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…	More	on	the	use	of	Research	Templates	

Final	draft:	30	November,	2020			

Abstract	
Motivated by Bui’s (2020) thought-provoking analysis regarding the perceived efficacy 
of research templates, our paper advances the debate by reviewing Faff’s (2015, 2019a) 
Pitching Research® framework and its qualitative companion (Lodhia, 2019). The key 
premises of these research templates are highlighted, and potential misconceptions are 
addressed. We reach common ground on the underlying philosophy and use of research 
templates for quantitative and qualitative research; and, more generally, on the process 
of research. As such, we provide a pathway for reducing the schism between the two 
“rival” research camps. 

Keywords:	new research ideas; pitching framework; template; simple tips 

JEL	classifications: G00; M00; B40; A20; B00; C00; D00; E00; F00; H00; I00; J00; L00; Q00; 
R00; Z00 
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1 Also refer to 4 companion papers, Faff (2018); Lodhia (2020); Faff (2020a) and Faff et al (2020). Faff 
(2018) gives a comprehensive update and latest information (including numerous actionable hyperlinks) 
on all resources currently available to support the pitching research framework. Lodhia (forthcoming) 
further elaborates on the critical elements of the qualitative pitch – the theory, context and methodology, 
and the need for theoretical and practical contributions. Faff (2020a) provides a pitching research resource 
kit for instructors charged with the goal of research capacity building and/or research training. Faff et al 
(2020), extending on Faff and Kastelle (2016), address the challenge of how to pitch research for 
engagement and impact. 

1. Introduction

 “Pitching Research” (Faff, 2015, 2019a)  is  a  framework  (based  on  a  small  set  of  

organizing principles – namely, to be structured,	brief,	simple,	methodical,	clear,	&	

focused), that challenges a (novice) researcher to effectively communicate their research 

ideas to an academic field expert. In perhaps one of its simplest manifestations, “Pitching 

Research” can be exemplified by 12	simple	questions. Is my Working	Title short & 

informative? Does my Research	Question have  only  a  few  “moving  parts”?  Are  my  

chosen Key	Papers written by “gurus” & published recently in leading journals? Does my 

scholarly Motivation identify an intriguing puzzle? Does my core Idea exploit a natural 

“tension” in the literature? Is a high quality project feasible in terms of  the potentially 

available Data? Do I possess the necessary skills to professionally apply the necessary 

“gold standard” research Tools? Will my project deliver non-trivial Novelty to the field? 

Will my project avoid the “So	What?” critique and, so, positively change the way people 

think? By delivering its Contribution, can my project be viewed as part of a vibrant 

research program? In thinking about any “Other	Considerations”, do I face any critical 

research risks? Finally, do all elements above connect in a compelling way?  

Since the formal initiation by Faff (2015), there have been a range of developments 

in the application of the “pitching research” framework and its signature template, and 

Lodhia’s (2019) qualitative pitch is a prime example.1 This modified approach mirrors 

the pitching template and applies it to qualitative research by emphasising Theory,	

Context	and	Methodology in the place of Idea,	Data	and	Tools. The qualitative pitch also 

stresses the importance of recognising practical and policy contributions in addition to 
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1. To	what	extent	are	research	templates	being	used	among	accounting	and
finance	academics?
2. What	 are	 the	 advantages	 and	 disadvantages	 of	 the	 existing	 research
templates?
3. How	can	these	templates	be	improved	to	enhance	usefulness	to	researchers?

Based on a wide-ranging set of interviews, Bui (2020) identifies a broad array of positives 

and advantages of using research templates. These perceived benefits are classified 

under three banners: (a) PhD Students; (b) Advanced Researchers; and (c) Other 

Benefits. With regard to PhD students the main themes are: developing the proposal and 

papers (e.g stepping stone); training and communication. With regard to advanced 

researchers the main themes are: facilitating the research process (e.g. turning a vague 

idea into something tangible; setting boundaries); refining ongoing research and being 

more career focused. Finally, other benefits include being adaptable to either quantitative 

or qualitative research; grant assessment and facilitating research collaboration.  We fully 

agree with these insights into the many benefits of using research templates and make no 

further comment directed at them. 

Rather, in this paper, we place under scrutiny the major themes emanating from 

Bui (2020) around the “risks and disadvantages” of using research templates. To frame 

our approach, there are a range of negative perceptions that deserves a careful and 

considered response.2 Perceptions are perceptions – and it is a matter of taking key 

messages and seeing what solutions and/or actions are most appropriate given the 

circumstances one faces.  For example, one reaction is for a researcher to decide to 

2 For example, Bui (2020) makes reference to one view that templates are like a “straight jacket” for 
budding researchers. 

2 

academic contributions and uses the concepts of theoretical and practical generalization 

to address the so-what question for qualitative research.  

Bui (2020) provides a thought-provoking analysis of the perceived advantages 

and disadvantages of these Pitching templates. Specifically, her three research questions 

are: 
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3 This section borrows heavily from the unpublished SSRN paper, Faff (2020b). Additional relevant insights can 
also be found in Faff (2020c & 2020d).  
4 The template design is really “4-3-2-1” “+1”, where the “+1” is a catchall of “Other Considerations”. 

 

completely avoid using a research template. But, under what circumstances  (if  any?,  

would such an approach be deemed a reasonable and proportionate response? 

One can ask how informed are the perceptions of research templates? Do 

these perceptions rest on (any misconceptions? Moreover, is there some “fault” on the 

part of (some “perceivers” who might, for example, have made little or no reasonable 

effort to read, absorb or “listen” to all genuine advice carefully laid out by the 

template proponents? The current paper explores these perspectives. In so doing, we 

put forward some responses, rebuttals and elaborations that help advance the 

debate on and productive practices of the use of research templates. 

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we clarify 

the Pitching Research Framework – the “what, why and the how?”. In Section 3, we 

identify and briefly discuss common misconceptions relating to the use of research 

templates. In Section 4, we outline responses, rebuttals and elaborations with respect 

to Bui (2020. The final section concludes. 

2. Clarifying	the	Pitching	Research	Framework	–	What,	Why	&	How?3

2.1 WHAT?

2.1.1	Basic	Framework	

Faff’s (2015, 2019a pitching framework is shown in Figure 1a in its “empty” or null form. 

