Feedback on assignments from previous years
The following extracts from feedback on assignments are provided to illustrate 
· the value of analysing education-related data

· the range of approaches to analysis that can result in good assignments

· key features of good assignments, such as clear fit between the research questions, the theoretical framework and the analysis as carried out

· the value of making the analysis relatively ‘transparent’ by, for example, illustrating it stage by stage as understanding develops. 

· the need for some reference to methodological literature (but without making this into an essay)
1. You have a clear research question here, on how online communities of practice can support preservice teacher learning. Your rationale for grounded theory is well described, as is the issue of translation and how you resolved that dilemma in relation to analysis. There is a strong sense of the dialogical process between yourself and the data in your writing in the first section.  The data extracts give a good sense of the tone and feeling of the interviews; and of the difficulty in unravelling perspectives of the different interviewees. You have drawn very well on literature in describing and plotting the process that you followed. 

The area which could be developed further in your analysis is in terms of providing evidence to support your ‘interpretation’ in section 2.2. Here you start to summarise your findings, but it would be much stronger if you linked these ideas directly to the data through extracts. This is particularly true on the fourth bullet point on Confucian heritage – you go some way towards linking to the data but there is a gap between your coding and your identification of concepts such as losing face. Closer analysis might reveal in more detail how the participants managed ‘face’ in their interactions with each other and with you as supervisor. Even more pertinent perhaps, is the implication of your status as supervisor on their statements about your contribution and significance in the process. This is worth looking at further. 

Your reflections on the active construction of meaning, the nature of interpretivism and the attempts you outline to describe your subjectivity are valuable statements of learning from the process in which you have engaged here. 

‘Saturation of categories’ is an attempt to lay down a marker on the reasonable limits of analysis. The nature of the term itself is suggestive of the fact that there is no objective way of knowing that you have reached this point. However, when the categories that you have established explain not only the main themes but are also indicative of some of the contradictions and differences in the data, you are getting there.  

It’s clear from the introduction that you initially saw this particular piece of research as a confirmatory test of the theory of planned behaviour, in terms of the design of questions to the children. 

Good methodological literature review in the area, for example drawing on literature in psychology – Braun and Clarke 2006 on thematic analysis, appropriate given your focus. 

2.Your initial discussion of coding, with examples of the way in which much of the data needs multiple coding, is thorough and illuminative. 

I’m not sure about the way you use the concept of ‘control’ in relation to behaviour, with some of your coding. For example, ‘it’s hard to be friends with bad people’ is coded as perceived behavioural control (negative). Another way of looking at this statement is as an expression of experience. This is where memos are so helpful, as you suggest, to make your thinking and developing interpretation transparent to yourself. 

Part of the tension involved in data analysis when you start with a strong theoretical framework is remaining open to surprises in the data. Sometimes you appear not to notice surprises, as on p.9 ‘Not surprisingly, no negative personal behavioural intentions were coded’. This seems to be rather more remarkable than you suggest, given that you are exploring a theory of how people develop behaviours and attitudes. I wondered whether there is not a social process going on here which deserves acknowledgement in your framework? 

The stages you describe deepen your understanding in relation to the framework; I’m left wondering though if a stage of deliberately critiquing the framework in relation to the data generated might have been a useful additional step to take. 

3. You frame this assignment efficiently and thoughtfully. Some of your assumptions are questionable, such as the idea that Arabic textual representation ‘guarantees accuracy’ to the analysis. However, it is clear that you thought carefully about the linguistic and translation issues, in a way that is unusually developed. The notion of coding in English in order to be closer to concepts in the literature is interesting. I wonder if in practice, a mixture of languages might be possible.  

The main themes or characteristics that you derive are well-illustrated with data from the interview. The latter stages of the analysis are relatively descriptive, eg. p.13, comparing lists from the literature with elements mentioned in the interview. The reflections on the analysis are useful and suggest important lines for continuing enquiry, which is as you would hope.

