Dissertations Phrases to Demonstrate Criticality of Sources
Example phrases which could be used or adapted in your literature reviews. Please note: you must expand on the statements to provide evidence and/or examples to support your assertions. 
Refer to Manchester Academic Phrasebank as a further resource: https://www.phrasebank.manchester.ac.uk/being-critical/ 
Introduction and Problem Statement:
1. Clarity and Focus:
a. "The introduction clearly outlines the research question, but it could benefit from a more focused explanation of the problem."
b. "The problem statement is well-defined, though further elaboration on its significance would strengthen the rationale."
c. "The introduction provides a solid foundation, but it could be more concise and focused on the central research problem."
d. "While the introduction presents the research question, there are some ambiguities in the scope that could be clarified."
e. “The specific research focus gets lost in broader discussions."
f. "The general topic is presented clearly, but the precise research problem could be articulated more explicitly."
g. "The research question is narrowly focused, which limits the broader applicability of the findings."

2. Relevance:
a. "The research topic is highly relevant; however, the connection to existing literature could be more robust."
b. "The study addresses an important issue, though it lacks a clear explanation of its broader impact."
c. "The topic is timely and addresses an ongoing issue, but the paper could benefit from a clearer link to current debates or recent developments in the field."
d. "The relevance of the topic is apparent, but its practical implications are not fully articulated in the introduction."
e. "The paper discusses a relevant issue, but it could go further in explaining how this study will impact the field or contribute to ongoing research."
f. "The introduction hints at the importance of the problem, but more concrete examples of its real-world relevance are needed."
g. "While the research question is relevant, it would be stronger if the introduction included a more explicit connection to the gaps in the current literature."
h. "The relevance of the study is clear, but it could be enhanced by linking it more explicitly to unresolved issues in existing research."
i. "The study has the potential to contribute to the field, but the introduction lacks a clear explanation of its broader academic or social impact."
j. "The paper outlines an interesting research question, though the introduction doesn't fully explain why it matters in the current context."

3. Justification:
a. "The justification for the research is well-founded, though a deeper exploration of the theoretical framework is needed."
b. "The justification for the study is provided, but it could benefit from a more thorough integration of theoretical perspectives."
c. "Although the research is justified, the theoretical underpinning is weak and could be more thoroughly developed."
d. "The paper justifies its research question adequately, but it could further emphasise its potential to fill a gap in existing knowledge."
e. "The justification is based on a clear gap in the literature, though further discussion of how this study advances the field would strengthen the introduction."
f. "The study is well-justified from a theoretical standpoint, but its potential practical or policy implications are underexplored."
g. "The rationale for the study is sound, but there’s little discussion about how the findings might be applied beyond academic circles."
h. "The paper highlights a gap in the literature, but it would benefit from a stronger case for why addressing this gap is important."
i. "The justification is sound, but it doesn’t sufficiently explain how the study will resolve the stated research gap."
j. 
Literature Review:
1. Comprehensiveness:
a. "The literature review covers a wide range of sources, but it overlooks some recent key studies in the field."
b. "The review is comprehensive but could be organised more logically to enhance readability."
c. "The literature review mentions some key studies, but it overlooks critical theoretical models that are central to this area of research."
d. "Although the review is extensive, it could benefit from deeper engagement with foundational theories in the field."
e. "While the literature review draws on a broad range of sources, there is an over-reliance on older literature; including more contemporary studies would offer a fresher perspective."
f. "The review includes a solid mix of historical and contemporary sources, but some influential recent studies appear to be missing."
g. "The literature review lacks diversity in terms of regional studies, which could provide a broader understanding of the research topic."
h. "The review could benefit from incorporating more interdisciplinary perspectives to better reflect the complexity of the research question."
i. "The review provides a thorough account of supportive studies but tends to omit sources that present contradictory findings."
j. "A more comprehensive literature review would include studies that challenge the prevailing consensus in the field."