Users are encouraged to complete the template concisely (max 1,000 words and to the 

point, and thoughtfully while not worrying too much about “perfection” at the start. 

The template is built on an inverted pyramid design – “4-3-2-1”– like a “countdown”.4 

Each of the four layers should be seen as mini or sub-pitches, that coherently reside 

within the overall pitch. The qualitative pitch (Lodhia, 2019 shown in Figure 1b, is 

also based on these principles, being an adaptation of Faff (2015. 
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4 

4‐D	pitch:	The	BIG	Picture	pitch. At the top of the template, the “4-D” part relates 

to four broad, essential elements from which the reader wants  to draw background 

knowledge: Item (A) working title; Item (B) the basic research question; Item (C) the 3 

key papers; and Item (D) motivation/puzzle. Together these four items can be viewed 

largely giving appropriate context – as an exercise of “framing” the bigger picture or 

“painting the landscape”. As such, view items (A) to (D) as a package that provides a “big 

picture-pitch”.  

The remaining template items descend from the big picture. These latter items, 

(E) to (K), are very much about the specifics of the proposed project and/or specifically

about what it might reasonably deliver – both directly and indirectly. 

3‐D	pitch:	The	Basic	Building	Blocks	pitch. Any decent empirical paper has  

three critical ingredients: (1) the Idea (Item (E)); (2) the Data (Item (F)); and (3) the Tools 

(Item (G)). These are the 3 essential “building blocks” of the research plan. The idea is the 

central intellectual notion, upon which the proposed study rests. The data are the 

observations of relevant phenomena that can bring the idea to life.  The tools are the 

techniques and research method(s) – like “utensils”; which, when used to mix the 

ingredients (i.e. the data) according to the recipe (i.e. the idea), will produce relevant 

evidence. 

2‐D	pitch:	The	Two	Key	Questions	pitch. Yes, of course, … empirical papers are 

characterised by the three critical dimensions of Idea; Data; and Tools.  But, you can use 

these dimensions either well or poorly – so, how can we gauge a worthwhile use and 

avoid an inferior use? Part of the answer lies in meaningfully addressing two questions: 

what is new? And so what?  

The	BOTTOM‐LINE‐pitch. The “holy grail” for any research topic is to make a  

contribution – this is the NUMBER ONE goal. No matter how experienced we become at 

doing research, the challenge of establishing contribution seemingly never becomes any 

This is the peer reviewed version of the following article Faff, R. W., & Lodhia, S. (2021). … More on the use of research templates. Accounting and Finance, 
 which has been published in final form at https://doi.org/10.1111/acfi.12747.  

This article may be used for non-commercial purposes in accordance with Wiley Terms and Conditions for Use of Self-Archived Versions



5 One reason for this is that, as we become more experienced, we naturally become more ambitious with 
our targeted journal(s) – and, the higher the quality of the journal, the higher is the threshold standard for 
judging the required incremental contribution. 

5 

easier.5 The bottom-line pitch asks us to strive to position our research so that it might 

credibly change the consensus view on a broad topic relevant to the chosen field of  

enquiry. 

+1	Other	Considerations. Item (K) in Faff’s (2015, 2019a) template is a residual 

or “catchall” – it presents an opportunity for posing any other  relevant final 

considerations. 

2.1.2	A	Thinking	Strategy	–	Question	vs.	Answer	

Figure 2 presents a useful depiction of the “pitching research” framework. The primary 

perspective it uses is a simple “question vs. answer” mindset – “asking the question” is 

the focus of the 1st column, while “getting the answer” is the focus of the third column. A 

secondary perspective  used in  Figure  2  is  built  around 4  basic  concerns: What? How? 

Why? & Why Not? These aspects are captured in the central column in the figure. 

First, consider the “asking the question” perspective, against the question “what”? 

There is no surprise here to see the main anchor point is Item (B) – what is the Research 

Question, as this obviously centres directly on the question being scrutinized. Item (A) – 

“working title” is also included here as we typically think of flagging key elements of our 

question (for which we do not yet know the answer). Staying with “asking the question”, 

we can move down to the question “why?” – quite simply, we should ask ourselves “why 

this question?” There are two angles on this – at the “micro” level this concern should 

underlie our choice of key papers (Item C), while at the “macro” level the Motivation (Item 

D) is just another way of asking “why this question?”

Now lets pivot our thinking to the flipside – “getting the answer”. On the right-

hand-side of Figure 2, we start at the top with “what” – which quite naturally maps to 

“what is the potential answer?” In other words, what is core IDEA (Item E)? Moving down 
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2.2 WHY?	

2.2.1	General	

At a general level, one can ask WHY? Why is it worthwhile to head down the path of 

completing a research pitch and especially one like that required by Faff’s (2015, 2019a) 

“Pitching Research” framework or by Lodhia’s (2019) qualitative pitch? Essentially, the 

argument rests on the view that applying a structured, brief, simple, methodical, clear, 

and focused approach will be an invaluable aid for novice researchers because they are 

likely overwhelmed and lost. Absent this framework, most new researchers do not know 

where to start and, hence, waste a lot of time and energy early on, just “spinning the 

wheels”. Used in a “smart” way, the pitching framework can become an efficient/effective 

6 

a row, we then pose the question “how?” – “how can we get the answer?” Template Items 

(F), DATA, and (G), TOOLS, are the primary sources for this perspective (or alternatively, 

Theory (T), Context (C) and Methodology (M) for qualitative research using the Lodhia, 

2019, template).  Next is “why?” – “why do we need this answer?” AND, there are no less 

than 3 elements of the template that deal with this one! We have the firepower of Item 

(H), What’s New?; Item (I), So What?; and Item (J), Contribution. In other  words, a  

compelling case of “why do we need this answer?”, will be captured by strong responses 

to all three pieces. Finally, with regard to “why not?”, we should think about the feasibility 

of the answer – naturally mapping to the final Item (K), Other Considerations.  

One final thing is worthy of mention about Figure 2.  Arrows in this figure depict 

the inevitable “push vs. pull” potential between various notions and early tentative 

responses. Such opposing forces – a type of “contest of ideas” – can go in all directions. 

The forces can go horizontally, between thinking about “asking the question” vs. to 

thinking about “getting the answer; or  vertically,  between thinking about “what” vs.  