Perhaps the weakest area of the analysis is in terms of the research question – by not identifying a question that you could usefully address with this data you end up with a looser analysis that you might, with many offshoots but lacking a developing focus and direction. You are effectively asking about ‘views of ICT and teaching’, whereas you might have (even halfway through) paused to frame a more precise subquestion on sources of power in the institution, or on identity and motivation, etc. As you indicate early on, this data was always tangential to the data which will address your main questions. 

4. The introduction lays out your analytical approach very well – though you need to state and explain your research questions at an earlier stage. These are implicit on p.3. 

The data you have generated is relevant, and you have in the first stage of analysis clearly shown how it relates to the research question – generating some fascinating insights into the thinking of trainees about the factors influencing group work. The balance of your interpretation and the data is very good – you identify and explain your interpretation of the extracts very clearly. You have also classified the beliefs and connections that trainees make, into four groups, which is helpful although there is likely to be some overlap. Some of that is evident in the way you use some extracts more than once eg. p.11 worth commenting on the connections though. 

A question raised here is the nature of ‘belief’ – is a ‘belief’ about the way younger pupils are better at group work something relatively fixed and stable, or is it likely to change depending on context? It seems important to use the data to reflect on this question too. In your later comparison of trainees, this mixture of characteristics is potentially misleading, in an otherwise powerful comparison.  

The reflection on the process of the focus group is well done with attention to detail of turn-taking in the discourse for example. 

It’s not quite clear how you get to the three-part list on p.26 which you suggest characterises trainees’ belief and knowledge structure. This is the weakest area in the explanation of your analysis, which otherwise is characterised by strong justification for the themes that you develop. 


I am satisfied that this work is original and was produced within the School guidelines on supervision/consultation.

5. This is a challenging topic to analyse within the educational research course. You have identified a large range of concepts which you say are evident within the article that you are reading, and discussed their meaning and application in an informed way. What is missing throughout though is any reference to the data, so that it is impossible for the reader to come to a judgement as to whether you have analysed the data with care and thoroughness. You say on p.9 that you ‘tried to give detailed description of the process of research’ – you did, but you omitted the way in which you came to the conclusions about the reading. In the appendix, you include the initial coding that you did of the article, but there are lots of other steps that you have been through, which are not explained here. 

In order to move forwards, you need to demonstrate the links you make between the concepts that you identify. You also need to go on to compare and contrast some of the concepts you identify, such as justice, injustice, criminality, to show how these link together or do not link together. 

6. From the statement of the problem onwards, probing beneath the surface of inclusion in learning, this is an assured piece of work. You need to be a little more explicit perhaps that the opening section is based on your own experience, though this comes through eventually. What comes through very strongly is your rationale for participative method (methodology), and the connection between this methodology and the substance of the study. 

In the analysis, you discuss stage by stage data and the context in which it was produced, giving plenty of opportunity for comments on issues of validity, clearly central to the study. This is a study in a context where validity could easily be compromised. The data you discuss and use to illustrate the study is rich and you demonstrate clearly why it can be seen to support your initial coding. 

Another feature of the data generation method is the congruence with the model of successful learning environments –the method offers a measure of choice and independence and you demonstrate fairness and humour with the students. This connection needs making explicit and invites reflection – for example, are you influencing pupils by modelling the features you see being valued? 

The model you are working with involves identifying common characteristics of successful learning environments, as seen by pupils. Implicitly then, you are working to develop a single model of a pupil, in terms of what they value. It may be that you will need to expand this idea to generate several different models, with some notion of the significance of other features of context. You hint at this in the final section with the idea of possible explanations outside the school. 

7. You have provided an engaging narrative here of the process of analysis, which I hope will be of use to you in further work. For example, it is helpful to see your initial confusion up front, and to follow how you decided on a starting point. Your description of three elements of your research is helpful, though in epistemology you might explain why you saw the language coordinator as a good source of ‘information about challenges’ in this context, and why going beyond the her words was significant.  

