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The PhD thesis/dissertation as an ultimate educational 
product is embedded with: 
 
 Originality 
 critical, analytical, conceptual and writing skills of its 

author.  
 a valued well-structured argument 
 ability to communicate with succinct writing without 

speculation - The author takes you on a journey 
 Substantial in terms of the number of journal articles 

likely to arise from the work 
 Reflection with critical assessment of their own work 

and others 
 a well-sculpted piece of work. 

Preamble  
 



Problem statement 

  
There is little or no body of knowledge to assist faculties and 

examiners in the assessment of PhD theses (Mullins and Kiley 2002; 

Lovitts 2005).  Absence of a clear, well-researched understanding of 

what is expected of a PhD student thesis process produces: 

 

 Speculations and anecdotal evidences, generally of the traumatic 

kind that abound among the student body. 

 

 Absent of a  guide to inform supervisors and internal examiners of 

what are expected of the PhD thesis before  

    submitting the work to external examiners 

 

 Supervisors are poorly placed to refute these anecdotal 

speculations with subjective view of their criteria, sometimes 

unhelpful and with narrow experience (Mullins and Kiley 2002) 

 

  



And there has been surprisingly little research on the 

way in which examiners make judgements about the: 

 

 quality and quantity of the research work and the 

way it is reported. 

 

 Nor do we have a clear understanding of how 

examiners undertake the assessment process or 

what they are expecting from a PhD scholarly 

works (Mullins and Kiley 2002; Rowe 2012; 

Lovitts 2005) 



Consequences of a sloppy PhD Thesis 
 

Examiners assume PhD candidates are still apprentices in the 

profession of research in their discipline. 

 

So their theses are judged in terms of current competence and 

future promise as academic colleagues. 

 

If a sloppy PhD work is passed or there are issues then the 

readers/examiners regard: 

 the department, 

 the supervisor(s) 

 the candidate 

 and the whole university as being potentially implicated 
(Mullins and Kiley 2002) 

 



Sound and Rigorous PhD Works 

 

 And if there are remarkable achievements, the 

recognition likewise extends beyond the performance 

of the individual candidate.  

 

 Similarly, the examiners themselves are conscious that 

their own reputation is being judged through the 

quality of their reports (Lovitts 2005) 



Method 
 
Professor Ojelanki Ngwenyama of Ted Rogers School of 
Management, Ryerson University, Canada and a Research 
methodology visiting Professor  to University of Cape 
Town,  Information Systems Department developed a 
prescriptive theory termed Ngwenyama’s Ten claims. 
 
The research began in 2013 and is still on-going. 
It engages few selected Doctoral students around the 
globe as research assistants. 
 
Research Question Posed:  What are you expecting from a 
PhD thesis? What criteria would you use  to assess a PhD 
thesis?  
 
 



Method 
 

 For this study, Interpretivism and expectation theory 

were used. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 all the 20 interviewees were faculties from top 200 

universities according to QS Ranking of 2013. 

 

 



Who Rules? QS World University Rankings® 2013/2014 
 



 Experts in PhD evaluations and must have assessed 

at least 4 PhD theses in computer science, 

information systems/MIS, Sociology, Business and 

Organizational psychology.  

 

 Face-to-face and skype interviews were selected as 

the most appropriate method for the project. 

 

 Data Analysis followed the deductive thematic 

analysis and narrative analysis. 





 What is the problem under investigation? Does it 
address an important problem from a scientific point 
of view, NOT from the consultant or practice point of 
view?  
 

 Is it formulated in an appropriate and clear form to 
justify its relevancy and persistence?  Are the 
Research Questions/hypothesis specified correctly? Is 
it original?  

 Does it relate to the available knowledge gap up to the 
present time? Does the research question(s) has 
implicit objectives, research design and theoretical 
foundation  

Claim 1  
The question(s) that the researcher proposes 
 to investigate is relevant and persisting in the  
field of study 



 Was a good review of the literature made to 
demonstrate the gap and persistence of the 
research?  
 