“how” vs. “why” vs. “why not”. These tensions are likely to manifest in research design 

tradeoff decisions.  We factor in this dynamism in Section 4 below. 
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tool for research – in terms of personal planning; communication and as an energized 

“Launchpad”. In practice this can save significant time and effort. Beyond this broad 

answer to why?, we can usefully deconstruct the framework into its layered sub-themes 

to gain further persuasion of why? 

2.2.2	WHY	–	the	“BIG	Picture”	pitch?		

Items (A) to (D) of Faff’s (2015, 2019a) “Pitching Research” framework and Lodhia’s 

(2019) qualitative pitch are designed to provide the BIG “signposts” defining the domain 

of your research setting. Essentially, we need	to	know	the BIG Picture of “What” & “Why” 

to convincingly frame/position your specific project. Absent this BIG picture perspective, 

your project “hangs” at the risk of: redundancy, irrelevance, isolation, misunderstanding, 

… and so on. 

2.2.3 WHY	–	the	“3	Building	Blocks”	pitch?	

Items (E) to (G) of Faff’s (2015, 2019a) “Pitching Research” framework and Lodhia’s 

qualitative pitch (2019) are designed to provide the basic “building blocks”. Essentially, 

we need	to	know the project	specifics – the “What” and the “How”, but mostly the “how” 

– to convincingly judge the “internal” feasibility of your proposed project. Absent this

“building block” perspective, your project is at risk of: internal contradiction, infeasibility, 

… and so on. 

2.2.4 WHY	–	the	“2	Key	Questions”	pitch?	

Items (H) & (I) of Faff’s (2015, 2019a) “Pitching Research” framework  and  Lodhia’s  

(2019) qualitative pitch are designed to challenge the very heart of why this research. 

Essentially, we need	to	know the project	specifics of “Why” to convincingly judge the 

“external” value of your proposed project. Absent this “2KQ” perspective, your project is 

at risk of external ignorance, negligible “incrementalism”, … and so on. 
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2.2.5 WHY	‐	the	“1	Bottom	line”	pitch?	

Item (J) of Faff’s (2015, 2019a) “Pitching Research” framework and Lodhia’s (2019) 

qualitative pitch is designed to elicit the single core message of how the stock of 

knowledge advances due to your proposed project. Essentially, we need	to	know the  

project-related contribution to convincingly judge the potential for and quantum of 

knowledge creation linked to your specific project – both directly (e.g. due to internal 

novelty/importance) and indirectly (e.g. prospectively, due to it being a platform for 

“downstream” benefits). Absent this contribution perspective your project is at risk of 

obscurity, ridicule, being labeled – vanity-driven and/or faith-driven, … and so on. 

2.2.6 WHY	–	Other	Considerations?	

Item (K), the final item of Faff’s (2015, 2019a) “Pitching Research” framework and 

Lodhia’s (2019) qualitative pitch, is designed to accommodate anything material that 

does not easily fit elsewhere. We need	 to	 know the existence/extent of any other 

potentially relevant (mostly external) challenges, constraints, risks, opportunities, … to 

convincingly judge project viability, “cost/benefit” considerations, “on time” delivery and 

the like.  Absent this catch-all perspective, we might easily “lose sight of the forest from 

the trees”. 

2.3 HOW?	

In general, the pitch should evolve. The very first version will very likely be rough and 

raw – and possibly incomplete. It will be far from perfect – but that’s OK! Tentative 

decisions on many facets are the “norm” to begin with. This is expected. There is no shame 

in this. Indeed, the shame will be if the “pitcher” is always too “scared” to share their pitch 

with their potential “pitchee” because they fear embarrassment. Air your ideas early, so 

that they might flourish or die – whichever is appropriate. Lost time is a lost opportunity. 
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1. Literature	awareness	and	threshold	“immersion”: First, read and absorb the
relevant literature to become sufficiently	 “immersed”	 and	 knowledgeable,
giving special focus to the latest research (e.g. in the last 5 years) published in the
best journals (or, if unpublished, authored by recognised leaders in the field).6

2. Initial	 “Research	 Question”	 (Item	 B):	 Write down your first (reasonably
considered) view of the broad Research	Question (RQ). Aim to avoid	triviality (e.g.
yes/no). Express the question in “neutral” language (e.g. “Whether and to what
extent phenomenon “X” causes/ or is associated with phenomenon “Y”). Keep it
simple.

3. Initial	 “Motivation”	(Item	D): Write down your first (reasonably considered)
view of the academic Motivation for your research. Aim to spell out the areas of
“consensus” knowledge broadly relevant to your RQ. Use this “what	we	know”,
as a platform for directing attention towards the broad area of knowledge still
unknown, and for which we	need	an	answer. Avoid, expressing this information
too narrowly, as the goal here is to build a bigger	framing/context in which to
best understand your proposed research.

4. Review	&	Revise	“Research	Question”	(Item	B):	Reconsider your initial answer
to Item B – does it need any amendment?7

5. Initial	“3	Key	Papers”	(Item	C):	Write down your first (reasonably considered)
view of the 3	 Key	 Papers (3KP). Aim to select 3KP that are recent, Top-tier
publications and written by recognised research leaders – to greatly improve your
chances of being influenced by “frontier” knowledge. Avoid including: review
papers, seminal papers (unless supervisor sanctioned) or papers with	limited	or
no empirical content.

6. Initial	“Working	Title”	(Item	A):	Write down your first (reasonably considered)
view of the Working	Title (WT). Aim to avoid trivially repeating your RQ.8 Keep it
simple – no more than 3 key elements.

7. Review	&	Revise	your	BIG	Picture	pitch	[i.e.	“4”	=	Items	(A)–(D)]: Modify items
as needed to achieve reasonable coherence.9

8. Detailed	re‐reading	of	3KP:  At this point, it might be very worthwhile to have a
close review of your 3KP. In particular, carefully examine the “how” relating to
these 3 influential papers. Also, are you still happy with your choice of 3KP? If not,
amend your answer to Item (C).

