HSCI 841 · Instructor Lesson Plans
SFU  ·  FACULTY OF HEALTH SCIENCES  ·  INSTRUCTOR LESSON PLANS
HSCI 841: Qualitative Research and Analytical Methods
3 units  ·  Graduate
Fully-scripted weekly three-hour session plans for the flipped-classroom delivery of this course. Written so a colleague can teach any session cold.
How to use this guide
Each weekly plan is a teaching script. It gives the session's objectives, the pre-class preparation, a timed agenda, and then five fully-detailed blocks: a retrieval warm-up, co-construction review activities, a question-and-answer clinic, an applied exercise, and a capstone studio. Shaded boxes carry the content you need to run the room without preparation: what to surface in the warm-up, the facilitator talking points behind each activity, model answers to the likely questions, and an answer key for the applied exercise.
The capstone studio points to the term-project document for that week's milestone rather than copying it, so the plans stay correct if the project is revised. Always open the term-project document to the relevant week before the studio block.
The term runs as twelve lesson sessions, a midterm after the first six lessons (term week 7), and a final examination in the examination period. The midterm week shifts Lessons 7 to 12 into term weeks 8 to 13.
	Reading the shaded boxes:
Teal-edged green box: facilitator notes, talking points, model answers, and studio source. This is what you say and check.
Amber box: the answer key for the applied exercise, or what strong student work looks like.




Lesson 1 · Foundations of Qualitative Data Analysis
Term week 1  ·  Three-hour session
Define qualitative data analysis operationally and set the systematic, transparent, replicable commitments the course will hold work to. A substitute can run this graduate seminar from the cues; the loneliness dataset and toolchain are introduced here.
Learning objectives
1. Define qualitative data analysis (QDA) operationally and locate it in the public-health evidence landscape
1. Explain why the boundary between qualitative and quantitative work is more porous than introductory texts suggest
1. Identify the four research goals (exploration, description, comparison, model-testing) and which is dominant in qualitative work
1. Recognize the five kinds of qualitative data (objects, still images, sounds, video, texts) and why texts dominate health research
1. Articulate the three methodological commitments (systematic, transparent, replicable) in operational terms
1. Set up the R + Taguette toolchain and orient to this course loneliness capstone dataset
1. Complete the capstone milestone: read three transcripts and write a 500-word positionality memo
Before class (flipped preparation)
Students complete the Lesson 1 module and its narrated walkthrough, attempt the in-module checks and reflection prompts, and bring their notes and term-project materials. No pre-reading beyond the module is required to follow this plan.
Session at a glance
	Time
	Block
	Focus

	0:00 – 0:12
	Arrival and retrieval warm-up
	Low-stakes retrieval on the pre-class module

	0:12 – 0:46
	Co-construction review
	Rebuild the week's key ideas (scripted activities below)

	0:46 – 0:58
	Question-and-answer clinic
	Field the anticipated questions below

	0:58 – 1:08
	Break
	

	1:08 – 1:48
	Applied exercise
	Hands-on task with an answer key below

	1:48 – 2:38
	Capstone studio
	Supervised term-project work (see term-project document)

	2:38 – 2:43
	Exit ticket and preview
	Capture a takeaway; preview next module


1 · Retrieval warm-up — One assumption you bring (12 min)
Set-up. Index cards or a shared doc. No prep needed.
Run it:
1. Each student writes the single assumption they bring to qualitative work (for example, 'numbers are more objective' or 'interviews give the truth').
1. Collect a handful and read them aloud without judgement.
1. Sort them by the paradigm they reveal using the notes.
	What to surface (facilitator notes):
1. Assumptions cluster into paradigms: positivist (one knowable truth), interpretivist (meaning is constructed), critical (knowledge serves power), pragmatist (use what works).
1. Surfacing your stance is the first act of reflexivity, which the positionality memo formalises.
1. No paradigm is 'correct'; the point is to name yours and reason within it.


2 · Co-construction review (34 min)
Activity 1: Identify the research goal
Seminar classification, groups  ·  18 min
Materials. Several short descriptions of qualitative health studies.
Run it:
1. Groups classify each study by its dominant research goal: exploration, description, comparison, or model-testing (six minutes).
1. Groups say which goal qualitative work most often serves and why.
1. Correct with the notes.
	Prompt to pose (read aloud):
Classify each study by its dominant goal, and say which goal qualitative analysis is best suited to.


	Facilitator talking points (the content you need):
1. Exploration opens up a poorly understood phenomenon; description characterises it richly; comparison contrasts groups or cases; model-testing checks a proposed structure.
1. Qualitative work is strongest for exploration and description but can support comparison and even model-testing (analytic induction, QCA).
1. Naming the goal disciplines the method choice that follows.


Close. Students note the dominant goal of their own capstone question.
Activity 2: Operationalise the three commitments
Workshop, pairs  ·  16 min
Materials. The three commitments on a slide: systematic, transparent, replicable.
Run it:
1. Pairs turn each abstract commitment into something a reader could actually check in a methods section (six minutes).
1. Pairs share one concrete check per commitment.
1. Correct with the notes.
	Prompt to pose (read aloud):
Turn 'systematic, transparent, replicable' into concrete things a reader could verify in your methods section.


	Facilitator talking points (the content you need):
1. Systematic: a documented sampling logic, a codebook, and a stated analytic procedure rather than impressionistic reading.
1. Transparent: an audit trail, disclosed positionality, and quoted evidence for claims.
1. Replicable (in the qualitative sense): enough detail that another analyst could follow your steps and arrive at a defensible, if not identical, account.


Close. Students note the audit-trail habits they will keep all term.
3 · Question-and-answer clinic (12 min)
Invite the points students flagged in their pre-class prep. The questions below are the ones most likely to come up; model answers follow each so you can field them cold.
Q.  Isn't qualitative analysis just subjective opinion?
A.  No. It is systematic, transparent, and auditable. Rigour comes from a documented procedure, a codebook, triangulation, reflexivity, and quoted evidence, not from pretending to be numbers. Subjectivity is acknowledged and managed, not denied.
Q.  Where is the line between qualitative and quantitative work?
A.  It is porous. Qualitative analysis often counts (how many participants raised a theme), and quantitative work rests on qualitative judgement (what to measure, how to code). The course treats them as a continuum of tools, not opposing camps.
Q.  Why start with a positionality memo?
A.  Because the analyst is the instrument in qualitative work. Your background shapes what you notice and how you interpret. Stating it up front (reflexivity) lets readers weigh your account and lets you watch your own blind spots.
4 · Applied exercise — First read: open coding and a positionality memo (40 min)
Materials. Laptops with R and Taguette installed for the toolchain warm-up. All analytic material is printed on this handout: one worked interview excerpt and two practice excerpts on loneliness. Nothing to find online.
Task (for students). Practice the first analytic move in qualitative work: reading a short interview excerpt closely, writing open codes in the margin, and noticing how your own standpoint shapes what you see. You will code one provided excerpt by hand, then begin a short positionality memo.
Student instructions:
1. Confirm R and Taguette open and import the worked excerpt below as a plain-text file, so the toolchain is ready for later lessons. The coding in this exercise is done by hand on the handout.
1. Read the worked excerpt once all the way through before writing anything, to get a sense of the whole account.
1. Read it a second time and write a short open code (two to four words) beside each line or idea, staying close to the participant's own words rather than jumping to theory.
1. Group codes that seem related and give each group a short label, noting where the participant's account is ambiguous or pulls in two directions.
1. Write three or four sentences toward a positionality memo: name one concrete feature of your background (age, living situation, prior experience of loneliness or caregiving) and state how it might steer which lines you noticed or skipped.
1. Compare your codes with one other person and mark any line where the two of you coded the same words differently.
Worked example — present to students
Given. Excerpt (participant, 74, lives alone since spouse died): "The days are fine, I keep busy with the garden. It's the evenings. I'll catch myself talking out loud just to hear a voice. I don't ring the kids because they're working, they have their own lives, and I don't want to be the needy one. So I sit with the telly on for the company of it, not really watching."
Solution (walk through on the board):
1. Read the whole excerpt first: the account moves from coping in daytime to a harder feeling in the evenings, so the time-of-day contrast looks important.
1. Code line by line, close to her words: 'days are fine / garden' to KEEPING BUSY; 'talking out loud to hear a voice' to SUBSTITUTE FOR CONTACT; 'don't ring the kids, they're working' to NOT WANTING TO BURDEN; 'needy one' to SELF-IMAGE / STIGMA; 'telly for company, not watching' to BACKGROUND PRESENCE.
1. Group the codes: KEEPING BUSY and BACKGROUND PRESENCE form a cluster about 'managing the feeling', while NOT WANTING TO BURDEN and SELF-IMAGE form a cluster about 'reasons for not reaching out'.
1. Mark the tension: she frames not calling as protecting her children, but the 'needy one' phrase suggests it is also about her self-image, so the line is doing two things at once and should not be coded only one way.
1. Note positionality: a coder who has lived alone may read the evenings line as central, while a coder who has not may treat it as a minor detail, which is exactly the kind of bias the memo should surface.
	Answer:
The excerpt yields two code clusters, managing the feeling and reasons for not reaching out, joined by an evening-versus-day contrast; the key analytic note is that one line carries both a protective and a self-image meaning.


Assignment practice — hand out
Practice 1: coding a new excerpt.  Excerpt (participant, 29, recently moved city for work): "I'm surrounded by people all day, the office is full on, but I'll get home and realise I haven't had a real conversation in days. Small talk, sure. I've started saying yes to things I don't even want to go to, just to not be in the flat. It feels pathetic to admit you're lonely when your calendar is full."
Task.  Write an open code beside each idea, then group the codes into two short labelled clusters and name one line that carries more than one meaning.
	Solution (answer key):
Codes, close to the words: 'surrounded by people / office full on' to SOCIALLY BUSY; 'no real conversation in days' to LACK OF DEPTH; 'small talk, sure' to SHALLOW CONTACT; 'saying yes to avoid the flat' to FILLING TIME / AVOIDANCE; 'pathetic to admit when calendar is full' to STIGMA / SELF-JUDGEMENT. Two clusters: (a) quantity-versus-quality of contact (SOCIALLY BUSY, LACK OF DEPTH, SHALLOW CONTACT); (b) coping and shame (FILLING TIME, STIGMA). Multi-meaning line: 'saying yes to things I don't even want to go to' is both a coping strategy and evidence of distress, so it belongs in both clusters. Strong answers stay close to the participant's words and name the quantity-versus-quality contrast rather than labelling the person 'antisocial'.


Practice 2: positionality and a missed line.  Excerpt (participant, 58, full-time carer for a partner with dementia): "People ask how he's doing, never how I'm doing. I love him, that's not in question. But I haven't had a proper conversation with another adult about anything other than his care in maybe two years. The loneliest part is being in the same house as someone and still feeling on your own."
Task.  Code the excerpt, then write two or three sentences naming one feature of your own background and how it might lead you to over-read or under-read a particular line here.
	Solution (answer key):
Codes: 'ask about him, never me' to INVISIBLE TO OTHERS; 'I love him, not in question' to GUILT / PRE-EMPTING JUDGEMENT; 'no adult conversation in two years' to ISOLATION WITHIN CARING ROLE; 'same house and still on your own' to LONELINESS-IN-PRESENCE. Positionality is the graded element: a student who has been a carer may foreground the 'never how I'm doing' line and read the guilt clause sympathetically, while a student with no caregiving experience may skim the guilt clause or read 'I love him' at face value and miss that it is pre-empting judgement. Strong answers name a concrete feature of their own standpoint and a specific line it would change, not a generic statement that everyone has bias.