2. Critical Analysis:
a. "The literature review summarises key studies but lacks critical evaluation of differing viewpoints."
b. "The paper could benefit from a more thorough comparison of the methodologies and findings of previous research."
c. "The literature review provides a good overview but lacks depth in its critique of individual studies, particularly in terms of methodology and validity."
d. "The review summarises studies well, but a more nuanced analysis of their strengths and weaknesses is needed."
e. "The literature review lists several relevant studies, but there is minimal synthesis or connection between them, making it difficult to see overarching trends or gaps."
f. "The review could improve by synthesising findings from multiple sources rather than presenting them as isolated summaries."
g. "The review references numerous studies, but it does not critically evaluate the methodological strengths and weaknesses of each."
h. "A more detailed analysis of the methodological approaches used in prior studies would enhance the review’s critical depth."
i. "The review references numerous studies, but it does not critically evaluate the methodological strengths and weaknesses of each."
j. "A more detailed analysis of the methodological approaches used in prior studies would enhance the review’s critical depth."
k. "While the review highlights many important studies, it does not critically address any potential biases or limitations within them."
l. "The literature review could be more critical in discussing the limitations of previous studies, particularly regarding sample sizes and geographic biases."

3. Relevance to Research Question:
a. "While the literature review is extensive, its direct relevance to the research question is not always clear."
b. "The literature review aligns well with the study’s objectives but could benefit from more recent references."
c. "While the literature review is comprehensive, its relevance to the specific research question is not fully established; a clearer link between the review and the hypothesis is needed."
d. "The connection between the reviewed studies and the research question is implied, but it could be more explicitly stated throughout the review."
e. "The review discusses a range of topics, but some of the key variables that are central to the research question are not sufficiently addressed."
f. "The literature review touches on many relevant areas but does not adequately focus on the specific concepts or constructs that are central to the study."
g. "The literature review includes several studies that seem peripheral to the research question, which dilutes the focus of the review."
h. "Some of the studies cited in the literature review, while interesting, do not appear to have direct relevance to the research objectives."
i. "The review would benefit from more targeted references that directly support the research question, as some of the cited works are only tangentially related."
j. "Although the review covers a broad range of literature, the connection to the research question is at times tenuous and could be strengthened by focusing on more directly relevant studies."
k. "The literature review would be more effective if it were organised thematically or chronologically, allowing the reader to follow the development of ideas more clearly."
l. "Some key studies are mentioned briefly, without sufficient discussion of their findings, leaving gaps in the review."
m. "While the review includes peer-reviewed articles, it lacks any mention of grey literature, reports, or other non-traditional sources that could provide valuable insights."
n. "The literature review could be enriched by incorporating policy papers, technical reports, or other non-academic sources relevant to the research question."
Methodology:
1. Appropriateness of methodology and methods:
a. "The rationale for the chosen design is clearly articulated, providing a solid foundation for the study."
b. "The research design is well-aligned with the stated research questions, ensuring that the methods chosen effectively address the objectives of the study."
c. "The chosen methodology is appropriate for the research question, though some details regarding its implementation are missing."
d. "The study uses a suitable approach, but the rationale for selecting this method could be better justified."
e. "The methodology aligns well with the research objectives, but a more explicit connection between the research design and the research question would strengthen the study's overall framework."
f. "While the chosen method seems appropriate, alternative approaches could have been considered, and a discussion of why they were not selected would enhance the justification."
g. "The methodology is appropriate for qualitative/quantitative data, but a mixed-methods approach could provide a more holistic understanding of the research problem."
h. "The approach seems well-suited to the data type, but the justification for why this specific methodology was preferred over others is not fully developed."
i. "The methodology is suitable for the research context, but more information on ethical considerations, such as informed consent or confidentiality, is necessary."
j. "While the method is appropriate, the paper could better discuss how ethical guidelines were followed during the data collection process."
k. "While the methodology is sound, the paper does not adequately address the limitations inherent in the chosen methods, particularly with regard to data collection constraints."
l. "The methods could be more robust if the study addressed the limitations of the approach and proposed alternative methods for future research."
m. "The chosen qualitative methodology is appropriate for exploring the research question, but a stronger rationale is needed for why this specific approach (e.g., ethnography, grounded theory, etc.) was chosen over other qualitative methods."
n. "The qualitative method aligns well with the exploratory nature of the research question, though further justification for the choice of participants or setting would strengthen the methodology."
o. "While the approach is suitable for qualitative inquiry, a more detailed explanation of how it enables the understanding of complex, subjective experiences would be helpful."