6 Continue to read the literature and progress your “immersion” strategy throughout the entire process of 
your research project development.  
7 At each stage of review, look out for obvious points of inconsistency between relevant items. Aim to make 
changes that do a reasonable job of fixing the problem, but do not expend too much effort on this, early on 
in the process. ALL your answers will remain tentative until you start to gain a real feeling of “convergence”. 
8 Sometimes it “works” to express your paper’s title as a form of research question, but at this stage we are 
striving to develop different facets of your research plan – which will be best served by avoiding repetition. Also, 
note that RQ is meant to be a broader focus, whereas your WT will naturally be more narrow focused.  
9 At each stage of review, look out for obvious points of inconsistency between relevant items. Aim to make 
changes that do a reasonable job of fixing the problem, but do not expend too much effort on this early on 
in the process. ALL your answers will remain tentative until you start to gain a real feeling of “convergence”. 

Should your early ideas flourish, the pitch template can form a useful framework 

for development across several iterations, until that moment of metamorphosis is 

reached – when it is no longer a “pitch” – it becomes a fledgling project!  

To give you a guide as to the type of dynamic, recursive and non-linear process 

that you might productively follow, consider the following series of indicative steps. 
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9. Initial	“IDEA”	(Item	E):	Write down your first (reasonably considered) view of
the core academic IDEA – focusing on the “what”. Aim to keep it simple and to
include a basic hypothesis/prediction	(if this is deemed appropriate/relevant).
Make brief reference to key markers/concepts linking to established relevant
theory. From a qualitative perspective, a theory can be chosen at this time based
on the specific research propositions arising from the research question but with
the foresight that the theoretical approach could change over time.

10. Initial	“DATA”	(Item	F):	Write down your first (reasonably considered) view of
the DATA. Aim to address the main data/sampling questions that would quell any
major concerns of an infeasible or weak project. Aim to emphasise the ”how” part
of your proposed project – striving to give a sufficient set of specifics. From a
qualitative perspective, a research context can be selected at this stage in order to
move the project from theoretical ideas to a practical relevance.

11. Initial	 “Other	 Considerations”	 (Item	K):	Write down your first (reasonably
considered) view of the Other	 Considerations (OC). Most importantly, aim to
identify the potential for any unacceptably high levels of research risk – that might
turn into “deal-breakers”.

12. Initial	“What’s	New?”	(Item	H):	Write down your first (reasonably considered)
view of What’s	New? (WN?). Revisit the literature and especially 3KP for context
e.g. the 3KP should be important but not TOO important or TOO similar. Avoid
taking a trivial/superficial perspective of the WN? question i.e. it is much more
than just identifying literal “novelty”. The true benchmark is against the thrust of
the collective literature, not simply against each existing study individually.	Avoid
repeating the “bigger picture” perspective that you enunciated in Item D,
Motivation.

13. Initial	“So	What?”	(Item	I):	Write down your first (reasonably considered) view
of So	What?	(SW?). Aim to capture the essence of why it is important to execute
your study, adopting a narrow project-specific perspective. Avoid repeating the
“bigger picture” perspective that you enunciated in Item D, Motivation.

14. Check	coherence	&	avoid	trivial	repetition	between	Items	(B),	(D),	(E),	(H)	&
(I):	Amend items as needed to achieve your most desired trajectory, noting the
“push” vs. “pull” dynamic effects between these items.

15. Check	coherence	between	IDEA	(E)	&	DATA	(F):10 Amend as needed.
16.Review	 &	 Revise	 OCs	 (K): Amend as needed. Also, are there important

implications for other items? Deal breakers? Amend other items as needed.
17. Initial	“TOOLS”	(Item	G):	Write down your first (reasonably considered) view of

the TOOLS. Aim to outline sufficient specifics of the proposed research method,
emphasising the use of contemporary research design techniques. From a
qualitative perspective, you need to write down your first view of your
methodological approach and associated methods.

18.Review	&	Revise	your	“Building	Blocks”	pitch	[i.e.	“3”	=	Items	(E)–(G)]	 for
coherence:	Amend as needed.

19.Review	 &	 Revise	 “2	 Key	 Questions”	 pitch	 [i.e.	 “2”	 =	 Items	 (h)–(I)]	 for
coherence	&	power: Amend as needed.

20. Check	coherence	&	avoid	trivial	repetition	between	BIG	Picture	pitch	[4]	&
Building	Block	pitch	[3]	&	2	Key	Questions	pitch	[2]: Amend as needed.

21.Review	 &	 Revise	 OCs	 (K): Amend as needed. Also, are there important
implications for other items? Deal breakers? Amend other items as needed.

22. Initial	Contribution	(Item	 J): Aim for a powerful, all-encompassing statement
about the central knowledge driver coming from your proposed study. Strive to
show how it might create a platform for new research pathways. Avoid
repetition/redundancy with Items (D); (H) or (I).

10 In the situation of using Lodhia’s qualitative template, this step would involve Theory (T) & Context (C). 
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23.Review	all	items	for	coherence	&	avoid	trivial	repetition:	Amend as needed.
24.Repeat	any	steps	above	as	deemed	appropriate:	Continue within a sensible

timeframe, until reasonable “convergence” is achieved.

The complete set of steps is depicted in Figure 3. 

3. Common	Misconceptions	of	using	Research	Templates

3.1 Misconception	#1:	A	Research	Template	is	an	End	and	nothing	Else		

The pitching templates of Faff (2015, 2019a) and Lodhia (2019) are just tools that assist 

in the research process. Neither author claim anything else, and certainly not that they 

represent, in some way, the ultimate output of the research process. The templates 

should be viewed as planning tools that provide a set of markers or “placeholders” 

pointing to essential types of ingredients for carrying out the research (without 

constraining what might be specifically chosen as the “actionable” ingredients 

themselves). As such, the research templates serve as a guide only – a means to an end, 

rather than an end in itself. 

3.2 Misconception	 #2:	 Using	 the	 Template	 Constrains	 your	 Research	

Journey/Creativity	

Paradoxically, contrary to some views, the pitching templates have the prime goal of 

encouraging research creativity and facilitating the research journey (rather than 

constraining creativity). They should be viewed as a potentially valuable tools for 

clarifying and structuring the research process, but their actual utility will not be uniform 

– the value coming from template use is somewhat dependent on their appropriateness

and usefulness to each researcher/research setting/research topic. Research templates 

are not proposed as a panacea. One is not compelled to use these templates if they find it 

11 

This is the peer reviewed version of the following article Faff, R. W., & Lodhia, S. (2021). … More on the use of research templates. Accounting and Finance, 
 which has been published in final form at https://doi.org/10.1111/acfi.12747.  