	What good work looks like:
There is no single correct code set, but codes must stay close to the participant's words and the grouping must be defensible. Strong work produces specific in-vivo-style codes (not one generic 'loneliness' label for everything), notices at least one line that carries two meanings, and writes a positionality memo that names a concrete standpoint feature and a specific reading it would bias, rather than a generic 'I will stay objective'. Common errors to correct: coding so broadly that every line gets the same tag; jumping straight to theory or diagnosis ('she is depressed') instead of describing; treating positionality as a disclaimer rather than a real account of how their reading might tilt. The toolchain step is pass/fail: R and Taguette should open and import a text file so the tools are ready for the next lesson.


Debrief. Land the core idea in one line: in qualitative work you are the instrument, so the first read is already interpretation, and naming your standpoint is how you calibrate it. Show how the same line can be coded two ways and how a coder's background steers attention; in the capstone, students will import the full loneliness transcripts into Taguette and code them this way, with the positionality memo written before analysis begins.
5 · Capstone studio (50 min)
Run it:
1. Open the term-project document to Part 2, Week 1 and read this week's milestone aloud.
1. Students draft the analytic-stance and positionality memo after reading three transcripts.
1. Circulate and ask each student which paradigm best fits their stance and why.
1. Mini-conference prompt: 'What in your background might lead you to over- or under-read certain accounts of loneliness?'
	Source (do not reproduce here):
Use the term-project document (Part 2, Week 1) as the source of truth for the brief and rubric.


Exit ticket and preview
Name your paradigm and one way your standpoint could shape your reading. Complete the Lesson 2 module before next class.
Instructor preparation
1. Cards for the assumptions warm-up; study descriptions; the three-commitments slide.
1. Confirm R, Taguette, and the shared dataset on lab machines; a positionality-memo prompt on Canvas.
1. Open the term-project document to Week 1.


Lesson 2 · Research Questions Theory and Literature
Term week 2  ·  Three-hour session
Build a focused, answerable qualitative research question and frame it in the literature, distinguishing qualitative-evidence synthesis from a systematic review.
Learning objectives
1. Distinguish exploratory from confirmatory research questions in qualitative work
1. Apply the four screening questions (interest, empirical answerability, resources, ethics) to a candidate question
1. Recognize the four contemporary paradigms (positivism/postpositivism, interpretivism, critical, pragmatism) and locate yourself within them
1. Translate a public-health concern into a focused, defensible qualitative research question
1. Conduct a qualitative-evidence literature search and distinguish it from a systematic review for quantitative evidence
1. Identify the major qualitative-evidence synthesis approaches (meta-ethnography, thematic synthesis, qualitative meta-summary)
1. Apply REB / TCPS 2 considerations to qualitative health research designs
1. Produce the capstone milestone: research question + 1-page literature framing for the loneliness capstone
Before class (flipped preparation)
Students complete the Lesson 2 module and its narrated walkthrough, attempt the in-module checks and reflection prompts, and bring their notes and term-project materials. No pre-reading beyond the module is required to follow this plan.
Session at a glance
	Time
	Block
	Focus

	0:00 – 0:12
	Arrival and retrieval warm-up
	Low-stakes retrieval on the pre-class module

	0:12 – 0:44
	Co-construction review
	Rebuild the week's key ideas (scripted activities below)

	0:44 – 0:56
	Question-and-answer clinic
	Field the anticipated questions below

	0:56 – 1:06
	Break
	

	1:06 – 1:46
	Applied exercise
	Hands-on task with an answer key below

	1:46 – 2:34
	Capstone studio
	Supervised term-project work (see term-project document)

	2:34 – 2:39
	Exit ticket and preview
	Capture a takeaway; preview next module


1 · Retrieval warm-up — Run it through the screens (12 min)
Set-up. Slide with one rough candidate question about loneliness.
Run it:
1. Students run the question through the four screens (interest, empirical answerability, resources, ethics) and report where it fails (three minutes).
1. Surface with the notes.
	What to surface (facilitator notes):
1. A good question is interesting to the field, empirically answerable with available data, feasible with your resources, and ethically defensible.
1. Most rough questions fail on answerability (too broad) or resources (too ambitious).
1. Screening early saves a term of misdirected work.


2 · Co-construction review (32 min)
Activity 1: Exploratory versus confirmatory
Sort and sharpen, pairs  ·  16 min
Materials. A set of qualitative questions, some exploratory, some confirmatory.
Run it:
1. Pairs classify each question and rewrite one to sharpen it (six minutes).
1. Pairs state what kind of answer each question would produce.
1. Correct with the notes.
	Prompt to pose (read aloud):
Classify each question as exploratory or confirmatory, then sharpen one so it is genuinely answerable.


	Facilitator talking points (the content you need):
1. Exploratory questions open up a phenomenon ('how do older adults experience loneliness?'); confirmatory questions test a proposed structure or hypothesis.
1. Qualitative work leans exploratory but can be confirmatory (does this model hold across cases?).
1. Sharpening usually means narrowing the population, the phenomenon, or the context.


Close. Students draft a sharpened version of their own capstone question.
Activity 2: Locate yourself in a paradigm
Seminar, groups  ·  16 min
Materials. The four contemporary paradigms (positivism/postpositivism, interpretivism, critical, pragmatism) on a slide.
Run it:
1. Groups place a given question within each paradigm and trace how the analysis would differ (six minutes).
1. Groups state which paradigm fits the capstone dataset's aims.
1. Correct with the notes.
	Prompt to pose (read aloud):
Locate this question within each paradigm and show how the analysis would change with the stance.


	Facilitator talking points (the content you need):
1. Interpretivism foregrounds participants' meanings; critical work foregrounds power and emancipation; pragmatism foregrounds what answer is useful for action.
1. The same data can be analysed differently depending on stance.
1. Your paradigm should be coherent with your question and your methods.


Close. Students note the paradigm framing for their literature section.
3 · Question-and-answer clinic (12 min)
Invite the points students flagged in their pre-class prep. The questions below are the ones most likely to come up; model answers follow each so you can field them cold.
Q.  How is a qualitative-evidence search different from a systematic review?
A.  A systematic review of quantitative evidence aims for exhaustive retrieval and pooled effects. A qualitative-evidence search aims for conceptual saturation and rich, relevant studies, and may sample purposively rather than exhaustively. The synthesis methods (meta-ethnography, thematic synthesis, meta-summary) integrate meanings, not effect sizes.
Q.  What makes a qualitative question answerable?
A.  It targets a phenomenon you can actually access through the data you have, in a bounded population and context, at a depth your resources allow. 'Why are people lonely?' is not answerable; 'how do recently widowed adults describe the onset of loneliness?' is.
Q.  Do qualitative studies need ethics review?
A.  Yes. Interview and observational research with people requires Research Ethics Board approval under TCPS 2, including consent, confidentiality, and attention to vulnerability. Even secondary analysis of existing transcripts has ethical obligations around consent scope and re-identification.
4 · Applied exercise — Framing the literature: conceptual, not a trial count (40 min)
Materials. This handout (three short study abstracts and a draft research question are printed below; nothing to search for). A one-page framing template is optional.
Task (for students). Build a qualitative-evidence literature framing for a research question, distinct from a quantitative systematic review. Using the three abstracts provided below, identify the recurring concepts, name the gap your question addresses, and choose the synthesis approach that best fits.
Student instructions:
1. Read the draft research question, then read all three abstracts below. Underline the concepts each study names (for example coping, stigma, belonging), not its sample size or any numbers.
1. List the concepts that recur across at least two abstracts. These recurring constructs are the conceptual ground your framing will sit on.
1. Note where the abstracts disagree or where a concept is named but left unexplained. This tension is a candidate gap.
1. State, in one sentence, the gap your research question addresses that the three studies leave open.
1. Choose one synthesis approach and justify it: meta-ethnography (translating concepts across studies into a higher-order interpretation), thematic synthesis (building descriptive then analytic themes across findings), or qualitative meta-summary (aggregating and tabulating the frequency of findings).
1. Write a three-to-five sentence framing paragraph: what is known conceptually, what recurs, the gap, and the synthesis approach you would use. Do not report or count effect sizes.
Worked example — present to students
Given. Draft question: How do older adults living alone make sense of loneliness in daily life? Abstract 1 (interview study, retirement community): residents describe loneliness as 'invisible' and tie it to loss of role after retirement; coping centred on routine. Abstract 2 (focus groups, immigrant seniors): participants frame loneliness through language barriers and cultural disconnection; belonging is described as conditional. Abstract 3 (photovoice, rural elders): isolation is linked to transport and distance; participants distinguish 'being alone' from 'feeling lonely'.
Solution (walk through on the board):
1. Underline concepts, not numbers: loss of role, routine, invisibility (A1); language barrier, cultural disconnection, conditional belonging (A2); distance, the alone-versus-lonely distinction (A3).
1. Recurring concepts across two or more abstracts: belonging or connection, and the separation of objective isolation from felt loneliness.
1. Tension and gap: all three name loneliness as meaningful and experiential, but none examine how older adults living alone interpret it day to day across these different contexts.
1. Choose synthesis: meta-ethnography fits, because the task is to translate context-specific concepts (role loss, cultural disconnection, distance) into a higher-order account of how loneliness is made sense of, rather than to tally how often a finding appears.
	Answer:
The framing rests on belonging and the alone-versus-lonely distinction as recurring constructs, names the gap as how meaning-making works across contexts, and selects meta-ethnography to translate concepts rather than count studies.


Assignment practice — hand out
Practice 1: framing vaccine hesitancy.  Draft question: How do parents in one community reason about whether to vaccinate a child? Abstract 1 (interviews, parents): describes trust in providers and reliance on personal anecdotes over statistics. Abstract 2 (focus groups, parents): frames decisions through fear of side effects and distrust of pharmaceutical companies. Abstract 3 (ethnography, clinic): shows decisions shaped by social networks and what other parents do.
Task.  List the concepts that recur across at least two abstracts, state the gap your question addresses in one sentence, and name the synthesis approach you would use with a one-sentence reason.
	Solution (answer key):
Recurring concepts: trust or distrust (providers, companies) and the influence of other people (anecdotes, social networks, what other parents do). Gap example: the studies name trust and social influence separately but do not explain how parents weigh personal trust against social pressure when reasoning toward a decision. Synthesis: meta-ethnography or thematic synthesis is defensible; meta-ethnography if the aim is a higher-order interpretation translating trust and social influence into one account, thematic synthesis if the aim is to build analytic themes across findings. Mark down any answer that reports percentages of hesitant parents (that is quantitative meta-summary or a systematic review, not conceptual framing).