2. Clarity of Procedures:
a. "The description of the methodology is clear, but some key steps are not adequately detailed."
b. "The methodology section would benefit from more specific details on data collection and analysis procedures."
c. "The methodology section outlines the process but would benefit from a step-by-step explanation to enhance replicability."
d. "Some of the terms and variables mentioned in the methodology are not well-defined, which makes it difficult to fully understand how they were measured."
e. "The procedures are described clearly, but more precise operational definitions of the key variables would improve clarity and consistency."
f. "The methodology would be clearer if it specified the time frame of data collection and any contextual factors that could influence the results."
g. "More information is needed on the timeline of the study and how external factors, such as location or timing, may have impacted the research process."
h. "More clarity is needed on how rapport with participants was established, as this is critical in qualitative research for obtaining deep, meaningful insights."
i. "The methodology describes the data collection process, but it lacks sufficient detail about how interviews or observations were conducted, including the duration and setting."
j. "While the general process is clear, more detail is needed on how the interactions with participants were structured to ensure consistency and richness in the data."
k. "The methodology section could be improved by providing more information on the interview guide or observation protocol used, including how questions were developed and tested."

3. Role of the Researcher
a. "The methodology fits the research question, but the paper could benefit from a clearer discussion of the philosophical underpinnings (e.g., constructivism, interpretivism) that guide the study’s approach."
b. "There is little discussion of how the researcher’s epistemological or ontological stance informs the methodological choices."
c. "The study would benefit from a more explicit reflection on the role of the researcher in the data collection process and how potential biases were managed."
d. The paper could better address how the researcher minimised personal bias during data collection and analysis."
e. "The paper would benefit from a more explicit acknowledgment of the researcher’s positionality, including how their background, experiences, or perspectives may have influenced the research design and interpretation of the findings."
f. "The researcher’s relationship to the subject matter is not fully discussed—considering how their position or bias might shape the study could strengthen the transparency of the research process."
g. "In qualitative research, the researcher’s positionality is crucial. A more detailed account of how the researcher’s background and perspective may have influenced the study would add depth to the methodology."
h. "The paper would benefit from a stronger reflexive component, where the researcher reflects on their own role in shaping the data collection and analysis process."
i. "In qualitative research, reflexivity is crucial for ensuring trustworthiness. A more in-depth discussion of how the researcher’s assumptions and potential biases were managed would strengthen the study."
j. "The paper does not clearly disclose its funding sources—a more transparent discussion of the financial backing would help readers assess potential conflicts of interest."
k. "While the research appears unbiased, it would benefit from a more detailed disclosure of the funding sources and any potential influence they may have had on the research direction or findings."
l. "The researcher’s institutional affiliation is mentioned, but the paper could provide more clarity on whether the institution’s goals or policies may have influenced the research focus or interpretation of results."
m. "There is no discussion of how institutional affiliations might have shaped the research agenda—a more explicit acknowledgment of this would enhance transparency."
n. "The study lacks a clear conflict of interest statement—a more explicit acknowledgment of any financial or institutional interests that might bias the research would be appropriate."

4. Sampling:
a. "The methodology discusses sample selection, but further justification of the sample size in relation to statistical power would strengthen the reliability of the results." 
b. "The sampling method is appropriate, but more explanation of how participants were selected and how this affects the representativeness of the sample is needed."  
c. "The methodology mentions the sampling technique, but a more thorough explanation of the rationale behind this choice and its limitations would strengthen the study." 
d. "The paper mentions participant selection but lacks a thorough explanation of how the participants were chosen, what criteria were used, and how their experiences relate to the research question." 
e. "The study would benefit from a more thorough discussion on how the sample is representative of the broader population to ensure reliability."
f. "The limitations of the sample size and demographic characteristics are not fully acknowledged—more discussion on how these factors may limit the generalisability of the findings would strengthen the conclusion."