This article may be used for non-commercial purposes in accordance with Wiley Terms and Conditions for Use of Self-Archived Versions



11 Relevant to the current discussion, some might argue critically about the mandated use of these 
templates for AFAANZ research grants. Adoption of the template design is to provide a consistent approach 
towards framing research and to provide a more uniform basis for evaluation of prospective grant ideas. 
The qualitative pitch was in part inspired by a need for a qualitative tool for grant writing and further 
refinements to these pitching templates are possible (indeed encouraged) over time. We should strive for 
ongoing active enhancements that assist in the explanation of research ideas to those evaluating research 
grants, rather than to impede research creativity. 
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to stifles their research journey. Similarly, one is not “chained to” these templates, and 

once they outlive their useful life, they can – indeed, should – be abandoned.11 

3.3 Misconception	#3:	Templates	do	Not	fit	well	for	Qualitative	Research	

The qualitative pitch (Lodhia, 2019) was developed to clarify and structure qualitative 

research ideas and highlight  that  regardless  of  the research approach taken, there are 

some common elements that could be used for research generally. The  emphasis  on  

essential qualitative concepts such as theory, context and methodology, the question of 

generalisation in qualitative research and the theoretical, practical  and  policy

contributions classification provide  valuable  tools  to  the  qualitative researcher.  The 

findings of Bui (2020) and the insights provided by Lodhia (forthcoming) do suggest that 

the qualitative pitch is perceived as useful and is in increasing use. However, the use of 

this template is left to the discretion of the researcher and its use is guided by this choice. 

3.4 Misconception	#4:	It’s	Just	like	Filling	in	a	Form	…	“ticking	the	boxes”	

Treating the pitching template as a box-ticking task defeats the whole purpose of the 

exercise and we would strongly recommend not using research templates if box-ticking 

is  the  over-riding  mindset.  A  box-ticking  exercise  usually  arises as a result of a bad 

attitude to the research process, especially when there is uncertainty on what needs to 

be done. Best practice use of pitching templates require debunking of the “form filling” 

mentality and to bring a positive attitude, so that users can capitalise on the potential of 

this tool for structuring and designing a potential research project.  
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3.5 Misconception	#5:	Template	Structure	Forces	Rigid	and	Sequential	Answers	

Why should you feel that any labels/terms are constraining?  The structure is there to 

give you a guide,  not  to expect  certain  answers  or to  expect that you follow a certain 

process to create those answers. Pitching templates do not provide answers, they provide 

a simple set of organising principles for structuring the research process and their aim is 

to make the research process flexible, rather than rigid. 

Again, this view of rigidity is more likely true if the user brings a “bad attitude” to 

the task! As illustrated in Section 2.3 above, the use of pitching templates is not 

necessarily a sequential and linear process. Regardless of the situation, linearity only 

makes sense where there is no uncertainty and when you know for sure where it is that 

you are going … Like when you jump in your car and drive from point “A” to point “B”. 

Aside from complications such as traffic congestion, road works, time of day and so on, 

you drive the shortest path and systematically turn left/right as directed by the 

navigation system. But,  research is  not  like this. Research  is  more like an off-road 

adventure, where you are not even sure where you are starting from (“A1” or “A2”, …), 

let alone where you are heading (which may change along the way) and where you will 

end up (“B1” or “B2”, … , or “C”).  

3.6 Misconception	 #6:	 Template	 Word	 Constraint	 induces	 Dysfunctional	

Outcomes	

The purpose of a 2-page or 1,000-word limit for these pitching templates is to encourage 

a concise approach to writing up research ideas. After all, the templates are seeking the 

most basic of specific information – they are not research proposals, though they might 

be seen as stepping stones to such. That said, as highlighted above, the use of templates 

is a flexible research process and, therefore, it is up to each individual (probably in 

conjunction  with  supervisors  or  mentors)  as  to  how  they  use  these  them.  Some

researchers might run over the word limit – while others might not come close to it. As 
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such, it is for the researcher to adjust the word limit (if needed), while keeping in mind 

the tension between the merits of conciseness versus possible superficiality of arguments 

when blindly focused on meeting a word limit. 

3.7 	Misconception	#7:	One	Size	Fits	All	

The various developments in the pitching templates, such as catering for qualitative 

researchers (Lodhia, 2019) or focusing on engagement and impact of research (Faff, et 

al., 2020), demonstrate that these pitching templates do not adopt a “One Size Fits ALL” 

assumption. In fact, further developments in research templates are possible to cater for 

different types of research and research audiences. For instance, welcome initiatives 

would be (a) a mixed-methods pitching template; or (b) an inter- or multi-disciplinary 

template;  both,  in  their  own  different  ways,  designed  to  accommodate the additional 

multi-faceted challenges of these hybrid and typically “non-conforming” research 

settings.  

That said, while there is scope for further research template enhancements, our 

view is that some notional limit makes sense. Moreover,  if “too many” (possibly trivial) 

templates are propagated, there  is a chance  that the beauty, simplicity and inherent  

appeal of  the  template concept might be  diluted  or even  undermined – e.g. creating 

confusion amongst novice researchers – as they ask, “but which one do I use now?”  
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4. Bui	(2020)	–	Risks,	Disadvantages	and	Improvements:	Responses,	Rebuttals
and	Elaborations12

4.1 Limited	Value	and	Technical	Issues	

o Inhibits	idea	generation

There seems to be a reasonably strong perception that research templates inhibit the 

generation of ideas (e.g., Bui, 2020). As stressed in Section 2.3, and clarified in the 

discussion of misconceptions in Sections 3.2 and 3.4 above, the pitching templates should 

be viewed as tools that can assist in generating research ideas. That said, templates do 

not generate the ideas – rather, we argue that their effective use is a catalyst in the 

generation of ideas. Of course, a necessary pre-requisite will include a thorough reading 

of the literature, a meaningful appreciation of the big issues therein and a fully informed 

assessment of the gaps in existing work. The templates assist in refining research ideas 

that develop on this basis and through several iterations, a researcher would be able to 

produce a polished and sound research idea that could form the basis of a major research 

project.  