Practice 2: spotting a quantitative framing.  A student submits this framing paragraph: 'Twelve studies examined physical-activity programs for seniors. Pooled across studies, roughly 60 percent reported improved mobility and three reported reduced falls. The largest trial had 400 participants. My question asks whether a similar program would work here.'
Task.  In two to three sentences, explain why this is not a qualitative-evidence framing and rewrite the question so it suits a qualitative study and a conceptual framing.
	Solution (answer key):
It is a quantitative framing: it counts studies, pools percentages, reports outcome rates, weighs sample sizes, and asks whether a program 'works' (an effectiveness question suited to a systematic review). A qualitative framing would draw on concepts (meaning, motivation, barriers as experienced) rather than effect counts. Rewritten question example: 'How do older adults describe what keeps them returning to, or dropping out of, a community physical-activity program?' This is answerable through participant accounts and supports a meta-ethnography or thematic synthesis of experiential concepts.


	What good work looks like:
There is no single correct framing, but strong work treats the literature conceptually: it names recurring constructs across studies, identifies a genuine gap in understanding (not a missing trial), and selects a synthesis approach that matches the aim. Use meta-ethnography for higher-order conceptual translation, thematic synthesis for building analytic themes across findings, and qualitative meta-summary when the goal is to aggregate and tabulate the frequency of findings. Common errors to correct: counting studies or reporting percentages and effect sizes as if quantitative; weighing sample size as a quality signal; treating 'does it work' effectiveness questions as qualitative; naming a synthesis approach with no reason. The abstracts are short and self-contained so the whole exercise runs without any searching; the capstone milestone is where students run a real qualitative-evidence search on the loneliness topic.


Debrief. Land the distinction in one line: a qualitative framing builds the conceptual ground the analysis will extend, while a systematic review tallies and pools trials. Tie each synthesis choice back to its aim (translate, theme, or aggregate), then preview that the capstone milestone applies exactly this framing logic to a real search on the loneliness topic.
5 · Capstone studio (48 min)
Run it:
1. Open the term-project document to Part 2, Week 2 and read the milestone aloud.
1. Students refine the research question and draft the literature framing.
1. Circulate and run each question through the four screens with the student.
1. Mini-conference prompt: 'Is your question answerable with the shared dataset, and what is the gap it fills?'
	Source (do not reproduce here):
Refer to the term-project document (Part 2, Week 2) for the brief and rubric.


Exit ticket and preview
State your sharpened question and the gap it addresses. Complete the Lesson 3 module before next class.
Instructor preparation
1. A candidate question for the screens; questions to classify; the four-paradigm slide.
1. Database access and a framing template on Canvas.
1. Open the term-project document to Week 2.


Lesson 3 · Sampling in Qualitative Research
Term week 3  ·  Three-hour session
Reason about qualitative sampling and saturation, and defend a sample in writing. The distinction between theoretical and purposive sampling is the crux.
Learning objectives
1. Distinguish probability and nonprobability sampling and explain when each is the right job
1. Define saturation and contrast classical, empirical, and revised contemporary heuristics for qualitative sample size
1. Identify and contrast the six nonprobability sampling strategies covered in Bernard, Wutich & Ryan, Chapter 3
1. Distinguish theoretical sampling (Glaserian) from purposive sampling and explain why the difference matters
1. Recognize when key-informant sampling is the right tool and how it relates to other strategies
1. Defend a qualitative sample in writing: what your methods section owes the reader
1. Document this course loneliness dataset's sampling logic and its limits on what your capstone can claim
1. Complete the capstone milestone: a 600-word sampling memo and a one-page sampling matrix
Before class (flipped preparation)
Students complete the Lesson 3 module and its narrated walkthrough, attempt the in-module checks and reflection prompts, and bring their notes and term-project materials. No pre-reading beyond the module is required to follow this plan.
Session at a glance
	Time
	Block
	Focus

	0:00 – 0:10
	Arrival and retrieval warm-up
	Low-stakes retrieval on the pre-class module

	0:10 – 0:44
	Co-construction review
	Rebuild the week's key ideas (scripted activities below)

	0:44 – 0:56
	Question-and-answer clinic
	Field the anticipated questions below

	0:56 – 1:06
	Break
	

	1:06 – 1:46
	Applied exercise
	Hands-on task with an answer key below

	1:46 – 2:34
	Capstone studio
	Supervised term-project work (see term-project document)

	2:34 – 2:39
	Exit ticket and preview
	Capture a takeaway; preview next module


1 · Retrieval warm-up — Theoretical or purposive? (10 min)
Set-up. Slide describing a recruitment plan that could be read either way.
Run it:
1. Students decide whether the plan is theoretical or purposive sampling and justify it (two minutes).
1. Surface the distinction with the notes.
	What to surface (facilitator notes):
1. Purposive sampling selects information-rich cases against pre-set criteria decided in advance.
1. Theoretical sampling (from grounded theory) selects the next cases based on what the emerging analysis needs; it is iterative and analysis-driven.
1. The difference matters because theoretical sampling cannot be fully planned before data collection.


2 · Co-construction review (34 min)
Activity 1: Compare the strategies
Seminar comparison, groups  ·  18 min
Materials. Cards for the six nonprobability strategies (convenience, purposive, quota, snowball, theoretical, key-informant).
Run it:
1. Groups contrast the strategies and match each to a fitting question (eight minutes).
1. Groups identify which strategies threaten credibility most and why.
1. Correct with the notes.
	Prompt to pose (read aloud):
Contrast the six nonprobability strategies and match each to a question where it is the right tool.


	Facilitator talking points (the content you need):
1. Purposive and theoretical sampling are workhorses of credible qualitative research; convenience is weakest for transferability.
1. Key-informant sampling targets people with special knowledge, not typical experience.
1. Snowball reaches hidden populations but risks a network-bounded, homogeneous sample.


Close. Students note which strategy the shared dataset used and its limits.
Activity 2: What can this sample claim?
Reasoning, pairs  ·  16 min
Materials. The shared dataset's sampling description.
Run it:
1. Pairs determine what the dataset's sample can and cannot support as a claim (six minutes).
1. Pairs reason about saturation: how would you know you had enough?
1. Correct with the notes.
	Prompt to pose (read aloud):
Given how this sample was drawn, what can the capstone legitimately claim, and what is off-limits?


	Facilitator talking points (the content you need):
1. Saturation is the point where new data stop yielding new themes; classical, empirical, and revised heuristics disagree on how to judge it.
1. A purposive sample supports transferability to similar contexts, not statistical generalisation.
1. Overclaiming generalisation is the most common sampling error in qualitative write-ups.


Close. Students draft the limits sentence for their own sampling memo.
3 · Question-and-answer clinic (12 min)
Invite the points students flagged in their pre-class prep. The questions below are the ones most likely to come up; model answers follow each so you can field them cold.
Q.  What is saturation, and is it a real stopping rule?
A.  Saturation is when additional data stop producing new codes or themes. It is widely used but contested: it depends on the question's scope, the analyst, and the coding frame, and some argue it is often asserted rather than demonstrated. Treat it as a defensible heuristic you justify, not a fixed number.
Q.  How do I defend a small, non-random sample to a reviewer?
A.  By arguing fit, not size: information-rich cases purposively selected to address the question, with transparent criteria, and claims limited to transferability rather than statistical generalisation. A well-justified sample of fifteen can be stronger than a careless sample of fifty.
Q.  When is key-informant sampling appropriate?
A.  When you need specialised knowledge that only certain people hold (a clinic director on referral patterns), not typical lived experience. Key informants speak about a system or culture, not for the average member, so do not generalise their accounts to everyone.
4 · Applied exercise — Name-and-defend: classifying qualitative samples (40 min)
Materials. Three sampling vignettes (provided below; nothing to look up) and a blank sampling-matrix grid with columns for case or group, key characteristics, and reason for inclusion. A one-page summary of the six nonprobability strategies from the reading is allowed.
Task (for students). Read each described study sample, name the nonprobability strategy it uses, and decide whether that strategy fits the study's stated research question. For one vignette you also build a short sampling matrix and write a two-sentence defence that states what the sample can claim and where it is bounded.
Student instructions:
1. Read the vignette and underline the research question and the recruitment description, since the question is what the sampling logic must serve.
1. Name the strategy from the six options: purposive, quota, convenience, snowball or chain-referral, theoretical, or key-informant. Match the recruitment description to the strategy's defining move, not to the topic.
1. Check fit: ask whether this strategy can reach the people whose experience the question is about, and whether anything in the design would systematically exclude relevant cases.
1. If the strategy is theoretical or purposive, state the selection criterion the researcher appears to be using, because that criterion is what a methods section owes the reader.
1. For the assigned vignette, fill a sampling matrix with one row per case or group, listing key characteristics and the reason each was included.
1. Write a two-sentence defence: sentence one states what the sample supports a claim about, sentence two states who or what is missing and therefore bounds the claim.
1. Flag any vignette where the named strategy does not fit the question, and note in one line what strategy would fit better.
Worked example — present to students
Given. Study: a researcher wants to understand how undocumented home-care workers in one city negotiate unpaid overtime. The population is hidden and has reason to avoid official lists. The researcher interviews three workers she already knows, then asks each to refer two trusted others, repeating until she has 18 participants. She stops when new interviews stop surfacing new strategies for handling overtime.
Solution (walk through on the board):
1. The question is about a hidden, hard-to-reach population, so a sampling frame for probability methods does not exist.
1. The defining move is recruitment through participant referrals from a few seeds, which is snowball or chain-referral sampling.
1. Fit is strong: referral through trusted contacts is often the only way to reach people who avoid official visibility.
1. The stopping rule, ending when new strategies stop appearing, is a saturation judgment rather than a fixed target.
1. The main boundary is that referral chains stay inside trust networks, so isolated workers with no contacts are systematically missed.
	Answer:
Strategy: snowball or chain-referral sampling, and it fits the question well. The sample can describe overtime strategies among networked workers but cannot speak for isolated workers outside any referral chain.


Assignment practice — hand out
Practice 1: the disaster-recovery study.  Study: a team studies how families rebuild after a wildfire. They deliberately select cases to span a range: owners and renters, insured and uninsured, and households that returned versus those that relocated. They choose specific families to fill each of these categories because the goal is to capture the full range of recovery experiences.
Task.  Name the sampling strategy and state in one sentence whether it fits the research question, naming the deciding feature of the design.
	Solution (answer key):
Purposive sampling, specifically a maximum-variation design. It fits well because the question is about the range of recovery experiences, and the deciding feature is the deliberate selection of cases to span owner/renter, insured/uninsured, and returned/relocated rather than to mirror population proportions. Do not accept 'quota': quota sampling fills preset numeric targets per category to approximate a population, whereas here the categories are chosen to maximize range, which is the purposive logic.