 Can it be proved that it is pertinent to carry out 
this type of investigation at this time and in this 
context? Can it contribute to the body of 
knowledge? 



Claim 2: 
The theoretical framework that the researcher has 
selected is appropriate for investigating the question. 
  
Theoretical framework here includes: 
 
 The meta-theoretical/ philosophical assumptions – 

positivism; interpretivism/social constructivism; 
critical realism; critical social theory or pragmatism 
and this should be made clear upfront and is clearly 
seen how it informs the researcher’s moves in the thesis 
(Walsham 1995)  

 
 The background theory or theories: “the product of 

production” (Bhaskar 2008) used to develop the 
middle-range theory you can now call your own. 

  
 



The background theories should resonate with:  
 the philosophical assumptions underpinning the 

research 
 the context under investigation 
 and the methodology.  
  
 The researcher should demonstrate why and how 

s/he chose the background theory or theories 
against competing ones.  
 

 And the particularization of the theories to the 
empirical situation should be critically and 
explicitly penciled down in the thesis 

 
  



Claim 3: 

 

The researcher has demonstrated a command of the 

literature (backing) of the theoretical foundations 

(framework) upon which the research is based. 

 

Literature around the theoretical framework should 

be: 

 critically evaluated leading to how and why it was  

applied in your thesis.  

 It strength and weakness should be evident and 

how you circumvents the weakness should be 

explicitly narrated. 



Claim 4: 
 
The researcher has demonstrated a command of the literature 
of the field of study or discipline in which the researcher is 
working. 
 
The literature review should NOT be a catalogue or a story of  
chronological order arrangement: 
 It should demonstrates mastery of theoretical concepts by 

way of synthesis. 
 Demonstrates exceptional originality  
 Displays exceptional creativity and insight  
 It should contain a critical, analytic approach, with an 

understanding of sources of error and differences of 
opinion.  

 The literature review should not be over-inclusive, 
saturation point guides/flags you. 

  



 It should cover up-to-date and essential literature not 
irrelevant digressions.  
 

 A good literature review should be succinct, penetrating 
and challenging to read. 
 

 The literature review should have revealed some questions 
or issues which call for further investigation. 
 

 Ideally, the problem to be tackled in the research should 
emerge naturally and inexorably from the literature review. 

  
 It should gear towards developing a conceptual model of 

the thesis if need be. 



Claim 5: 
The approach/methodology that the researcher has selected 
is appropriate for investigating the research question given 
the theoretical framework. 
 
 What research methodology is used? – Survey 

methodology; case study; critical discourse analysis; 
grounded theory; action research; design science 
research; hermeneutics; ethnography or phenomenology  
 

 The methodology should be consistent and corresponds 
with the thesis’s philosophical underpinning, background 
theories used, the research questions and aims of the 
research?  
 

 Is it pertinent and most appropriate at the present time to 
elicit the context, with backings from literature? Why was 
the methodology used; Students need to take decisions 

 
 
 



 Does the thesis correctly specify all of the steps? Does it 
question the use of alternative methods?  
 

 How were the samples selected? Do the instruments used 
well operationalized and satisfy the necessary conditions or 
the triangulation techniques if more than one method is 
used?  
 

 Is the methodology applied in a parsimonious form? Does it 
present all of the necessary information to justify the 
conclusions?    
 



Claim 6 

 

The empirical situation should be appropriate for 

observing the phenomenon that the researcher is 

investigating. 

 

Empirical study of How  ERP software quality 

characteristics impact on Business Value of the Adopting 

Organization: A case of American University of Nigeria 

 

Empirical study of How  OpenERP software quality 

characteristics impact on Business Value of the Adopting 

Organization: A case of American University of Nigeria 

 

 

 

 



Claim 7: 

 

The approach/method has been applied in a systematic 
manner (reliability and validity) and is documented to 
allow for replication or corroboration by other researchers 
 
 Does it present all of the necessary information to justify  

the conclusions?    
 Are adequate rates of reliability and validity presented 

in the results? 
  Is the work replicable? 