Faff (2015, p. 325) gives careful advice to the mentor, that shows an acute 

awareness that idea generation is critical and a piece that needs careful nurturing in the 

earliest stages:  

“…	you	have	a	‘duty	of	care’	to	the	potential	pitcher	…	you	should	help	devise	a	
‘pre‐pitch’	strategy	in	which	the	chance	of	an	early/any	repeated	‘dead	end(s)’	…	
is	minimised.	Accordingly,	pitchers	will	want	early	guidance	on	what	ideas	are	
worth	thinking	more	about	and	which	ones	are	not.	They	will	want	guidance	on	
how	to	efficiently	generate	a	‘pool’	of	potential	‘leads’.” 

The qualitative pitch (Lodhia, 2019) uses a number of elements from Faff (2015) 

in order to encourage a structured and systematic approach to idea generation for 

qualitative research, providing credence to the usefulness of templates in assisting in the 

generation of new ideas. It can be argued that regardless of the approach (quantitative or 

12 Our sincere thanks to Bin Bui for sharing a version of her presentation slides that provided us with a 
great help in structuring this section. 
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o Ambiguity	of	terminology	and	repetitiveness

There are a range of terminologies used in pitching templates and each of these have a 

specific purpose. While there is a degree of contrivance in the template structure and 

there is some inevitable and necessary overlap between the items, we argue that the 

constituent parts are sufficiently distinctive, repetitive answers are meaningfully 

avoidable – unless the user becomes lazy or adopts a negative mindset. For instance, the 

Motivation item emphasises what is driving the current study, the need for why the 

research needs to be done, while the Contribution item should pinpoint the potential 

contributions of the proposed study, and how the study seeks to extend what is already 

known about the subject matter. Sections 2.1 and 2.2 above, give further clear guidance 

on how the terms should be interpreted and how a user can meaningfully avoid   

repetitive answers. 

Notably, Faff (2015, p. 328) states that “… the template comes with a set of terms 

that might be obscure in some disciplines/fields … Template guides for such other areas 

can be devised to aid such applications …” Indeed, a primary example of this entreaty is 

the qualitative adaptation of Lodhia (2019). Further, other variations of the research 

template design include: (a) the Pitching Research for Engagement and Impact 

framework (Faff, et al, 2020, forthcoming); (b) language translations (Faff, et al., 2018); 

and (c) journal article abstracts (Hale, et al., 2018; Faff, 2019b).  

From a qualitative perspective, the terminologies Theory, Context and 

Methodology used in the qualitative pitch (Lodhia, 2019) are quite specific to qualitative 

research and these descriptors are well known to qualitative researchers. Similarly, the 

qualitative pitch differentiates between what’s new, the so what aspect and contributions 

(see Lodhia, 2019, p. 318-319). Researchers using this template need to specify what’s 

new and innovation about the research, the (potential) theoretical and naturalistic 
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qualitative) used, pitching templates aim to provide tools to refine research and structure 

research ideas.  
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o Interactivity	between	research	steps	&	box‐ticking	exercise

As discussed earlier, we explicitly acknowledge that research planning, just like research 

itself, is not a linear process but rather, an iterative process. An illustration of this process 

is provided in Section 2.3. In the misconception dealt with in Section 3.4, we also stress 

that using pitching templates as box ticking exercises defeats the purpose of using such 

templates and often occurs when there is lack of clarity on the part of the researcher. 

Moreover, as we address above in Misconception 3.5, the structure is there as a guide, it 

does not expect certain answers or expect that you follow a certain process to create 

those answers. 

Faff (2015, p. 323) cautions how to judge a pitching effort: 

“Paradoxically,	a	meritorious	pitch	might	be	one	that,	at	face	value,	looks	weak	
with	 many	 apparent	 ‘flaws’	 to	 ‘myopic’	 eyes.	 But,	 because	 such	 a	 pitch	 is	
completed	with	 sincerity	 and	 to	 the	 best	 of	 the	 pitcher’s	 ability,	 it	 deserves	
applause	and	encouragement.	 In	contrast,	a	pitch	that	prima	 facie	 looks	solid	
might	in	fact	be	‘poor’	if	it	is	deemed	that	the	pitcher	has	disingenuously	adopted	
a	hasty	‘box	filling’	mentality.”	

Qualitative research itself is an iterative process and there is indeed interactivity in 

the research stages.  This also applies to the qualitative pitch (Lodhia, 2019) with the 

elements of this template overlapping and providing scope for change as the research 

ideas develop or research processes become more refined.  

o Research	as	learning	and	not	a	structure

The short response to this concern is captured above in misconceptions 3.1 and 3.4. Yes, 

the pitching templates do aim to provide structure to the research process, but this is not 

necessarily at the expense of learning.  Structure aids, rather than constrains the learning 

process and this is especially so, early in the research journey. Moreover, “thinkers” can 

also be “doers”. The extent to which the research process is structured is the choice of the 
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generalisations of the qualitative research and the study’s proposed contributions in 

relation to research, practice and policy.  

4.2 Process	Issues	
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o Limits	researchers	sensitivity	(receptivity)	to	alternative	methodologies

Bui (2020) reports a perceived concern from interviewees that research templates limit 

researchers’ ability to appreciate potential alternative research methods. However, as 

outlined in misconception 3.3 above, this seems to ignore the fact that the Qualitative 

Pitch (Lodhia, 2019) was developed to apply pitching templates to alternative 

methodologies. Moreover, it can apply to a range of different qualitative methodologies 

(Lodhia, 2019, p. 313) and has the potential to be refined to cover other approaches such 

as mixed methods. Faff (2015) and Faff (2020 p. 263) both stress that starting a 

conversation is a crucial goal of using the template. Specifically, Faff (215, p. 323) states: 

 “…	 that	 ‘perfection’	 is	not	 the	objective,	 I	 encourage	a	mindset	 that	 sees	 the	
template	as	an	ideal	device	for	starting	a	‘conversation’.	The	interactive	benefits	
that	come	from	the	resultant	pitcher/pitchee	dialogue	unlock	the	deeper	longer	
term	advantage	…”.  