Practice 2: the clinic-waiting-room study.  Study: a student wants to claim something about how Canadians in general experience long wait times for surgery. With two weeks and no budget, she interviews whoever agrees while sitting in one hospital waiting room on three weekday afternoons, ending up with 11 people who happened to be present and willing.
Task.  Name the sampling strategy and state in one sentence whether it fits the stated research question, naming the deciding feature.
	Solution (answer key):
Convenience sampling, and it does NOT fit the stated question. The deciding feature is that cases were taken simply because they were present and willing, with no selection criterion tied to the question. The mismatch is the broad claim about Canadians in general: a convenience sample from one waiting room on weekday afternoons cannot support a population-level claim, and it systematically misses anyone seen at other sites, on weekends, or too unwell to be in a waiting room. A better fit would be a purposive design with a deliberately narrowed and defensible question, or an explicit reframing to a single-site exploratory study.


	What good work looks like:
There is no credit for naming a strategy without checking fit. Strong work matches the recruitment description to the strategy's defining move rather than to the topic, separates 'a real strategy was used' from 'the strategy fits this question', and names the deciding design feature in each case. The most common errors to correct: confusing quota with maximum-variation purposive sampling (quota fills numeric targets to approximate a population; purposive spans a range to capture variation); calling any small or informal sample 'convenience' even when cases were deliberately selected; and accepting a population-level generalization claim from any nonprobability sample. The worked example is snowball; Practice 1 is purposive maximum-variation; Practice 2 is convenience with a question-sample mismatch. For the defence sentences, reward honesty about who is missing over confident range claims.


Debrief. Land the rule in one line: name the strategy from the recruitment move, then defend it by fit to the question and an honest statement of who is missing. Connect this to the capstone sample audit, where students will name their own dataset's strategy and write the limits statement that bounds what their analysis can claim.
5 · Capstone studio (48 min)
Run it:
1. Open the term-project document to Part 2, Week 3 and read the milestone aloud.
1. Students draft the sampling memo and matrix for their capstone.
1. Circulate and ask each student what their sample cannot claim.
1. Mini-conference prompt: 'Who is in this sample, who is missing, and how does that bound your conclusions?'
	Source (do not reproduce here):
Refer to the term-project document (Part 2, Week 3) for the brief and rubric.


Exit ticket and preview
Name the dataset's sampling strategy and one thing it cannot claim. Complete the Lesson 4 module before next class.
Instructor preparation
1. An ambiguous recruitment plan; the six strategy cards; the dataset's sampling description.
1. A sampling-matrix template on Canvas.
1. Open the term-project document to Week 3.


Lesson 4 · Qualitative Data Collection
Term week 4  ·  Three-hour session
Map the families of qualitative data collection and treat transcription and field notes as analytic acts, not clerical ones.
Learning objectives
1. Distinguish indirect observation, direct observation, and elicitation as the three families of qualitative data collection.
1. Identify the analytic uses (and limits) of behavior traces, archival records, and secondary qualitative datasets.
1. Locate yourself on the participant-observation spectrum from complete observer to complete participant, and explain what each position can and cannot see.
1. Compare unstructured, semi-structured, and structured interviews on what they elicit, how they are designed, and what they cannot reach.
1. Explain when focus groups outperform individual interviews and what moderator skills they demand.
1. Preview the cultural-domain elicitation methods (free listing, pile sorts, triads, rankings) reserved for a later module.
1. Treat transcription as an analytic act, recognising verbatim conventions, Jefferson notation (preview), intelligent verbatim, and clean verbatim, and what each choice forecloses.
1. Write disciplined field notes using the Emerson, Fretz & Shaw progression: jottings → expanded notes → analytic memos.
1. Complete the capstone milestone: a dataset familiarisation log covering 6–8 transcripts.
Before class (flipped preparation)
Students complete the Lesson 4 module and its narrated walkthrough, attempt the in-module checks and reflection prompts, and bring their notes and term-project materials. No pre-reading beyond the module is required to follow this plan.
Session at a glance
	Time
	Block
	Focus

	0:00 – 0:10
	Arrival and retrieval warm-up
	Low-stakes retrieval on the pre-class module

	0:10 – 0:42
	Co-construction review
	Rebuild the week's key ideas (scripted activities below)

	0:42 – 0:54
	Question-and-answer clinic
	Field the anticipated questions below

	0:54 – 1:04
	Break
	

	1:04 – 1:44
	Applied exercise
	Hands-on task with an answer key below

	1:44 – 2:32
	Capstone studio
	Supervised term-project work (see term-project document)

	2:32 – 2:37
	Exit ticket and preview
	Capture a takeaway; preview next module


1 · Retrieval warm-up — Where do you stand? (10 min)
Set-up. Slide showing the observer-to-participant spectrum (complete observer, observer-as-participant, participant-as-observer, complete participant).
Run it:
1. Students place a given study on the spectrum and say what that position cannot see (three minutes).
1. Surface with the notes.
	What to surface (facilitator notes):
1. Each position trades access for distance: a complete observer sees behaviour but not meaning; a complete participant feels the experience but loses analytic distance.
1. Your position shapes the data you can gather and the blind spots you carry.
1. There is no neutral position; you choose and disclose it.


2 · Co-construction review (32 min)
Activity 1: Map the collection families
Sorting, groups  ·  16 min
Materials. Cards for methods across indirect observation (traces, archives, secondary data), direct observation (participant observation), and elicitation (interviews, focus groups).
Run it:
1. Groups sort each method into its family and note its analytic uses and limits (six minutes).
1. Groups identify which family best suits the capstone dataset.
1. Correct with the notes.
	Prompt to pose (read aloud):
Sort each method into indirect observation, direct observation, or elicitation, with one use and one limit each.


	Facilitator talking points (the content you need):
1. Indirect observation (traces, archives, secondary transcripts) is unobtrusive but limited to what was recorded.
1. Direct observation captures behaviour in context but is labour-intensive and reactive.
1. Elicitation (interviews, focus groups) accesses meaning and accounts but gets reported, not observed, behaviour.


Close. Students note which family their capstone data belong to and its limits.
Activity 2: Compare interview types
Clinic, pairs  ·  16 min
Materials. Examples of unstructured, semi-structured, and structured interview excerpts.
Run it:
1. Pairs compare what each interview type elicits and how it is designed (six minutes).
1. Pairs decide when a focus group would outperform individual interviews.
1. Correct with the notes.
	Prompt to pose (read aloud):
Compare the three interview types on what they elicit, and say when a focus group would beat individual interviews.


	Facilitator talking points (the content you need):
1. Unstructured interviews follow the participant; semi-structured balance a guide with flexibility; structured interviews standardise for comparability.
1. Focus groups surface norms and disagreement through interaction but suppress sensitive or minority views.
1. The shared dataset's semi-structured interviews trade some comparability for depth.


Close. Students note the interview type behind their data and its trade-offs.
3 · Question-and-answer clinic (12 min)
Invite the points students flagged in their pre-class prep. The questions below are the ones most likely to come up; model answers follow each so you can field them cold.
Q.  Why treat transcription as analysis rather than typing?
A.  Because every transcription choice (verbatim versus cleaned, whether to mark pauses and overlaps) decides what is available to analyse. Cleaning up speech erases hesitation and interaction that discourse analysis needs. The convention you pick forecloses some analyses, so it is an analytic decision.
Q.  Verbatim, intelligent verbatim, or clean verbatim: which should I use?
A.  Match it to the analysis. Discourse and conversation analysis need detailed verbatim (even Jefferson notation). Thematic and content analysis usually tolerate intelligent verbatim (light cleaning). Clean verbatim suits readability but loses interactional detail. Decide before you transcribe.
Q.  What are field notes for if I have recordings?
A.  They capture what recordings miss: context, nonverbal cues, the setting, and your own analytic hunches. The Emerson, Fretz and Shaw progression from quick jottings to expanded notes to analytic memos turns observation into the beginning of analysis.
4 · Applied exercise — Transcription conventions and field notes from a short recording (40 min)
Materials. This handout (all raw material is printed below; nothing to search for or download). A pen, or a laptop with a plain text editor. A copy of the three transcription conventions summarised in the lesson (verbatim with Jefferson-style notation, intelligent verbatim, clean verbatim) and the Emerson, Fretz and Shaw progression of jottings to expanded notes to analytic memo.
Task (for students). Turn one short raw exchange into three different transcripts and observe what each convention keeps and discards. Then convert a set of field jottings into expanded notes and one short analytic memo.
Student instructions:
1. Read the raw exchange below twice. The notation in it (pauses, overlap, emphasis, cut-offs) is the unedited record of how the talk actually happened.
1. Produce a verbatim transcript that preserves the pauses, overlaps, false starts, and fillers, using simple notations: (.) for a short pause, (2.0) for a timed pause in seconds, [ ] for overlapping talk, CAPS for emphasis, and a dash for a cut-off word.
1. Produce an intelligent verbatim transcript of the same exchange: keep every substantive word and the order of turns, but remove fillers (um, uh), repaired false starts, and timing marks.
1. Produce a clean verbatim transcript: render the same content in fluent, readable sentences, correcting grammar and dropping non-substantive talk, while changing no claim the speaker made.
1. Write two sentences naming one analytic thing the verbatim version lets you see that the clean version hides, and one situation where clean verbatim is the better choice.
1. Read the field jottings below, then expand them into a short paragraph of expanded notes that a reader who was not present could follow, separating what you observed from what you inferred.
1. Write one analytic memo of two to three sentences that names a pattern or question arising from the notes, dated, in the first person.
Worked example — present to students
Given. Raw exchange (clinic waiting room study). I = interviewer, R = respondent.
I: So how was the- the appointment today?
R: It was um (1.5) it was FINE I guess, I mean [I waited-]
I:                                              [Mm.]
R: -I waited like an hour but yeah. Fine.
Solution (walk through on the board):
1. Verbatim: keep the cut-off 'the-', the filler 'um', the timed pause (1.5), the emphasis on FINE, the overlap brackets on 'I waited-' and 'Mm.', and the restart '-I waited'. Nothing is smoothed.
1. Intelligent verbatim: drop 'um' and the timing, keep the repaired content and turn order: R: 'It was fine I guess, I mean I waited like an hour but yeah. Fine.' The 'Mm.' backchannel may be kept or dropped; keep it if backchannelling matters to your analysis.
1. Clean verbatim: one fluent sentence that preserves the claim: R: 'It was fine, although I waited about an hour.'
1. Compare: the hedged 'FINE I guess' with a 1.5 second pause and the contrast with a one-hour wait signal ambivalence. The clean version reads as straightforward satisfaction and loses that tension.
	Answer:
The same four lines yield three defensible transcripts. Verbatim preserves how the talk was produced (hesitation, emphasis, overlap), while clean verbatim preserves only what was said, so the choice of convention decides which analyses remain possible.