In the section on values, your characterisation of quantitative research as necessarily ‘value-neutral’ and lifeless is, I would suggest, at odds with much useful quantitative research in education – you can express the value of qualitative work without dismissing quantitative research without regard to the evidence.

Your ‘noticing’ of aspects of your early attempts eg. on p.6 is exemplary and key to the process. You clearly kept at this analysis and that is as you suggest a key determinant of success in this area. 

In one or two places your interpretation is too secure I think. There is a sentence that you refer to a couple of times in relation to initial assessment, where I think the ‘which’ may well refer to the amount of support available after assessment, rather than the support available for assessment. And on a couple of occasions you interpret rather boldly with the phrase ‘she wants to say’…. Well no one really knows that, to that degree of certainty. You are at liberty to offer that as a tentative interpretation ie ‘She may be wanting to say….’. 

In general though this is a well-developed analysis, moving through to stages of conceptualisation and building coherence in relation to challenges experienced. 

You draw reasonable conclusions based on your interview, but I’d urge you to remember that you were the one focusing on challenges, and that if you want a full picture of what it is to learn as an EAL learner in a school, you might want to include the identification of supports and resources as well. In particular, don’t neglect the possibilities for peer support and the conditions under which that might be significant – the point is that many teachers still neglect the potential of peer support when they design learning experiences – this reflects back on your statement of epistemology and how you will know. 

8. This is a well-structured and thoughtful analysis of data highly relevant to your research questions. The summaries of the documents serve to orient the reader, and the reflection on this summarising process raises really significant questions, particularly on the issue of culturally-assumed knowledge on the part of the reader, very salient for your thesis in Manchester. You use diagrams well to illustrate the way your developing questions (expressed in memos) find answers in the data (expressed in codes). I like the expression on page 7 ‘the category stands between the question and the data’. 

You have gone on to sort emerging categories into those that fit your original expectations, leaving a set of surprising findings. It is also important that you continue to question the meaning of the categories that fit – many of these may be less stable than they appear initially. Concepts such as ‘originality’ or ‘career’ are widely open to interpretation (though you may pick up some clues as to the intended meaning from the particular context and discourse being adopted). In addition, there is a tendency in your language to assume homogenous responses and perspectives from ‘students’, ‘tutors’ etc. whereas in practice it is likely that each of these groups are quite diverse.

The sections on analysis of similarities and differences are powerful and generate considerable insights into the documents. Be careful to avoid too many assumptions, such as ‘such terms are purposefully avoided’ on p.14. They are absent, but not necessarily on purpose. 

Your concluding reflections are very succinct summaries of really significant issues that you are clearly learning to deal with in practice. Well done on an excellent piece of work. 

9. Your introduction efficiently sets the scene for your research, and sketches in your location within the context that you are researching as well as the rationale behind your methodology. On some occasions you tantalise the reader: ‘I would argue that it is most significance [sic] at the analysis stage’ p.5. (go on then, argue!) You also need to continue to develop your writing and check carefully (or seek help in checking) for the occasional spelling or grammatical mistake or wrong word that creeps in. 

I would like to see you linking concepts more – for example, Bryman’s respondent validation and the central notion (for you) of self-advocacy. There is a potentially powerful overlap here. 

The stages of your work are clearly laid out, justifying the movement between initial analysis and further data generation, and your decision to engage in grounded theory. Your self-critique on the issue of in-vivo coding is well-made. The sections on each of the main categories that you derive, in which you justify them in relation to the data and to your own sense of relevant critical questions eg Why is this significant? Where is this evident in the data? is excellent. The graph appendix G is clearly the result of extensive and systematic thinking about the data in relation to your research questions and it will be interesting to see how far it is valuable to use with L as a tool for discussion, participation, validation and self-advocacy. 