5. Validity and Reliability/ Credibility, Transferability, Dependability and Confirmability (be aware of different language for quantitative and qualitative rigour criteria):

a. "The study does a good job ensuring validity, though further explanation on how reliability was tested is needed."
b. "The methods are sound, but potential limitations in terms of bias or sample selection are not addressed."
c. "The study addresses internal validity well, but external validity could be strengthened by discussing the generalisability of the findings to other populations or contexts."
d. "While internal validity is maintained, the study would benefit from a more in-depth discussion of how external validity was ensured, especially in terms of sample size and diversity."
e. "The study does not adequately address potential biases that could affect the results, such as researcher bias or selection bias."
f. "While the methodology appears sound, the paper would be improved by detailing how bias was controlled or minimised during data collection and analysis."
g. "The paper lacks sufficient discussion on how the reliability of the data was ensured, particularly in terms of consistency over time or across different researchers."
h. "Reliability is mentioned briefly, but more specific information on how the instruments were tested for reliability would be beneficial."
i. "While the methods are valid, there is insufficient detail to ensure that the study could be reliably replicated by future researchers."
j. "The study demonstrates validity, but its lack of detailed methodological transparency makes it difficult to assess whether the research could be easily replicated."
k. "The study demonstrates credibility through its rich, detailed descriptions, but the paper could enhance credibility by incorporating member-checking, where participants are asked to verify the accuracy of the findings."
l. "The credibility of the study would be improved by discussing any steps taken to ensure the accuracy of the participants’ accounts, such as triangulating data from multiple sources."
m. "The study provides detailed contextual information, but transferability could be enhanced by offering a more thorough discussion of how the findings may be relevant to other settings or populations."
n. "Transferability is addressed somewhat, but more detailed descriptions of the participants and setting are needed to allow readers to assess whether the findings could apply to their own context."
o. "The paper could strengthen dependability by providing more detailed information about how the research process was documented, such as the use of an audit trail to track decisions made during the research."
p. "While the methods are described, dependability would be improved by a more transparent account of how changes in the research process were handled and how consistency was maintained throughout the study."
q. "The study would benefit from a more explicit discussion of how confirmability was ensured, such as through reflexivity, where the researcher reflects on their own biases and how they may have influenced the findings."
r. "Confirmability could be improved by providing details on how the data and interpretations were cross-checked, either through peer debriefing or triangulation, to ensure they are rooted in the data rather than the researcher’s perspective."
s. "The paper could improve its transferability by including more 'thick descriptions'—detailed, context-rich accounts of participants’ experiences that allow readers to understand the nuances of the findings."
Data Analysis:
1. Appropriateness of Techniques:
a. "The data analysis techniques are appropriate, but a more detailed explanation of the statistical tests used would enhance understanding."
b. "The methods of analysis are sound, but alternative approaches could have provided additional insight."
c. "The statistical methods used are appropriate for the research question, but further justification for the selection of these specific tests (e.g., ANOVA, regression) would provide more clarity."
d. "While the techniques are generally suitable, the study could benefit from considering more advanced methods that account for confounding variables or multicollinearity."
e. "The chosen qualitative data analysis technique (e.g., thematic analysis, content analysis) is appropriate, but more explanation of why this method was selected over other qualitative approaches is needed."
f. "The analysis method is sound, but the paper would be stronger if it briefly considered alternative techniques and justified why they were not used."
g. "Although the analysis approach is appropriate, considering alternative qualitative strategies, such as narrative analysis or discourse analysis, might offer additional insights into the data."
h. "The use of statistical software (e.g., SPSS, R) is appropriate, but more details on how data were input and analysed using these tools would improve transparency."
i. "The analysis makes use of qualitative data analysis software (e.g., NVivo, Atlas.ti), but further discussion on how the software supported the coding and interpretation process would be useful."

2. Interpretation of Results:
a. "The results are presented clearly, but some of the interpretations seem speculative and not fully supported by the data."
b. "The interpretation aligns with the data; however, more attention to alternative explanations would improve the analysis."
c. "The statistical results are clearly presented, but the discussion could benefit from more careful interpretation of borderline significant findings."
d. "While the results align with the hypothesis, some of the interpretations appear speculative and would benefit from more concrete evidence from the data."
e. "The interpretations are generally consistent with the qualitative data, but the paper could be strengthened by a more nuanced discussion of the themes, particularly those that challenge the initial assumptions."
f. "While the interpretation of themes is well-reasoned, alternative explanations or contradictory findings are not adequately explored."
g. "The interpretation of results is solid, but the paper would benefit from acknowledging the limitations of the data and discussing how these may have influenced the findings."
h. "The analysis interprets the data accurately, but it would be more convincing with a discussion of potential biases or limitations in how the data were collected or analysed."
i. "The interpretation would be strengthened by discussing how triangulation with other data sources or methods was used to enhance the credibility of the findings."
j. "The results are presented clearly, but the discussion occasionally implies causality where only correlations have been established."
k. "The analysis effectively identifies relationships, but the interpretation could do more to distinguish between correlation and causation."