Assignment practice — hand out
Practice 1: transcribe a new exchange three ways.  Raw exchange (community food-bank study). I = interviewer, R = respondent.
I: And do you come here every week?
R: Yeah, well- (0.8) mostly. When I can. It's just [the bus-]
I:                                                   [Right.]
R: -the bus is, you know, it's NOT reliable so sometimes I (.) I miss it.
Task.  Produce three transcripts of this exchange: (a) verbatim with pause, overlap, emphasis, and cut-off notation; (b) intelligent verbatim; (c) clean verbatim. Then write one sentence on what the verbatim version reveals about the respondent's attendance that the clean version flattens.
	Solution (answer key):
Verbatim: 'I: And do you come here every week? R: Yeah, well- (0.8) mostly. When I can. It's just [the bus-] I: [Right.] R: -the bus is, you know, it's NOT reliable so sometimes I (.) I miss it.' Intelligent verbatim: 'R: Yeah, well, mostly. When I can. It's just the bus is not reliable, so sometimes I miss it.' (fillers 'you know', timing, and the 'I I' repair removed; backchannel 'Right' optional). Clean verbatim: 'R: Yes, mostly, when I can; the bus is unreliable, so sometimes I miss it.' Analytic point students should reach: the verbatim hedging ('well-', 0.8 pause, 'mostly. When I can.') and the emphasised 'NOT reliable' show that attendance is conditional and frustrating rather than routine; the clean version reads as simple regular attendance. Accept any answer that distinguishes how it was said from what was said.


Practice 2: from jottings to expanded notes and a memo.  Field jottings (same food-bank site, written discreetly during the visit).
- 9:10 line already ~15 ppl, cold, most quiet
- volunteer hands out numbers, calls them slowly
- older man near front keeps checking watch, sighs
- two ppl chatting, laughing, seem to know staff
- sign: 'one box per household': woman asks twice about it
Task.  Convert these jottings into (a) a short paragraph of expanded notes a non-present reader could follow, clearly separating observation from inference, and (b) one dated analytic memo of two to three sentences naming a pattern or question worth pursuing.
	Solution (answer key):
Expanded notes (model): 'At 9:10 about fifteen people were already queueing outside in the cold; most stood quietly. A volunteer distributed numbered tickets and called numbers slowly. An older man near the front repeatedly checked his watch and sighed (observation); he appeared impatient or anxious about the wait (inference). Two other people chatted and laughed with each other and seemed familiar with the staff (inference from their ease). A posted sign read "one box per household," and one woman asked about it twice (observation), suggesting the rule was unclear to her (inference).' Memo (model): 'Memo, [today's date]: Familiarity with the site seems to shape the experience. Regulars who know staff wait comfortably, while a newer or more anxious visitor monitors time and re-asks the household rule. Question to pursue: does prior experience with the food bank reduce the felt difficulty of the visit, and how would I see that in interviews?' Strong answers keep observation and inference visibly separate and write a memo that interprets rather than re-lists the jottings.


	What good work looks like:
There is no single correct transcript, but each convention must be applied consistently and must change no claim the speaker made. Strong work shows three genuinely different transcripts (not one transcript lightly edited), preserves pauses, overlap, emphasis, and cut-offs in the verbatim version, and removes only fillers and repairs in intelligent verbatim. For the field notes, strong work keeps observation and inference visibly separate and writes a memo that interprets (names a pattern or question) rather than summarising. Common errors to correct: smoothing the verbatim transcript so it reads like clean verbatim (the most frequent mistake); deleting substantive content under the banner of 'cleaning'; collapsing observation and inference in the expanded notes; writing a memo that merely restates the jottings. Remind students that the convention is an analytic decision, not a typing style: choosing clean verbatim forecloses conversation-level analysis, so the choice should follow the research question.


Debrief. Land the rule in one line: transcription is an analytic act, not a clerical one, because each convention keeps some phenomena and discards others. Surface the trade-off explicitly: verbatim and Jefferson-style notation preserve how talk is produced and suit interaction or discourse analysis; intelligent and clean verbatim preserve content and suit thematic or content analysis at the cost of conversational detail. Tie the field-notes half back to Emerson, Fretz and Shaw: jottings are raw, expanded notes reconstruct the scene for an absent reader, and the analytic memo is where interpretation and the audit trail begin. This is the same disciplined record-keeping students will use on their capstone transcripts.
5 · Capstone studio (48 min)
Run it:
1. Open the term-project document to Part 2, Week 4 and read the milestone aloud.
1. Students build the familiarisation log across six to eight transcripts.
1. Circulate and ask each student for one cross-transcript pattern they noticed.
1. Mini-conference prompt: 'What is starting to recur, and what surprised you?'
	Source (do not reproduce here):
Refer to the term-project document (Part 2, Week 4) for the brief and rubric.


Exit ticket and preview
Name one pattern recurring across transcripts. Complete the Lesson 5 module before next class.
Instructor preparation
1. Observer-participant spectrum slide; method cards; interview excerpts.
1. The transcripts in Taguette and a familiarisation-log template on Canvas; confirm tools.
1. Open the term-project document to Week 4.


Lesson 5 · Themes and Codebooks
Term week 5  ·  Three-hour session
Tighten the vocabulary of themes, codes, and categories and build a usable codebook, then operate the Taguette and R workflow.
Learning objectives
1. Distinguish themes from codes, categories, and concepts, the terminology that introductory texts use loosely and that Bernard, Wutich, and Ryan tighten up
1. Apply the twelve Ryan & Bernard (2003) techniques for finding themes to a small corpus of loneliness transcripts
1. Differentiate inductive, deductive, and hybrid coding strategies and justify which is appropriate for a given research question
1. Build a structured codebook with code names, brief definitions, full definitions, inclusion criteria, exclusion criteria, and positive/negative exemplars
1. Explain coding mechanics: hierarchical codes, multiple codes per passage, axial coding, and the use of in vivo codes
1. Compute and interpret percent agreement, Cohen's kappa, and Krippendorff's alpha, and identify when intercoder reliability is the wrong measure
1. Operate the Taguette + R workflow: upload, code, export, and analyze coded extracts
1. Complete the capstone milestone: a preliminary codebook tested on 3–5 transcripts, with a one-page memo on what coding revealed
Before class (flipped preparation)
Students complete the Lesson 5 module and its narrated walkthrough, attempt the in-module checks and reflection prompts, and bring their notes and term-project materials. No pre-reading beyond the module is required to follow this plan.
Session at a glance
	Time
	Block
	Focus

	0:00 – 0:10
	Arrival and retrieval warm-up
	Low-stakes retrieval on the pre-class module

	0:10 – 0:44
	Co-construction review
	Rebuild the week's key ideas (scripted activities below)

	0:44 – 0:56
	Question-and-answer clinic
	Field the anticipated questions below

	0:56 – 1:06
	Break
	

	1:06 – 1:46
	Applied exercise
	Hands-on task with an answer key below

	1:46 – 2:34
	Capstone studio
	Supervised term-project work (see term-project document)

	2:34 – 2:39
	Exit ticket and preview
	Capture a takeaway; preview next module


1 · Retrieval warm-up — Theme or code? (10 min)
Set-up. Slide with five short labels (some codes, some themes, some categories).
Run it:
1. Students sort each label and justify the two hardest (three minutes).
1. Surface the distinctions with the notes.
	What to surface (facilitator notes):
1. A code is a label applied to a segment of text; a category groups related codes; a theme is a higher-order pattern of meaning that runs across the data.
1. Introductory texts use these loosely; Bernard, Wutich, and Ryan tighten them.
1. Getting the levels straight prevents a 'codebook' that is really a tangle of overlapping themes.


2 · Co-construction review (34 min)
Activity 1: Find themes twelve ways
Applied technique, groups  ·  18 min
Materials. A short transcript excerpt; a list of several of the Ryan and Bernard theme-finding techniques (repetitions, metaphors, transitions, similarities and differences, missing data, theory-related material).
Run it:
1. Each group applies two techniques to the excerpt and reports the themes they surface (eight minutes).
1. Groups compare which techniques found which themes.
1. Correct with the notes.
	Prompt to pose (read aloud):
Apply your two assigned techniques to this excerpt and report the themes each one surfaces.


	Facilitator talking points (the content you need):
1. Repetition (what recurs), metaphor (how people figure their experience), and transitions (shifts in the account) are quick, powerful techniques.
1. Similarities and differences (constant comparison) and missing data (what is conspicuously absent) dig deeper.
1. Different techniques surface different themes, which is why analysts use several.


Close. Students note two techniques to apply to their own transcripts.
Activity 2: Build a codebook entry
Workshop, pairs  ·  16 min
Materials. A codebook template (code name, brief definition, full definition, inclusion criteria, exclusion criteria, positive and negative exemplars).
Run it:
1. Pairs draft one full codebook entry for a theme from the excerpt (six minutes).
1. Pairs test the entry by coding a new passage with it.
1. Correct with the notes.
	Prompt to pose (read aloud):
Draft one complete codebook entry, then test it by coding a fresh passage.


	Facilitator talking points (the content you need):
1. A usable code has a crisp definition, explicit inclusion and exclusion criteria, and an example of what does and does not count.
1. Testing the entry on new text reveals ambiguity before it corrupts the whole analysis.
1. Codes should be distinct; overlapping codes signal a category problem.


Close. Students draft a first codebook entry for their capstone.
3 · Question-and-answer clinic (12 min)
Invite the points students flagged in their pre-class prep. The questions below are the ones most likely to come up; model answers follow each so you can field them cold.
Q.  Inductive, deductive, or hybrid coding: how do I choose?
A.  Inductive coding builds codes from the data (good for exploration); deductive coding applies a pre-set framework (good for confirmation or theory-testing); hybrid does both, which is common in practice. Choose by your question: open exploration leans inductive; testing an existing model leans deductive.
Q.  When does intercoder reliability matter, and when is it the wrong measure?
A.  It matters when codes are meant to be applied consistently by multiple coders, as in content analysis or team coding. It is the wrong measure for deeply interpretive, single-analyst work where the goal is depth of meaning, not replication; there, an audit trail and reflexivity serve instead.
Q.  How do I read Cohen's kappa or Krippendorff's alpha?
A.  They correct agreement for chance. Rough guides put kappa above about 0.6 as substantial and above 0.8 as strong; Krippendorff's alpha above about 0.8 is conventionally acceptable, 0.67 tentative. But thresholds are conventions, and high reliability on trivial codes is not a virtue.
4 · Applied exercise — Codebook entry drill: coding a loneliness excerpt (40 min)
Materials. A printed handout with the four short interview excerpts below (nothing to find or download). Optional only: Taguette or R if a pair wants to record their codes in software, but all the text to code is on the handout.
Task (for students). Working from short loneliness-interview excerpts printed on the handout, you will build one structured codebook entry and apply it, then test it on two further excerpts. The point is to write a code definition precise enough that a second coder would tag the same lines you do.
Student instructions:
1. Read the worked excerpt and underline the stretch of talk that seems to carry a single recurring idea (a candidate theme).
1. Name a code for it in two or three words, then write a brief definition (one line) and a full definition (two or three sentences) that say what the code captures.
1. Write an inclusion criterion (what must be present to apply the code) and an exclusion criterion (a near-miss that should NOT get the code), so the boundary is explicit.
1. Choose one positive exemplar (a line the code clearly fits) and one negative exemplar (a line that looks similar but is excluded).
1. Apply your finished entry to the two practice excerpts: for each, decide whether the code applies, mark the exact words, and note in a phrase why it does or does not meet your criteria.
1. Where two ideas overlap in one passage, allow more than one code rather than forcing a single label, and flag any line you would tag with the speaker's own words as an in vivo code.
1. Compare your entry with another pair and note one place your inclusion or exclusion criteria disagree; revise the wording to remove the ambiguity.
Worked example — present to students
Given. Excerpt (P03, widowed, 71): "The phone just doesn't ring anymore. My daughter calls on Sundays, but the rest of the week it's only me and the television. I used to have people dropping by. Now a whole week can go past and I haven't really spoken to a soul, not properly, not about anything that matters."
Solution (walk through on the board):
1. The recurring idea is not sadness as such but the sheer lack of interaction: no calls, no visitors, no real conversation. That is the candidate theme.
1. Code name: ABSENCE OF CONTACT. Brief definition: talk describing a lack of social interaction or company. Full definition: passages where the speaker reports that contact with others is missing, rare, or reduced from a prior level, whether or not they state how it makes them feel.
1. Inclusion: apply when the speaker names a shortfall in contact (no one calls, no visitors, days without speaking to anyone). Exclusion: do NOT apply when the speaker describes an emotional state with no reference to contact (for example "I feel empty" on its own).
1. Positive exemplar: "a whole week can go past and I haven't really spoken to a soul." Negative exemplar: "My daughter calls on Sundays" (this names contact that is present, not absent).
1. Note the overlap: "not properly, not about anything that matters" also gestures at quality of contact, so this line could carry a second code (shallow contact) rather than absence alone; "me and the television" is a candidate in vivo code.
	Answer:
The finished entry tags the lines about an unringing phone and a week without speaking, while deliberately leaving the Sunday call untagged, which shows the inclusion and exclusion criteria are doing real work.


