matter of personal style, often linked to the research philosophy adopted, than a set rule (Cameron & Price, 2009; White, et al., 2014; Saunders, et al., 2016). However, consistency of approach is recommended (ibid). During the discussion, the author uses both first and third person, which leads to further confusion for the reader. Numerous spelling errors were also present (as highlighted above) and selection of language sometimes inappropriate e.g. ‘maxim’, which does not mean limit or maximum, and ‘ fallibilistic’,  which is not a word contained in the dictionary. 
[bookmark: _Toc513717338]

5. Summary
In summary, a competent piece of work is presented which demonstrates qualities of doctorate-level research and meets some elements of the AC in the MH at distinction level. These include mastery of a complex area of specialised knowledge, evaluation of evidence and demonstration of original thought.  However, the credibility and thus persuasiveness of the arguments are undermined by the poor communication of ideas. A mark within the merit range is therefore deemed appropriate for this paper. 
[bookmark: _Toc513717339]6. Recommendations
The reviewer recommends the following improvements, for which evidence is provided above, in the main body of the report. 
1. Conduct a thorough check of the reference list and citations to ensure they are reflective of one another.
2. Demonstrate a greater breadth of knowledge through consideration of how the learning outcomes are evidenced.
3. Include a glossary of terms.
4. Use several sources of evidence to underpin arguments.
5. Simplify the language used.
6. Conduct a thorough check of spelling and grammar. 
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