10. What you describe in the first part of this assignment is your sense of uneasiness that the interview did not go according to plan, and that more significantly, the respondent did not echo the main findings from the literature. You rightly ask yourself why that was – and rightly then move on to analysing what she did in fact talk about, trying to relate that to your research questions. 

In some cases, the data you include from the interview suggests that there may be themes you haven’t developed in your analysis as far as you might. For example, p.2-3, the quote about lacking skills, is coded with ‘motivation of students’ rather than a code which might start to identify a theme about perceived deficiencies in the teacher concerned. Reading your actual interview, I think there is more here than you suggest which relates to your research questions – perhaps you were being a little narrow in deciding what themes were relevant or not to your questions. This is where more initial coding of the interview as it is, may have helped you. For example, codes such as lack of trust, perceived inability to teach, initiating communication with parents, might help in your interpretation of the first answer on page 3 of the interview, in relation to the rest of the data. 

You quote significant passages of data from the interview in your explanation for the main codes that you develop, and the picture you present is coherent and logical. However, you might want to introduce more questions to yourself as you develop analysis in future – ‘how do I know that?’ ‘is there another possible interpretation here that I’m missing?’ ‘does this aspect relate to that other one, and if so how?’ ‘what other data might support this argument, or help to strengthen it in terms of a negative case?’… 

11. You rightly reflect at the start on what you learned early on in the analysis, about the areas for development in your interviewing. Getting teachers to talk more freely and at greater length about particular situations – what they did, what they were thinking, what happened, how they felt about it, what they decided, why, etc – is likely to produce much more of the rich data you need, rather than asking for answers to your research questions directly. I would urge you to have another go at an interview sooner rather than later, trying to build on this new understanding. 

There is more that you can do with the process of looking for similarities and differences, though you have made a good start on this. For example, you could ask yourself about the similarities between difficulties with other staff, and difficulties with parents. This might lead you towards a category focusing on ‘being perceived as lacking experience’, for example. 

In section 5 you start to make a useful comparison with literature, but it would help if you were clearer about the comparison between the themes emerging from your own data, and the themes in the literature relating to the research question. That would raise more questions about the explanation for differences. You have tended to get sidetracked here into comparing Western literature and your own knowledge of the Chinese context, rather than your understanding based on this interview. 

Your comments on researching in two languages are well-made – although I would suggest that further consideration of the culturally-located meanings of a phrase like ‘warm heart’ would be useful to you and to the British reader of your research – and indeed to the Chinese reader, for different reasons.  

12. This is a well-structured account of your analysis, with clarity about research questions and about the phases of analysis that you went through. In the first phase, you have stuck closely to the themes that you started with. You have gone on to show how you deepened your understanding in relation these themes, through comparison of the responses of the two teachers to your questions. This process basically works well and allows you to avoid simplistic assumptions about the way teachers think. 

You do have to be very careful about the way you use two other sources of data – your own understanding and beliefs on the one hand, and the literature on the other. In several places you introduce your own opinion, in a way that suggests you are evaluating the responses of the teachers in relation to yourself as an authority on the subject. In analysing data, it is important to acknowledge your own thinking but it is problematic to use that thinking as a source of judgement in the analysis process, because this influences the way you interpret other aspects of those interviewee’s statements and responses. Likewise other literature – responses of a particular teacher in a particular Ghanaian context don’t become ‘right’ because they agree with the results of a survey in New Brunswick, for example. Your job in the analysis of qualitative data is to learn what is being said and what the meaning is, or what message the respondents are giving you, in response to your questions – and how this all relates to your research question. What you say on page 12 about authentic understanding conflicts with what you did in the analysis, to the extent that you were imposing an explicit evaluative framework on the interviewee’s responses, rather than elucidating what they were saying. In summary – don’t jump to conclusions!