As such, should the mentor believe alternative methodologies might offer some 

advantage, then they can pose this as an option, as part of the early conversations – 

perhaps even before the template is “put on the table”.  

o Impairs	research	quality	and/or	constrains	research	creativity

Another issue logged in Bui (2020) is the negative perception that research templates 

impair research quality and or/constrain research creativity. But one has to ask, why 

would this really be so? In what way or in what sense is a lower quality research outcome 

or lower creativity inherent to a template process? 	
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researcher and will  also depend on the specifics of  the proposed research. Qualitative 

research ranges in relation to the extent of structure with semi-structured interviews 

being  an example of  an approach where structure guides  the  interview, with probing 

questions being in the armoury of the researcher in order to gain further research 

insights that might not have been deduced in a structured setting.  

4.3 Consequences	on	Research	Outcomes	
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“The	hardest	 thing	about	doing	research	 is	starting	 it.	…	Novice	researchers	
rarely	know	where	to	start	–	they	often	suffer	from	being	overwhelmed.	Novice	
researchers	never	know	what	are	the	essential	items	of	information	that	would	
be	convincing	to	their	potential	research	mentor	(or	supervisor).	Everyone	is	
busy	–	especially	supervisors	and	research	mentors.	Creating	a	more	effective	
means	to	‘pitch’	a	research	topic	would	be	beneficial	for	all	concerned.”	

Does this situation apply to all cases? Of course not, but we argue that there is only a very 

small right-hand tail of the distribution (say 5%) who will not really “need” this 

structured  tool. Supervisors can easily make the call – basing one’s stance on a significant 

minority is not a sound reason to debunk templates for general use. We are catering for 

the bulk in the mainstream, but not everyone. 

13 Aman et al., (2019) report on a formal version of this very type of “pre-registration” application in a 
Special Issue of the Pacific‐Basin	 Finance	 Journal celebrating the 50th anniversary of Ball and Brown 
(1968). 
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As indicated in several responses above (and, most notably, misconceptions 3.2 and 

3.7, a sensible (and, if deemed necessary, flexible use of the framework does not have 

to confine or constrain one’s thinking at all. Rather, with a positive mindset, we can view 

these templates as a planning tool, that supplements and guides the evolving nature of 

our thoughts – without the need to “rule in” or “rule out”, anything, until the user decides 

to do so. The	user	(guided	by	the	mentor)	is	always	in	control.	Applied in this empowering 

and constructive way, contrary to the perception reported in Bui (2020, one could easily 

argue that templates offer an upside to quality. Indeed, this potential upside to quality 

can be substantially amplified if the templates are combined with a “responsible science” 

goal – e.g. if they are used as a convenient format in which authors formally or informally 

“pre-register” their research plans.13  

Research templates are founded on a quite reasonable working assumption – that 

the vast majority of novice researchers feel lost and overwhelmed at the beginning. As 

Faff (2015, p. 315 states: 
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“…	getting	(even	close	to)	unanimity	over	the	‘ideal’	design	of	such	a	template	
is	 impossible	 –	 the	 nature	 of	 research	 is	 highly	 individualistic.	 But	 it	 is	
important	that	the	template	design	has	all	the	major	bases	covered,	such	that	
its	‘adaptive’	use	will	benefit	in	a	vast	number	of	circumstances.”	

 And even then, if one is tempted to make some generic changes, they are likely to add 

complexity and create even greater confusion. So, our general response is to encourage 

adaptation/customisation at the individual researcher level. 

o Additions

One suggestion is that the template should identify stakeholders.  In cases where 

stakeholders are deemed to be important enough to the research development, their 

identity and relevance can be easily accommodated in Item (K) “other considerations”. 

Moreover, in more practically-founded research Faff et al. (2020) provide an engagement 

and impact companion template that reserves a “line item” for stakeholders/end users 

(Item (E)), as in such situations the status of stakeholders elevate to being critically 

important. Further, the qualitative pitch (Lodhia, 2019) requires the identification of the 

practical and policy contributions of the research, thereby highlighting the range of 

stakeholders impacted by the proposed research.  

Another suggestion is that theory should be included explicitly.  Faff (2015) took the 

conscious decision to exclude theory as a “line item”, mainly for reasons of brevity. Faff 

(2020, pp. 251) devotes a section to responding to the (apparent) theory omission: 

“It	 is	 hardly	 controversial	 to	 argue	 that	 using	 relevant,	 convincing	 theory	 is	
fundamental	 to	 the	 conduct	 of	 meaningful	 research.	 …	 The	 simple	 logic	
underlying	this	seemingly	controversial	omission	relates	to	the	strong	desire	to	
keep	the	template	streamlined	and	the	view	that	the	early	stage	of	‘pitching’	is	
often	 one	 of	 providing	 an	 embryonic	 plan	 that	 only	 requires	 key	 threads	 of	
theoretical	reasoning.	Fully	opening	the	door	to	theory,	too	soon,	could	induce	a	
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4.4 Suggestions	for	Use	and	Improvements	

There is an interesting paradox when one considers on the one hand,  critiques  of  

templates, versus on the other hand suggestions for improvement. Consensus is difficult, 

if not impossible to achieve – so, the goal of improving as a general rule is almost destined 

to failure. Faff (2015, p. 323 cautions that: 
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Theory is fundamental to the Qualitative Pitch (Lodhia, 2019, pp. 312-313, 317, Lodhia, 

2020) and has been identified as an extension to Faff (2015). Similarly, the importance of 

the research context is also highlighted in Lodhia (2019, p.317-318, 2020).  

There is also a suggestion that feasibility needs explicit acknowledgement in the 

research templates e.g. regarding data. For similar reasoning to the above we argue that 

this is easily accommodated in the “other considerations” part of the templates. Yet 

another suggested addition is to include subheadings for avenues for idea generation. In 

the interests of simplicity, we would prefer this to either be handled separately or by the 

inclusion of  extra, relevant “cues”. 

o Combinations and clarifications

Can the templates be customized for different situations? Yes, of course – and, in that 

event, why not share them across the academic community.14  What about 

removing/combining sections? Our general response to this is well captured in Sections 

2.1 and 2.2 – but, if you remain unconvinced then, please,  feel free to adapt in whichever 

way works for you.  

o Structure

As has already been discussed above, the suggestion for re-ordering of template items 

and the suggestion that the templates should be initiated at any step, is largely irrelevant 

and missing the point (especially see Sections 2.3 & 3.4 and 3.5).  