Assignment practice — hand out
Practice 1: apply your code to a new excerpt.  Excerpt (P08, retired, 67): "It is not that I am alone. There are people around me all day at the centre. But I could be in a room full of them and still feel like nobody actually knows me. The talk is all weather and football. Nobody asks how I really am."
Task.  Does your ABSENCE OF CONTACT code apply to this excerpt? Mark the exact words you would (or would not) tag and justify in a phrase using your inclusion and exclusion criteria. If a different code is needed, name and briefly define it.
	Solution (answer key):
ABSENCE OF CONTACT should NOT be applied: the speaker explicitly has people around all day, so there is no shortfall in contact ("There are people around me all day" fails the inclusion test and matches the exclusion of emotional states without a contact shortfall). This excerpt instead needs a distinct code, e.g. UNSEEN IN COMPANY / shallow contact: feeling unknown or unrecognised despite the presence of others. Positive tag: "a room full of them and still feel like nobody actually knows me"; "all weather and football" is a strong in vivo candidate. The teaching point is that loneliness and objective isolation are different constructs and must not collapse into one code.


Practice 2: code a fresh excerpt from scratch.  Excerpt (P14, new mother, 31): "Since the baby I barely leave the flat. My old friends are all out at work or at the pub, doing their own thing, and I can't just turn up with a pram. I message them but it's not the same as actually being there. Some days my husband is the only adult I speak to."
Task.  Build a one-line code definition (name plus inclusion criterion) that fits this excerpt, mark the words it covers, and note one line that is a near-miss you would exclude.
	Solution (answer key):
A defensible code is RESTRICTED ACCESS / barriers to contact: contact reduced by a practical or situational constraint, not by choice or by others' absence. Inclusion: apply when the speaker names an obstacle that limits contact (housebound with a baby, friends unavailable, cannot "just turn up"). Tag: "I barely leave the flat" and "my husband is the only adult I speak to." Near-miss to exclude: "I message them" describes contact that is happening, so on its own it is not a barrier (though "not the same as actually being there" could carry a separate shallow-contact code). Accept any code whose name, inclusion criterion, and tagged lines are mutually consistent.


	What good work looks like:
There is no single correct codebook, but a strong entry has a definition precise enough that a second coder could replicate the tagging, with inclusion and exclusion criteria that actually exclude something. Reward students who keep loneliness (a feeling) separate from absence of contact / isolation (an objective state), who allow more than one code on an overlapping passage, and who spot in vivo candidates in the speaker's own words. Common errors to correct: one-word codes with no definition; inclusion criteria that would tag every line; collapsing the feeling of being unknown-in-company into a simple absence-of-contact code; treating any mention of other people as evidence the code does not apply without checking whether contact is present or absent. The Practice 1 excerpt is the deliberate trap, because P08 is surrounded by people yet lonely.


Debrief. Land the rule in one line: a code is only as good as its boundary, and the boundary lives in the inclusion and exclusion criteria, not the code name. Surface the loneliness-versus-isolation distinction explicitly using P03 against P08, then connect to the capstone, where students will turn several of these entries into a codebook v0.1 and test it across three to five transcripts, watching for exactly the boundary strains they just hit here.
5 · Capstone studio (48 min)
Run it:
1. Open the term-project document to Part 2, Week 5 and read the milestone aloud.
1. Students build a preliminary codebook tested on three to five transcripts and write the accompanying memo.
1. Circulate and check that each code has inclusion and exclusion criteria.
1. Mini-conference prompt: 'Which code blurred into another, and how will you fix the boundary?'
	Source (do not reproduce here):
Refer to the term-project document (Part 2, Week 5) for the brief and rubric.


Exit ticket and preview
Name one code that needs a sharper boundary. Complete the Lesson 6 module before next class.
Instructor preparation
1. Theme-or-code slide; a transcript excerpt; a codebook template.
1. Taguette, the transcripts, and R on lab machines.
1. Open the term-project document to Week 5.


Lesson 6 · Analysis Frameworks and Conceptual Models
Term week 6  ·  Three-hour session
Move from codes to interpretation through memos, triangulation, and conceptual models. This week's milestone is a first conceptual model and an honest account of what does not fit.
Learning objectives
1. Map the analytic landscape of qualitative methods: text-to-counts, text-to-themes, text-to-schemas, text-to-narratives, and text-to-talk, and know when each is the right path
1. Make the move from codes to interpretation that most students skip: write code memos, theoretical memos, and operational memos that function as theory development, not housekeeping
1. Articulate Denzin's four kinds of triangulation (data, investigator, theory, methodological) and explain Richardson's crystallization as a contemporary alternative
1. Build a defensible taxonomy: a hierarchical category system grounded in the data
1. Build a defensible typology: a cross-classification of cases by two or more dimensions
1. Build a defensible process model or concept map: visualize how a phenomenon unfolds or how its parts relate
1. Use R's ggplot2 for a code×participant heatmap and DiagrammeR for a process diagram, not as decoration, but as analytic instruments
1. Complete the capstone milestone: a first conceptual model of loneliness, a 500-word memo justifying it, and an honest account of which transcripts don't fit
Before class (flipped preparation)
Students complete the Lesson 6 module and its narrated walkthrough, attempt the in-module checks and reflection prompts, and bring their notes and term-project materials. No pre-reading beyond the module is required to follow this plan.
Session at a glance
	Time
	Block
	Focus

	0:00 – 0:10
	Arrival and retrieval warm-up
	Low-stakes retrieval on the pre-class module

	0:10 – 0:44
	Co-construction review
	Rebuild the week's key ideas (scripted activities below)

	0:44 – 0:56
	Question-and-answer clinic
	Field the anticipated questions below

	0:56 – 1:06
	Break
	

	1:06 – 1:46
	Applied exercise
	Hands-on task with an answer key below

	1:46 – 2:34
	Capstone studio
	Supervised term-project work (see term-project document)

	2:34 – 2:39
	Exit ticket and preview
	Capture a takeaway; preview next module


1 · Retrieval warm-up — Code memo or theoretical memo? (10 min)
Set-up. Slide with two short memo excerpts, one describing a code, one developing an idea.
Run it:
1. Students label each memo type and say what each is for (three minutes).
1. Surface with the notes.
	What to surface (facilitator notes):
1. A code memo documents what a code means and how it is used (housekeeping that aids reliability).
1. A theoretical memo develops an idea, links codes, and proposes relationships (this is where theory is built).
1. Students often write only code memos; the theoretical memos are where analysis advances.


2 · Co-construction review (34 min)
Activity 1: Map the analytic landscape
Seminar mapping, groups  ·  16 min
Materials. A slide of analytic paths: text-to-counts, text-to-themes, text-to-schemas, text-to-narratives, text-to-talk.
Run it:
1. Groups place each path on a chart and say when each is the right route (six minutes).
1. Groups choose the path that fits the capstone question.
1. Correct with the notes.
	Prompt to pose (read aloud):
Place each analytic path on the chart and say when it is the right route for a question.


	Facilitator talking points (the content you need):
1. Text-to-counts (content analysis) suits comparison and frequency questions; text-to-themes suits description and exploration.
1. Text-to-schemas surfaces shared mental models; text-to-narratives analyses stories; text-to-talk (discourse) studies language-in-use.
1. The question, not habit, should pick the path.


Close. Students note the analytic path their capstone will follow.
Activity 2: Build a defensible model
Workshop, pairs  ·  18 min
Materials. Coded extracts from earlier weeks; the idea of a taxonomy, a typology, and a process model.
Run it:
1. Pairs turn a set of codes into a taxonomy, a typology, or a process model and justify the choice (eight minutes).
1. Pairs identify the cases or extracts that do not fit the model.
1. Correct with the notes.
	Prompt to pose (read aloud):
Turn your codes into a taxonomy, typology, or process model, and name what does not fit.


	Facilitator talking points (the content you need):
1. A taxonomy is a hierarchy of categories; a typology cross-classifies cases on two or more dimensions; a process model shows how something unfolds.
1. The honest move is to name disconfirming cases, not hide them; they sharpen or bound the model.
1. A model grounded in data, with its exceptions stated, is more credible than a tidy one.