Just one more example. In the interview, you ask about ‘changes you would like to see in the curriculum’. One response is in terms of ‘the threat of HIV’. This connection is potentially really significant – it suggests that for this teacher, there is a belief that the curriculum should be at least partly determined by the socially significant threat of this disease. This connection is not made in your analysis, because you have separately considered the theme of threat and the theme of HIV in school. Part of the analytical task is to understand how themes are connected by respondents – that is part of their understanding and worldview, which is what you are aiming to know about. 

13. This is an analysis which shows many signs of great sensitivity to data, to understanding of the situation in which respondents are situated. Your summaries of themes are linked to the interviews you have done (though you could link them much more explicitly, by quoting from those interviews instead of only summarising). Your initial coding is a helpful guide to your initial interpretation, though again it would be much richer if you had say two columns rather than one, with the second column containing extracts from the data that led you to these themes and codes. 

The main problem is the relationship between your research questions and this data. The data are so rich in terms of situated meaning, cultural practice, assumptions about the purpose of schooling, and so on – but the research questions you are working with here appear to limit you in terms of how you interpret this data. For example, you have rich interview data from parents and young people talking about their experience of and attitude to school and learning, whereas your questions are only about the difficulties that they face, and what schools can do to help overcome those difficulties. 

There is a strong case for developing your research questions when you start to engage in the field, especially in the case that I think you are in, where much of the data offers surprises to you. You might develop a question about the resources that are mobilised by parents, or the qualities displayed by children and young people, that facilitate educational access and achievement, and then what the school does which either helps or hinders the development of these resources and qualities. 

Well done on a really good attempt, I hope and trust that you will go on to build on this great start. 

14. You have engaged here in an analysis which is highly constrained by a theoretical framework which embeds assumptions about the relationships between apparently replicable features of social life (cultural models) and identity, seen as ‘in process’ but nevertheless at least a partially sustained feature or characteristic of a person. To do so, you rightly elaborate the framework in relation to your research questions. The initial analysis of ‘I’ statements is a useful entry point into the data using this framework. But you do have to be careful that you are not reading into data a theoretical structure that is offered (after all, on the basis of interpretation of other social situations and personal interactions. Some of the verbs you use in relation to Gee (such as ‘states’) suggest to me (though I may be wrong) that you are taking some of this theoretical work as a rather absolute guide to interpretation. 

One area in particular deserves more attention in your analysis, and that is the interaction that is at the heart of the data production process, the child and the researcher. What does the theoretical framework that you are using suggest is likely to be going on in this context? For example, you are quite happy to assert that two of the children were probably not just out to please you with their answers. But a more extended analysis of the interaction between you and the children, paying attention to your words and actions as well as theirs, may well suggest more possibilities for what is being achieved in the interaction. Questions that these interviews suggest to me are things like  - would these girls ‘do’ enthusiasm and energy in the same way for a different topic, such as (for example) learning to be polite, or learning to play sociably together? Their responses may tell you as much about how these children react to what they perceive as activities valued by respected adults as they do about their cognitive / social attitude to reading. 

I’m not sure again about the ‘situated meanings’ that you find in the phrases about eg. reading books helps me – and you don’t demonstrate your assertion using the data. In particular, if there are similarities in situated meanings in different situations, as you suggest, then what is the meaning of the phrase ‘situated’?

The cultural model that you suggest at the end of the assignment is also difficult to assess – you don’t provide evidence here of the way you constructed this model or how you would know that one or more features of it are wrong, or missing – or how far it is in fact a shared model. 

In summary I think you’ve made a good attempt to apply a theoretical framework to your data, but a weaker attempt to investigate that framework in relation to the detail of your data. I would urge you to maintain your theoretical intent, but to do more justice to the data and the situated context of the production of that data in terms of investigating that theoretical framework. 