 
 Reliability and validity is paradigm dependent. 
 chi-square normalized by degrees of freedom (χ2 /df) with value ≤ 3. 

00 reflects a good absolute fit and model parsimony (Hair et al., 

2006); adjusted goodness of-fit index (AGFI)  ≥ 0. 90 indicate a good 

fit (Hair et al., 2006; Kline, 1998) 
  



Convergent Validity  
In AMOS, the t –value is the critical ratio (C. R.) in its output file with a t-value 
>1. 96 or < -1. 96 as being statistical significance at p value ≤ 0. 05 (Lu et al., 
2007). 
 
discriminant validity: 

Kline (1998) suggests a cut-off point of 0. 85 in the correlation 

coefficients among the latent constructs. Alternatively, discriminant 

validity can be measured by a comparison between the square root 

of AVE and the correlation coefficients among the latent variables 

(Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Koufteros, 1999). 

 

Subtype of construct validity. 

 

 

Reliability  

 

Cronbach's alpha of 0.8 OR Value represented as (R2) is used to 

estimate the reliability of a particular exogenous indicator / 

observed variable in respect to its endogenous latent construct. 

Byrne (2001) suggests a value of (R2 >0. 5) to represents an 

acceptable reliability and as such will be adopted in this research.  

 



To ensure reliability in qualitative research, examination of 

trustworthiness is crucial. Seale (1999), while establishing 

good quality studies through reliability and validity in 

qualitative research, states that the “trustworthiness of a 
research report lies at the heart of issues conventionally 

discussed as validity and reliability” (p. 266). When judging 

(testing) interpretive/qualitative work, Strauss and Corbin 

(1990) suggest that the "usual canons of ‘good 
science’…require redefinition in order to fit the realities of 

qualitative research" (p. 250).  





Claim 8: 

Does the thesis reflect communicative competence? Is it carefully 

argued in a way that it is understandable to the scientific 

community? 

PhD ought to: 
 be a report of work which others would want to read; 
 tell a compelling story articulately whilst pre-empting 

inevitable critiques; 
 carry the reader into complex realms, and inform and educate 

him/her; 
 be sufficiently speculative or original to command respectful 

peer attention 
 No errors of English, presentation, or referencing 
 There is a coherent readable argument and progression of 

ideas 
 There is a high level of consistent adherence to an approved 

style of presentation 



Claim 9: 

Does the result of the research make a contribution to the 
researcher's field of study or discipline? Has the theoretical 
contribution been careful elaborated?  
 
Findings: 
 What results support the thesis? Are they presented 

adequately? Are they justified from the findings?  
 Are they understandable? Is there any kind of bias?  Are 

they significant for the development of knowledge?   
 Are they novel? Do they reaffirm or contradict previous 

knowledge? 
 Can they be useful? Are they generalizable and if yes, what 

type of generalization?  
 Are they presented in a critical fashion interspersed or 

compared with prior literature? 
 Does it propose other outstanding issues for investigation? 



• Are the research questions posed sufficiently  
answered and presented in a clear fashion?  

 
Does the answer contributed to knowledge: 
 Theoretical contribution 
 Methodology contribution 
 Practical relevancy  



Claim 10: 
 
Has the research been conducted in an ethical manner; have all 
sources been explicitly acknowledged? and written in a manner 
that is understandable to the scientific community?  
 
 
 Is the university ethical codes for Human research followed?: 

Confidentiality  and privacy of the participants adhere to? 
Demonstration of how the ethical issues were followed in the 
research must be explicitly stated. 
 

  Are the sources specified? Is it well cited? Does it include up-
to-date references? Only references given in the text are what 
makes the reference list. Evident that no part of the work has 
been plagiarized 

 



Caveat 
 

 

 This work should not be cited. Not Yet published.  
 Permission to used it must come Prof. Ojelanki Ngwenyama  



Questions & Comments 
 
 
 

The End 
 