Close. Students draft a first conceptual model and a list of non-fitting cases.
3 · Question-and-answer clinic (12 min)
Invite the points students flagged in their pre-class prep. The questions below are the ones most likely to come up; model answers follow each so you can field them cold.
Q.  How do I make the leap from codes to interpretation?
A.  Through theoretical memos that ask what the codes mean together: how they relate, what drives what, what is absent. Codes are raw material; interpretation is the argument you build from them, evidenced by quotes. Most students stall by coding endlessly and never memoing.
Q.  What are the kinds of triangulation, and is more always better?
A.  Denzin named data, investigator, theory, and methodological triangulation; Richardson offered crystallization as a richer alternative that embraces multiple partial views. Triangulation strengthens credibility when sources genuinely converge or their divergence is illuminating, but it is not a box to tick; forcing it can paper over real differences.
Q.  What do I do with cases that do not fit my model?
A.  Treat them as analytic gold. A disconfirming case either bounds the model (it applies only under certain conditions) or forces a revision. Reporting them honestly is a mark of rigour; hiding them is a threat to validity.
4 · Applied exercise — Concept-model lab: from codes to a defensible model (40 min)
Materials. This handout only. A self-contained codebook and a set of short coded interview excerpts on loneliness are provided below. Nothing to search for or install. Bring a pen; a single sheet of paper or a whiteboard is enough to draw a taxonomy, a typology table, and a process model.
Task (for students). Turn a flat list of codes and excerpts into three analytic instruments: a taxonomy that groups the codes, a typology that cross-classifies cases on two dimensions, and a process model that proposes how loneliness unfolds. Each instrument must make a claim about the data and must name at least one case that does not fit.
Student instructions:
1. Read the codebook and the six excerpts below. Underline the code label that best fits each excerpt; an excerpt may carry more than one code.
1. Build a taxonomy: sort the codes into two or three higher-order categories and name each category in your own words. A code that resists grouping is a finding, not a failure, so set it aside and label it an outlier.
1. Build a typology: choose two dimensions that vary across people (for example, duration of loneliness and presence of social contact), draw a two-by-two table, and place each participant in one cell using the evidence in their excerpt.
1. Build a process model: draw three to five boxes showing how loneliness seems to develop or persist over time, and connect them with labelled arrows that state the proposed relationship, not just a line.
1. Interrogate the model: find at least one excerpt that breaks the pattern your process model implies, and write one sentence saying what it threatens and whether the model survives.
1. Write a three-sentence memo that states the main claim each instrument makes and names the case that does not fit.
1. Pair with another student and trade models; check whether a stranger can place a new excerpt using only your taxonomy and typology labels.
Worked example — present to students
Given. Codebook fragment (3 codes): (1) ABSENCE-OF-CONTACT = participant reports few or no interactions; (2) UNMET-CLOSENESS = participant has contact but feels unseen or not understood; (3) WITHDRAWAL = participant stops seeking contact they could have. Excerpts: P1: 'I go days without speaking to anyone.' P2: 'I am surrounded by people at work but no one really knows me.' P3: 'I stopped texting my friends back; it felt pointless.'
Solution (walk through on the board):
1. Assign codes to excerpts: P1 -> ABSENCE-OF-CONTACT (no interactions); P2 -> UNMET-CLOSENESS (contact present, closeness absent); P3 -> WITHDRAWAL (declines available contact).
1. Look for a higher-order split: ABSENCE-OF-CONTACT and UNMET-CLOSENESS both describe a current state of loneliness, while WITHDRAWAL describes a behaviour that may cause or deepen it.
1. Name two categories from that split: a STATES category (absence-of-contact, unmet-closeness) and a BEHAVIOURS category (withdrawal).
1. Test the grouping against a stranger's eye: could someone place a new excerpt, 'I keep busy so I do not have to call anyone,' into BEHAVIOURS? Yes, it is avoidance, so the category holds.
1. Name the case that strains the taxonomy: P2 sits in STATES but hints at a behaviour (not disclosing to coworkers), so it could leak into BEHAVIOURS, which is worth flagging rather than hiding.
	Answer:
A two-category taxonomy (States: absence-of-contact, unmet-closeness; Behaviours: withdrawal) groups the codes and makes the claim that loneliness has both a felt state and a self-maintaining behaviour, with P2 flagged as a borderline case.


Assignment practice — hand out
Practice 1: build a typology.  Four participants from a loneliness study. P-A: widowed, lives alone, almost no weekly contact, says it has felt this way 'for years.' P-B: new graduate, large social circle online, sees friends weekly, says 'this hit me when I moved cities three months ago.' P-C: caregiver at home with a relative all day, almost no contact with anyone else, says 'it crept up over the last year.' P-D: student in a shared house with daily housemate contact, says 'I have felt out of place since first term, two years now.'
Task.  Draw a two-by-two typology using the dimensions DURATION (recent vs long-standing) and SOCIAL CONTACT (low vs high). Place each participant in one cell and name the type each cell represents in a short phrase.
	Solution (answer key):
Cells: (long-standing, low contact) = P-A, an entrenched isolation type. (recent, high contact) = P-B, a transitional loneliness-in-a-crowd type. (long-standing, low contact) also fits P-C, but P-C's onset is recent-ish ('over the last year'), so P-C sits on the duration boundary and is best placed in long-standing/low contact while flagged as a borderline onset case. (long-standing, high contact) = P-D, a chronic unmet-closeness type. The empty cell (recent, low contact) is itself a finding: this sample has no acute-isolation case, which the typology makes visible. Strong answers name P-C as the case that does not sit cleanly on the duration axis.


Practice 2: build a process model and break it.  Three coded excerpts in rough time order. T1 (trigger): 'After my partner died I had no reason to leave the house.' T2 (response): 'I turned down invitations because being around couples hurt.' T3 (consequence): 'Now people have stopped asking, and I feel even more cut off.' A fourth excerpt sits outside this order. T-X: 'I have always been a loner, even as a kid, and honestly I am fine with it.'
Task.  Draw a process model with labelled arrows linking the trigger, response, and consequence, then state in one sentence how T-X threatens the model and whether the model survives.
	Solution (answer key):
Process model: TRIGGER (bereavement) --leads to--> WITHDRAWAL RESPONSE (declining invitations to avoid pain) --leads to--> SOCIAL EROSION (others stop offering) --feeds back to--> deeper loneliness. The arrows must state mechanisms (avoidance, erosion, feedback loop), not just connect boxes. T-X threatens the model because it shows loneliness without a triggering loss and without distress, so it is not part of the same process; the model survives but only as an account of reactive, distressing loneliness, not all loneliness, and T-X should be named as the disconfirming case that bounds the model's scope.


	What good work looks like:
There is no single correct model, but every instrument must make a claim and name a misfit. Strong work groups codes by a stated principle rather than surface wording, chooses typology dimensions that actually vary in the data, and draws process arrows that name a mechanism (cause, deepens, feeds back) instead of a bare line. The disconfirming case is the graded heart of the task: students should treat an excerpt that breaks the pattern as evidence that bounds the model's scope (for example, T-X showing non-distressing lifelong solitude), not as noise to delete. Common errors to correct: a taxonomy that merely re-lists the codes under a new heading; a typology whose two dimensions are really one; a process model that is a flowchart with unlabelled arrows; and any model presented as airtight with no exception named. The empty typology cell in Practice 1 is a teaching moment: absent cells are findings about the sample, not gaps to fill with guesses.


Debrief. Land the rule in one line: a conceptual model earns trust when its exceptions are named, not airbrushed. Push the class on the difference between description (a taxonomy that sorts) and theory (a process model that proposes a mechanism), since this is the move from codes to interpretation most students skip. Connect forward to the capstone: students will build a first model of loneliness from their own coded transcripts and write a memo that, like today, must give an honest account of which transcripts do not fit.
5 · Capstone studio (48 min)
Run it:
1. Open the term-project document to Part 2, Week 6 and read the milestone aloud.
1. Students build a first conceptual model with a justifying memo and an honest account of what does not fit; run a quick peer critique in pairs.
1. Circulate and ask each student which cases their model cannot explain.
1. Mini-conference prompt: 'What is the single relationship at the heart of your model, and what challenges it?'
	Source (do not reproduce here):
Refer to the term-project document (Part 2, Week 6) for the brief and rubric. Next week is the midterm; remind students of the coverage.


Exit ticket and preview
State your model's central relationship and one case that resists it. Review Lessons 1 to 6 for next week's midterm.
Instructor preparation
1. Two memo excerpts; the analytic-landscape slide; coded extracts.
1. R with ggplot2 and DiagrammeR on lab machines.
1. Open the term-project document to Week 6; post midterm coverage.


Midterm Examination
Term week 7  ·  Three-hour session
Administer the midterm on Lessons 1 to 6, then run a supervised capstone studio so the exam week costs no project time.
Session at a glance
	Time
	Block
	Focus

	0:00 – 0:10
	Settle and instructions
	Distribute the paper; state permitted materials and timing

	0:10 – 1:30
	Midterm examination
	Lessons 1 to 6, in the format described in the syllabus

	1:30 – 1:40
	Break
	

	1:40 – 2:50
	Capstone studio
	Collect the due milestone; mid-term project check-in and catch-up

	2:50 – 3:00
	Debrief and preview
	Note return timing; preview the Lesson 7 module


Coverage. An examination covering Lessons 1 to 6 (foundations of qualitative data analysis; research questions, theory and literature; sampling; data collection; themes and codebooks; and analysis frameworks and conceptual models). It combines short-answer items with an applied coding or critique task, and may be set as a take-home applied paper at the instructor's discretion.
Instructor preparation
1. Finalize and proofread the midterm; prepare the marking key.
1. State permitted materials (calculator, one-page aid, or closed-book) on the paper.
1. Bring the milestone checklist to collect and log the due milestone.
1. Coordinate accommodations with the Centre for Accessible Learning.


Lesson 7 · Comparing Variables and Grounded Theory
Term week 8  ·  Three-hour session
Use matrix displays for systematic comparison and run the grounded-theory pipeline. Theoretical saturation and constant comparison are the crux.
Learning objectives
1. Use matrix displays (Miles, Huberman & Saldaña) as a systematic engine for qualitative comparison, conceptually ordered, time-ordered, role-ordered, and code-by-case
1. Read a code-by-case matrix for patterns, anomalies, and informative empty cells
1. Defend the use of counting (“magnitude coding”) inside a qualitative analysis as an analytic move, not a category error
1. Trace grounded theory from Glaser & Strauss (1967) through the Glaserian/Straussian split to Charmaz's constructivist variant (2006, 2014)
1. Execute the grounded theory pipeline: open coding (line-by-line), axial coding (Strauss & Corbin's paradigm model), and selective coding around a core category
1. Apply constant comparison and theoretical sampling as the disciplinary engines that make grounded theory more than freeform interpretation
1. Recognize theoretical saturation as a defensible (and contested) stopping rule
1. Complete the capstone milestone: build a 5–7 code × 8–10 participant matrix OR run an open-coding pass on 4–5 transcripts and write 2–3 grounded memos
Before class (flipped preparation)
Students complete the Lesson 7 module and its narrated walkthrough, attempt the in-module checks and reflection prompts, and bring their notes and term-project materials. No pre-reading beyond the module is required to follow this plan.
Session at a glance
	Time
	Block
	Focus

	0:00 – 0:10
	Arrival and retrieval warm-up
	Low-stakes retrieval on the pre-class module

	0:10 – 0:44
	Co-construction review
	Rebuild the week's key ideas (scripted activities below)

	0:44 – 0:56
	Question-and-answer clinic
	Field the anticipated questions below

	0:56 – 1:06
	Break
	

	1:06 – 1:46
	Applied exercise
	Hands-on task with an answer key below

	1:46 – 2:34
	Capstone studio
	Supervised term-project work (see term-project document)

	2:34 – 2:39
	Exit ticket and preview
	Capture a takeaway; preview next module


1 · Retrieval warm-up — The informative empty cell (10 min)
Set-up. Slide with a small code-by-case matrix that has a conspicuous empty cell.
Run it:
1. Students say what an empty cell (a code absent for a set of cases) tells them (three minutes).
1. Surface with the notes.
	What to surface (facilitator notes):
1. An empty cell is data: a theme absent for a group can be as informative as its presence.
1. Matrices make absence visible, which narrative reading often misses.
1. Patterns, anomalies, and gaps in the matrix drive the next analytic question.