3. Use of Visuals:
a. "The charts and graphs are helpful, though additional explanation of what they represent would improve clarity."
b. "The visuals aid in understanding the data, but the labeling could be clearer."
c. "The visuals, such as tables and graphs, aid understanding, but more detailed labeling and explanation of the axes would improve clarity."
d. "The graphs are helpful, though the choice of graph type could be reconsidered—for example, a scatterplot might better illustrate the relationship between these variables than a bar chart."
e. "The use of visual aids such as concept maps or thematic diagrams is helpful in illustrating the relationships between themes, but further explanation of how these visuals were developed would improve comprehension."
f. "The visual representation of qualitative findings is useful, but additional commentary on how these visuals map to the raw data would provide greater transparency."
g. "The charts and graphs complement the data well, but the text does not always clearly reference the visuals, making it harder to follow the connection between the narrative and the data."
h. "While the visuals are well-presented, the paper could improve by integrating them more seamlessly into the discussion, highlighting key findings they represent."
i. "While the visuals display the statistical output, the narrative could provide more detailed interpretation, explaining why certain trends or patterns are important."
j. "The paper uses visuals effectively, but it could improve by offering more in-depth explanations of what each visual reveals about the relationships between the variables."
Discussion and Conclusion:
1. Interpretation of Findings:
a. "The discussion provides a good interpretation of the findings, but it lacks a connection to the broader context."
b. "The discussion interprets the results well but could do more to tie them back to the theoretical framework introduced in the literature review."
c. "The findings are discussed in isolation from the study’s theoretical foundations; linking them back would provide a stronger, more cohesive interpretation."
d. "The discussion offers valuable insights, but it could be improved by placing the findings more clearly within the broader context of existing research and theory."
e. "The findings are well-discussed, though some claims seem overgeneralised based on the evidence provided."
f. "While the conclusions are meaningful, some interpretations seem too broad and should be more carefully qualified to reflect the scope and limitations of the data."
g. "While the interpretation of the findings is solid, the paper would benefit from a more explicit discussion of how these results contribute to or challenge the current body of knowledge in the field."
h. "The discussion is clear, but it does not fully explore alternative explanations for the findings, which would add depth to the interpretation."
i. "Some interpretations are plausible, but the paper could be improved by considering whether external factors or unaccounted variables could have influenced the results."

2. Link to Research Questions:
a. "The discussion effectively ties back to the research question, but some aspects of the hypothesis were not fully addressed."
b. "The conclusion addresses the research question but could better integrate the findings with the initial hypothesis."
c. "The discussion does a good job of addressing the research questions, but it could be more explicit about how the findings confirm, challenge, or refine the initial hypothesis."
d. "While the main research question is addressed, some secondary questions or sub-questions introduced in the introduction are left unresolved."
e. "The conclusion addresses the research question, but a clearer integration of the findings with the initial hypothesis is needed to highlight whether the hypothesis was supported or rejected."
f. "The study addresses the research question but could strengthen its argument by clearly summarising how the findings either validate or contradict the initial assumptions laid out in the introduction."

3. Implications and Limitations:
a. "The study’s implications are well-articulated, but the limitations are not fully acknowledged."
b. "The paper could benefit from a more critical reflection on its limitations and the potential for future research."
c. "The discussion effectively outlines practical implications, but the paper could be improved by connecting these to broader theoretical implications or frameworks."
d. "The practical implications are clearly articulated, but more discussion on the broader social, economic, or policy implications would enhance the relevance of the study."
e. "The discussion highlights interesting implications, but it would be strengthened by suggesting specific directions for future research based on the study’s findings."
f. "While the study’s implications are clear, a more detailed reflection on unanswered questions or gaps left by the research would help guide future studies in the field."
g. "The discussion mentions some limitations, but they are presented briefly; greater attention to how these limitations may have impacted the findings would improve transparency."
h. "While the paper is optimistic about the study’s contributions, a more cautious reflection on the limitations would provide a more realistic appraisal of its significance."
i. "In qualitative research, the transferability of the findings could be addressed more explicitly by discussing how these results might apply to other contexts or populations."
j. "The conclusion could benefit from a more thoughtful consideration of how the qualitative insights from this study might or might not be generalised to broader settings."