14 Indeed, the authors of the current paper would be keen to encourage this activity and also volunteer to 
be the custodians of a central repository for collecting and disseminating such template variations. 
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‘paralysis’	 of	 complexity	 and	 so	 easily	 be	 counter‐productive	 to	 developing	
innovative	ideas.	…	Most	notably,	in	Faff’s	(2015)	template,	theory	can	play	an	
implicit	 role	 to	help:	 (i)	provide	a	broad	 context	 for	 the	 research	 in	 item	 (D)	
Motivation/puzzle	and	(ii)	properly	inform	any	statement	of	a	central	hypothesis	
in	item	(E)	Idea.”	
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o Approach and language

Consistent with a strong theme above, we totally agree that: templates be used with 

flexibility and as a guide, rather than as a prescription with boxes to be ticked (see 

Sections 3.1, 3.2, 3.4, 3.5 and 3.6). However, we are bemused by the suggestion that the 

language is in some way “intimidating”. Perhaps this impression is (inadvertently) 

conveyed as a result of our desire to keep things concise and to the point – the “niceties” 

are sacrificed. Bring a mature, responsible and positive attitude – then all will be fine! 

5. Conclusion

Since the publication of Faff (2015), there has been a growing interest in, and at times 

controversy around, the role and utility of research templates in accounting and finance. 

For example, Lodhia (2019, 2020) and Faff (2020) engage in a debate about what, if 

anything, “special” needs to be done to cater for qualitative researchers.  Most recently, 

Bui (2020) interviews a wide array of accounting and finance researchers to “… provide 

exploratory insights into the use of research templates”. In so doing, she delivers 

perceived advantages and disadvantages of research templates.  

Adopting the perspective of “informed” users and researchers our primary 

purpose is to scrutinise the major themes emanating from Bui (2020). Our general 

response is founded on outlining a simple “what, why and how” of the templates. Perhaps 

most notably in this part we offer a stepped approach to meaningfully illustrate a 

nonlinear and recursive way of using the template framework. 

We also identify and diffuse seven common misconceptions regarding what 

research templates aim to achieve. Misconception #1 is that research templates are an 

end in themselves and nothing else. Misconception #2 is that a template (seeks to) 

constrain(s) your research journey/research creativity. Misconception #3 is the claim 

that templates do not fit well for qualitative research. Misconception #4 is that 

completing a template is just like filling in a form or “box ticking” exercise. Misconception 
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#5 is the belief that a template structure forces answers to be rigid and sequential.  

Misconception #6 is the claim that the template word constraint induces dysfunctional 

outcomes. Misconception #7 is the view that having a template implies that “one size fits 

all”. Finally, we put forward some specific responses, rebuttals and elaborations with 

regard to the critique embodied in the perceptions reported by Bui (2020.  

To conclude, we would like to highlight that the two authors of this paper come 

from “both sides of the fence” – a quantitative and a qualitative researcher. By having this 

united front, we intentionally wish to signal that we strongly believe that there is much 

common ground on the underlying philosophy and use of research templates; and, more 

generally,  on the process  of research. Apart from  anything else, we hope  that our  

collaboration will help play a role in meaningfully reducing the (actual and/or perceived 

schism between the two research “camps”. 
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Pitcher’s	Name	 FoR	
category	

Date	Completed	

FOUR	 Four aspects of BIG picture framing 
(A) Working	Title

(B) Basic	Research	Question

(C) Key	paper(s)

(D) Motivation/Puzzle

THREE	 Three core building blocks  
(E) Idea?

(F) Data?

(G) Tools?

TWO	 Two key questions 
(H) What’s	New?

(I) So	What?

ONE	 One bottom line 
(J) Contribution?

(K) Other	Considerations

Source: Faff (2015). 
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Figure	1a:	Faff’s	(2015)	Original	Pitching	Template	
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Figure	1b:	Lodhia’s	(2019)	Qualitative	Pitch	

Pitcher’s	Name,	FOR,	Research	Type	 Your Name, Field of Research research here, Qualitative Research 
(A) Working	Title Your Title here 
(B) Basic	Research	Question One sentence, will determine the method to be employed. 
(C) Key	paper(s) Up to three quality papers, not necessarily in highly ranked journals. 
(D)Motivation/Puzzle/Justification 100 words, motivate and justify the research to be undertaken. 
THREE	(TCM)	
(E) Theory? Identify and Justify theory.  

Discuss approach to theorising – Metaphor, Differentiation, Conceptualisation, Context-Dependent 
theorising, Grand theorising (Llewelyn, 2003) 

(F) Context? Identify the Research Context/Field, Actors (Research Participants). 
Discuss Research Accessibility  

(G) Methodology? Specify methodology, data collection methods and data analysis approaches.  
Qualitative sampling details – Purposive, Theoretical (Parker and Northcott, 2015) 
Discuss Research Credibility and Trustworthiness  
hick description approach 

TWO	
(H) What’s	New? What is new and innovative about this research? 

What does it tell us that we don’t already know? 
(I) So	What? Theoretical Generalisation (Parker and Northcott, 2016) 

Naturalistic Generalisation (Parker and Northcott, 2016) 
ONE	
(J) Contribution? Academic 

Practice 
Policy 

(K) Other	Considerations Target Journal identified 
Is Collaboration necessary?  
Risk Assessment - Could include alternative research Plan should research accessibility be unsuccessful 

Source: Lodhia (2019). 
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Figure	2:	A	Simple	QUESTION	vs.	ANSWER	Mindset	

Asking the  QUESTION    PUSH	vs.	PULL			 Getting the ANSWER 

=> WHAT is the question? 
(B) Research	Question

(A) Working	Title (flag key Q
elements) 

WHAT?	 => WHAT is the potential ANSWER? 
(E) IDEA15

HOW?	 => HOW can we get the ANSWER? 
(F) DATA16

(G) TOOLS17

=> WHY this question? 
(C) 3	Key	Papers (“micro”)
(D) Motivation (“macro”)

WHY?	 => WHY do we need the ANSWER? 
(H) What’s	New?
(I) So	What?

(J) CONTRIBUTION

WHY	NOT?	 => Feasibility of the ANSWER? 
(K) Other	Considerations

15 This item is “Theory” under the Qualitative Pitch, providing a lens to interpret the qualitative data to be gathered.  
16 This item is “Context” under the Qualitative Pitch. 
17 This item is “Methodology” under the Qualitative Pitch. 
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