14. You have clearly described and followed a sound process of analysis here, developing your ideas through grounded theoretical approaches. The main area for development is in the focus on a clear and answerable research question. This was not an issue at the start, but it became an issue later, in the sections relating to the use of CMC in the context of life abroad. Different questions were present, it appeared – what form of CMC is best, etc. – whereas I understood from your overall framework that the key question was about exactly how CMC helped students to deal with life in a different cultural context (and I would suggest, how it might hinder that as well). Often the data can run away from the research question, and then you are faced with a choice in your analysis – do you change your question, or develop a related sub-question, or do you follow your original question and ignore some of the unrelated data. The decision depends on whether the data is taking you further in understanding what you really want to understand. Sometimes this is difficult to know at the start, and so changing the question becomes really important. I’m not convinced that this is the case in your case. 

One more point to note – you are ending up writing over-complex English at the moment – you would do better to aim to write in shorter sentences and using less complex expressions. I know this is easy to say and hard to do, but it is the quality and clarity of ideas that matter, more than the academic style of your writing. You clearly have lots of interesting ideas to communicate and I would urge you to do that in as straightforward a way as you can. 
15. You lay out very clearly the context of your analysis (perhaps in a little more detail than is necessary here). On the question of translation, I was left wondering about the consequences of your approach for the particular question of idiomatic usage – thinking of your third research question in particular. Be careful to consider what steps you will need to take to avoid losing relevant linguistic contextual meaning, especially when it may be central to your research questions. 

In terms of process, you demonstrate rigour and a systematic approach in this analysis, moving through from coding to making sense of the codes in relation to each other, and on to the significance for your research question. You do need to make more reference though to data in your analysis, so that the grounds for your assertions are clearly evident. 

In general, I think the main area for you to work on is in your research question. The main issue with the analysis that you present is that if feels as though you already know all the answers, and that there are no surprises in the data for you. When I look at the transcript, I see some interesting interaction for example around the idioms included in the phrase book. Diagram 7, while being very complex on the surface, is really a diagrammatic representation of a description of the situation – it doesn’t offer any significant concepts emerging from the data. Much of your data doesn’t really address the research question, and so your analysis focusing on this question is a little thin. But it is open to you to develop your research questions as the data offers areas of potential significance to the research area that you may not have considered earlier. For example, you might develop a question to look at what differentiates the idioms teachers would use from those they would not – that seems to be a focus for considerable discussion and interest.

16. You clearly outline the research area and the relevant context of this research at the start. It is also clear early on that you sometimes confuse analysis with evaluation – such as on page 2 where you offer your critique of the principal’s perspective based on your own understanding of the situation. This is confusing – it is better to analyse your own understanding separately, because otherwise you risk prejudging the point of view of the person whose perspective you are trying to understand. 

You identify a series of important issues in the first few pages (leadership, motivation, collaboration). It is not clear how exactly these were derived, because you only sketch in briefly the process of coding here. Some references to the interview within the text would help. 

The other main area for development is in terms of your research question – if this was clearer, you would have a stronger sense about how to link the themes that you have identified, and develop a core ‘grounded’ theory from the data. Your question is something like ‘what is the quality of teacher training’ and ‘how will the changes in teacher training impact on basic education’. Neither of these questions is answerable from the data you are looking at here. Instead, you effectively are working with a question ‘how are principals of teacher training colleges attempting to improve the quality of provision?’ and if you did this more explicitly, you might be able to link more clearly the challenges they identify, the strategies they are trying to put in place, and the effects they anticipate. For example, one challenge that you mention but do not clearly identify is in terms of the limited influence that principals have, or perceive themselves to have, of curriculum, staff, etc. There is also a running theme of the challenge of what might be looked at as ‘institutional culture’ including timekeeping, attendance, norms of individualised working, separation of departments…. Shifting this culture appears to be an overall and significant challenge. Interviews with headteachers of basic schools could then be used as a different perspective on some related themes – you could consider the challenge to influence the institutional culture of the schools together with that of the college, and see what similarities and differences there are. 