Overall Contribution:
1. Originality and Innovation:
a. "The study offers a unique perspective, though its contribution to the field could be more explicitly stated."
b. "The research makes a valuable contribution, but its novelty is somewhat limited by the reliance on well-established methods."
c. "The study presents an interesting approach, but its specific contribution to advancing knowledge in the field is not clearly articulated."
d. "While the research addresses a relevant topic, the paper would benefit from a stronger argument for how it fills a gap in the current literature or extends existing theories."
e. "The study brings fresh insights, though it could make a more explicit case for how it builds upon or challenges previous research in the area."
f. "The research makes a meaningful theoretical contribution, but the innovation could be enhanced by proposing new frameworks or models based on the findings."
g. "Although the study touches on important theoretical concepts, it could go further by suggesting innovative theoretical insights or potential shifts in current paradigms."
h. "The paper offers a new perspective, but it would benefit from more explicit theorising that distinguishes it from similar studies in the field."

2. Practical Implications:
a. "The paper has clear practical implications, but the discussion on how these implications could be applied is underdeveloped."
b. "While the study has significant academic value, its practical relevance is not sufficiently addressed."
c. "The study has clear practical implications, but these could be more fully explored with specific examples of how the findings could be applied in real-world contexts."
d. "The paper hints at potential applications, but it would benefit from a more thorough discussion of how the findings can be translated into practice, particularly for professionals or policymakers."
e. "While the implications for practice are mentioned, the paper could do more to explore how these findings might be implemented in specific sectors or industries."
f. "The research offers valuable insights, but the recommendations for practitioners are somewhat vague—more concrete guidance on how these findings could influence policy or practice would be useful."
g. "Although the study presents practical implications, it would benefit from clearer recommendations for stakeholders on how to apply the results in decision-making processes."
h. "The practical implications are interesting but lack specific action points or strategies for practitioners to adopt based on the findings."
i. "The research makes a valuable academic contribution, but its practical relevance is underdeveloped—more examples of real-world scenarios where the findings could be applied would enhance its utility."
j. "While the study contributes to theory, it would benefit from more attention to how the findings can be operationalised in real-world settings, especially in policy or business contexts."
k. "The paper offers important theoretical insights, but the discussion of how these insights can be used to address practical challenges in the field is limited."
l. "The study has potential for societal impact, but the paper would benefit from a more detailed exploration of how the findings could inform policy changes or social interventions."
m. "The implications for policy are mentioned briefly, but a more thorough analysis of how the study’s conclusions could influence legislative or organisational decision-making would enhance its relevance."
n. "While the study provides practical insights, it could strengthen its contribution by outlining how the findings could directly address social or economic challenges."
o. "The practical implications are promising, but the paper does not adequately address the potential challenges or barriers to implementing these findings in real-world settings."
p. "While the study offers practical applications, a more critical reflection on the limitations of these applications—such as resource constraints or scalability—would provide a more balanced perspective."
q. "The practical implications are strong, but the paper could benefit from considering the limitations or potential drawbacks of applying these findings, particularly in diverse or global contexts."
r. "The study has clear implications for its specific field, but the paper could improve by discussing how its findings might impact other disciplines or areas of research."
s. "While the research is relevant to the specific domain, greater consideration of its interdisciplinary applications would broaden its contribution."
t. "The paper provides a solid contribution to the field but would benefit from a more explicit discussion of how its insights might influence related fields or sectors."
u. "The research opens interesting avenues for future research, but the paper could improve by outlining specific questions or hypotheses that emerged from the study."
v. "The study lays a strong foundation for further investigation, but a more detailed discussion of potential future research directions would enhance its contribution."
w. "While the paper suggests areas for future research, these could be developed further with more concrete proposals or hypotheses for upcoming studies."