17. I like the analogy you make between cooking and analysis (p.9).However, I’m less comfortable with the way you have identified the research question that you are exploring in this analysis. As you suggest, that is the key to the coherence of the analysis, though the research questions do often develop as you are engaging in analysis – which means you have to keep working at that coherence. 

The table that you use to illustrate the main themes you have identified is useful. Despite your discussion of discourse analysis, what you have really engaged in is a thematic analysis, it appears to me – you are less interested in what the person was doing through the words and interactions of the interview, as with what she was telling you about. 

As it appears, you have identified some significant links in the data for B, with regard to identification and preference for brand-names whether in education or in clothing. But this illustrates an area for further development in your interview, because a lot of the questions and discussion that you pursued together quite happily with regard to clothing, you did not discuss in relation to higher education choices. Perhaps a better strategy for next time would be to do the interview in two parts, starting with clothing and analysing that, with the sort of subcategories that you have identified – and then going back for the second part on higher education. For example, the influence of parents, in this case mother, on clothing, is really detailed and interesting, whereas we do not learn about that in relation to higher education at all. 

I think what you might be moving towards is a point which combines the strengths of the first interviews you conducted, which you mention here (very structured, very little conversation) and this interview, very loosely structured and influenced by the interests of the respondent. This is the subtlety of the semi-structured interview at its best – as you have discovered, it is not easy to balance the need for direction and maintaining purpose with the desire for rich data. 

18. This is an interesting and well-structured data analysis, making good use of comparison to generate ideas and themes, and developing them with careful attention to the data. The final section on grounded theory is a little disappointing – I think you have more to draw from what you have done here. For example, you begin to analyse differences in the two teachers that you interviewed, and it may be that you could draw some useful although tentative connections between the manner of their responses in your interview (open / defensive, ready with examples / careful, etc) and the content of what they said in terms of what it suggested for their approach to difference and diversity in the classroom. In this sense, your title is misleading, because you have been focusing here centrally on the attitude and approach of teachers to teaching classes including children from minority backgrounds. Certainly it may be part of a bigger project (I hope it is) on the question in the title – but in this assignment you rightly worked with a tighter and more focused question.  

19. Congratulations on allowing ‘the analysis to be driven by the data’. In fact this quote of yours undersells the subtle balance you have established here between a developing research interest on the one hand, and a set of stories on the other.  

Your analysis of Paul’s story is fascinating. You do well here in circling in further and further to the complexity, in a way that feels like a description of a very perceptive and systematic analysis (I’d suggest it wasn’t quite like this, but no matter, it works as a description and it leads the reader along very well). 

I enjoyed the core narrative – genre – tone game of holistic narrative analysis, which as you tell it, seems useful in terms of the thinking it promotes and the associated evidence-based justification rather than the outcome you select (though I found myself opting for something like ‘self-parody’ for Stephen). Later in your discussion of validity you seem to hint at the same point, in terms of your ‘opinion for which a justification has been given’. My view is that this is indeed sufficient and perhaps all that we can expect to achieve – although your discussion of Reissman’s different types of coherence suggests that we might look for more justification where different levels of analysis offer similar conclusions. I would take issue with your final statement on trustworthiness – I think an analysis holds up as trustworthy if you demonstrate evidence to support your ideas, even if other people, with other frameworks in play, come to different conclusions. That much seems evident even within your multiple storying of Paul’s narrative. And my observation would be, counter to your own conclusion, that working as you did with Paul’s story was not only a useful learning experience, it offered insights and understandings of complexity, and the opportunity for multiple readings, not so available in the classification mode. Anyway, I’m left hoping that you do go on with this type of analysis. One more comment: on your admirable ability to communicate clearly and precisely in writing. 

20. There are many interesting ideas in this assignment, with regard to library usage and its relationship with ICT. The major problem though is that it is only very loosely associated with data (from an interview) and therefore it is hard to mark it satisfactorily as an assignment on data analysis. The initial coding is done without any explicit justification, so that for example you end up with concepts such as ‘operational task’ for activities ranging from ‘communication’ to ‘student support’. It is not clear how these categories are related, because there is another category for ‘support work’ for example, and another still for ‘communication’. So there is a considerable lack of coherence in this initial structure. You refine these categories on p.5, which is helpful, although again the relationship between services and support, or communication, is again difficult to conceptualise – they clearly overlap enormously for instance, though you haven’t commented on that. 

The next stage that you engage in is using memos to dig deeper in ‘microanalysis’. This is a sensible next stage in principle, and it doesn’t matter that the first memo is full of wild ideas; the second is beginning to throw up some useful questions about dimensions of use, and these memos are clearly a source of creativity (again it would be good to see you acknowledging and commenting on this). 

But then instead of using these new ideas to analyse the data (the interview) you use them in a way I don’t follow, to ascribe dimensions to your original list of categories. Why conflict is labelled ‘ideological’ rather than also ‘timely’, ‘in-situ’, ‘remote’, ‘delayed’, ‘emotional’ etc I don’t know. Figure 1 doesn’t help to explain this, as far as I see it. 

Finally you develop one aspect of library services which relates to your original question, the relationship between the internal service environment and the ICT user. But again, the data you use here is invisible, and the conceptualisation very hard to follow. What is a high management of user value-enabling service, and why does it relate to product rather than support? (Figure 3). A lot of what you suggest about library usage may be true (eg. p.19) but that does not make this data analysis, because the link to the data has been almost entirely lost. 

If you can return to your data with a conceptualisation of library usage based on your initial analysis of that data, you can draw a lot more of substance from your interview and observation. The other point to note is hinted at in your analysis early on – if you had done some initial analysis and then conducted further fieldwork, you would have been able to ask more pertinent and focused questions, or focused your observation more tightly. Don’t wait to start analysis until all the fieldwork has been done. 

21. The structure of your analysis is assured from the start. You introduce the area of interest, and the reasons for it, and the selection of observation on which to focus. The first memos on words and phrases are an effective means of developing your focus in this particular context. I would take issue with some of your coding (for example, ‘told he does more work at the front of the class’ is more like explaining than instructing). Similarly, I think you might usefully reflect on and code the use of humour more, for example with ‘darling’ and even ‘ignore him darling’… (And incidentally maybe read the student’s intervention on WHSmiths as quick-witted rather than (just) insulting. But the central point is that I am able to do that because you have properly provided evidence for your assertions and interpretations.

You then continue in a series of stages to develop a central theme – inclusive pedagogy – which summarises for you, in a way that you justify with data, what is central to the activity of this teacher in with this class. At some points, you need to return to the data and check out negative instances, possible interpretations etc. But in general this is an excellent example of a transparent and well-evidenced analysis of observational data. 

This is a well-organised and introduced analysis, which shifts in focus from science to museum visits and impact on groups of multi-ethnic pupils… You have allowed the data, your spirit of enquiry and your underlying educational values to lead you to a focus on an important and relevant question (p.13) and then used your data to begin that task. Your careful observation and attentive interviewing then pays off as you are enabled to identify themes and events on matters as diverse as friendship, threat in the streets, interactions with officials…. The quality of your relationships with these pupils has resulted in meaningful interactions with them, very strongly justifying your decision to focus on pupils who know you well. In the end, the combination of diagrams and your fluent and well-connected prose, complete with illustrative data, constitute a powerful analytical response to your refined research question. 

One area for development is in terms of further consideration of justifiable alternative perspectives on some of your data. It is good practice to systematically search for negative instances which challenge your assertions as they develop. This is not to throw everything into the air again, but to start to be explicit about the limits on the implications of your analysis. 

There is clearly a lot more in your data – plenty, in short, for your dissertation, with perhaps just a little further exploration and follow-up. 