2 · Co-construction review (34 min)
Activity 1: Read a code-by-case matrix
Interpretation, groups  ·  16 min
Materials. A supplied code-by-case matrix (codes as rows, participants as columns).
Run it:
1. Groups read the matrix for patterns, anomalies, and informative empty cells (six minutes).
1. Groups propose one hypothesis the matrix suggests.
1. Correct with the notes.
	Prompt to pose (read aloud):
Read this matrix for patterns, anomalies, and empty cells, and propose one hypothesis it suggests.


	Facilitator talking points (the content you need):
1. Matrix displays (Miles, Huberman, and Saldana) order data so comparison is systematic, not impressionistic.
1. Look for codes that co-occur, cases that cluster, and cells that are surprisingly empty.
1. Counting within a matrix (magnitude coding) is a legitimate analytic move, not a category error, as long as the counts serve interpretation.


Close. Students note a matrix structure for their own comparison.
Activity 2: Trace and run grounded theory
Seminar plus walk-through, pairs  ·  18 min
Materials. A short summary of the grounded-theory variants (Glaserian, Straussian, Charmaz's constructivist) and the pipeline (open, axial, selective coding).
Run it:
1. Pairs distinguish the variants and what each commits the analyst to (six minutes).
1. Pairs order the pipeline and locate constant comparison within it.
1. Correct with the notes.
	Prompt to pose (read aloud):
Distinguish the grounded-theory variants, then order the pipeline and place constant comparison in it.


	Facilitator talking points (the content you need):
1. Open coding fractures the data into concepts; axial coding (Strauss and Corbin) relates them via a paradigm; selective coding integrates around a core category.
1. Constant comparison (comparing each new datum to prior ones) and theoretical sampling are the engines that make it more than free interpretation.
1. Charmaz's constructivist variant treats the resulting theory as co-constructed, not discovered.


Close. Students note whether their capstone will use a grounded-theory pass.
3 · Question-and-answer clinic (12 min)
Invite the points students flagged in their pre-class prep. The questions below are the ones most likely to come up; model answers follow each so you can field them cold.
Q.  Is theoretical saturation a real stopping rule?
A.  It is a defensible but contested one: the point where new data and new coding stop changing the emerging theory. Critics note it can be asserted rather than shown and depends on scope and analyst. Justify it with evidence (what stopped changing), do not just claim a number.
Q.  Is it legitimate to count in qualitative analysis?
A.  Yes, when counting serves interpretation. Magnitude coding (how many cases show a theme) supports comparison and guards against cherry-picking a vivid quote. The error is letting counts masquerade as a survey; report them as analytic aids within a qualitative argument.
Q.  What makes grounded theory different from just coding and theming?
A.  Its disciplinary engines: constant comparison, theoretical sampling (collecting more data to develop the emerging theory), and coding toward a core category. Without those, 'grounded theory' is just thematic analysis wearing the name.
4 · Applied exercise — Reading a matrix, coding an excerpt (40 min)
Materials. Everything needed is printed below: one code-by-case matrix and three short interview excerpts. No transcripts to find and no software required, though a coding sheet or shared document is useful for recording open codes.
Task (for students). Practice the two engines of qualitative comparison from this lesson. First read a finished code-by-case matrix for patterns, anomalies, and informative empty cells. Then run an open-coding pass on a short excerpt and write one grounded memo that names the next case you would sample.
Student instructions:
1. Read the code-by-case matrix below row by row, then column by column, and note where a code is present, absent, or marked with intensity.
1. Flag the strongest pattern across cases and one anomaly (a case that breaks the pattern), then state what an empty cell might mean here: true absence, a topic never raised, or a coding gap.
1. Move to the excerpts and open-code one of them line by line, attaching a short label (two to four words) to each meaningful segment rather than to whole paragraphs.
1. Apply constant comparison: compare each new segment to ones you have already coded and decide whether it extends an existing code or needs a new one.
1. Write one grounded memo (three to five sentences) describing a relationship you see forming between two codes and the next participant or situation you would deliberately sample to test it.
1. Distinguish description from analysis in your memo: a summary restates what was said, a memo proposes a relationship and a way to probe it.
1. Note one place where counting (magnitude coding) would sharpen your reading of the matrix, and one place where it would mislead.
Worked example — present to students
Given. Code-by-case matrix, study of loneliness in older adults (Y = present, blank = absent, H = high intensity). Codes down the side, participants across the top.

                P1   P2   P3   P4   P5
Lost spouse     Y    Y         Y    Y
Reduced mobility Y        Y    H    Y
Digital barrier  Y    Y    Y        Y
Valued by family      Y         Y
Seeks contact         Y         H    Y
Solution (walk through on the board):
1. Read across rows: 'Lost spouse' and 'Reduced mobility' appear in four of five cases, so widowhood and restricted movement co-occur with loneliness as the dominant pattern.
1. Read down columns: P2 and P4 both show 'Valued by family' and 'Seeks contact', and these are the two cases marked for active contact-seeking, hinting that feeling valued and reaching out travel together.
1. Flag the anomaly: P3 has reduced mobility and a digital barrier but does not report loneliness drivers like spouse loss, so this case may represent a different pathway and is worth separating out.
1. Interpret an empty cell: P3's blank under 'Lost spouse' is most likely a true absence, but P4's blank under 'Digital barrier' could be a real absence or a topic never raised, which only a return to the transcript can settle.
1. Weigh counting: noting that four of five cases share two codes is a fair magnitude claim, but the H marks are too few to support any numeric ranking and should stay descriptive.
	Answer:
The matrix points to a widowhood-plus-mobility pattern linked to loneliness, with feeling valued and seeking contact as a possible protective cluster, while P3 stands out as a distinct pathway needing its own theoretical sampling.


Assignment practice — hand out
Practice 1: open-code an excerpt.  Excerpt (P6, widow, age 79): "After he passed I stopped going to the centre. My knee makes the bus hard, and I never learned the video calls my daughter set up. She phones on Sundays. Most days the quiet is the worst part, so I leave the radio on for company."
Task.  Open-code this excerpt line by line with short labels (two to four words each), then name the one code you would carry into the matrix above and say which existing row it matches.
	Solution (answer key):
Reasonable codes: 'withdrawal after loss' (stopped going to the centre), 'mobility barrier' (knee, bus), 'digital barrier' (never learned video calls), 'scheduled family contact' (Sunday phone calls), 'silence as distress' (quiet is the worst part), 'substitute companionship' (radio for company). The code to carry in is 'mobility barrier', matching the existing 'Reduced mobility' row; 'digital barrier' also maps cleanly. Strong work codes segments not whole sentences and separates the contact that exists (Sunday calls) from its insufficiency (quiet still worst), which is the analytic tension.


Practice 2: write a grounded memo.  Two excerpts. P7: "I volunteer two mornings, so I always have somewhere to be and people expecting me." P8: "My son visits weekly but I still feel alone the rest of the week; a visit is not the same as a routine."
Task.  Using constant comparison across P7 and P8, write a three-to-five-sentence memo proposing a relationship between two codes and naming the next case you would sample to test it.
	Solution (answer key):
A defensible memo contrasts 'embedded routine' (P7's volunteering, people expecting her) with 'episodic contact' (P8's weekly visit that does not fill the week) and proposes that regularity of expected contact, not its frequency or warmth, is what buffers loneliness. The relationship: structured, recurring obligation may reduce loneliness more than occasional high-quality visits. Next case to sample: someone with frequent but unscheduled contact, or someone with a fixed solo routine, to see whether expectation or structure is doing the work. Strong memos propose a testable relationship and a deliberate next case rather than summarising what P7 and P8 said.


	What good work looks like:
For the matrix: strong reading states a dominant cross-case pattern, names a genuine anomaly, and treats empty cells as ambiguous (true absence versus unraised topic versus coding gap) rather than as zeros. For open coding: strong work fractures the data into many small concept labels, uses constant comparison to decide new-versus-existing codes, and writes memos that propose relationships and a next sampling target instead of restating content. Common errors to correct: coding whole paragraphs with one broad label; reading an empty matrix cell as a confirmed absence; counting H marks as if they were a ranked scale; and producing memos that summarise rather than theorise. There is no single correct code set, but labels should be groundable in the exact words of the excerpt.


Debrief. Close on the through-line: a matrix compares cases side by side and open coding compares segment to segment, and both are versions of the same disciplinary move that turns codes into findings. Note that informative empty cells and the next-case decision are exactly what students will carry into the capstone constant-comparison memo, where they build their own 5 to 7 code by 8 to 10 participant matrix or open-code their own transcripts.
5 · Capstone studio (48 min)
Run it:
1. Open the term-project document to Part 2, Week 7 and read the milestone aloud.
1. Students complete the matrix or the open-coding pass with grounded memos.
1. Circulate and ask each student what their comparison revealed that single-transcript reading missed.
1. Mini-conference prompt: 'What would you sample next to develop your emerging account, and why?'
	Source (do not reproduce here):
Refer to the term-project document (Part 2, Week 7) for the brief and rubric.


Exit ticket and preview
Name one pattern your comparison revealed. Complete the Lesson 8 module before next class.
Instructor preparation
1. Empty-cell slide; a code-by-case matrix; a grounded-theory summary.
1. Matrix template, R or Taguette, and transcripts on lab machines.
1. Open the term-project document to Week 7.


Lesson 8 · Content Analysis
Term week 9  ·  Three-hour session
Run a content analysis that treats codes as variables without losing the qualitative reading. Manifest versus latent content and reliability are the crux.
Learning objectives
1. Trace content analysis from Lasswell's WWII propaganda studies through Berelson's 1952 codification to Krippendorff's contemporary synthesis
1. Distinguish manifest from latent content and explain why most contemporary content analysis blends both
1. Treat codes as variables, the operational move that turns content analysis into a hybrid quantitative/qualitative method
1. Sample text systematically: choose sampling units, recording units, and context units that match the research question
1. Develop a content-analytic coding scheme that is exhaustive, defensibly exclusive (or explicitly multi-coded), and reliably applied
1. Compute Krippendorff's alpha as the standard reliability statistic and interpret its acceptable thresholds
1. Test hypotheses on content-analytic data using chi-squared, distributional comparisons, and trend analysis
1. Apply dictionary-based and computational content analysis to the loneliness corpus and complete the capstone milestone
Before class (flipped preparation)
Students complete the Lesson 8 module and its narrated walkthrough, attempt the in-module checks and reflection prompts, and bring their notes and term-project materials. No pre-reading beyond the module is required to follow this plan.
Session at a glance
	Time
	Block
	Focus

	0:00 – 0:10
	Arrival and retrieval warm-up
	Low-stakes retrieval on the pre-class module

	0:10 – 0:44
	Co-construction review
	Rebuild the week's key ideas (scripted activities below)

	0:44 – 0:56
	Question-and-answer clinic
	Field the anticipated questions below

	0:56 – 1:06
	Break
	

	1:06 – 1:46
	Applied exercise
	Hands-on task with an answer key below

	1:46 – 2:34
	Capstone studio
	Supervised term-project work (see term-project document)

	2:34 – 2:39
	Exit ticket and preview
	Capture a takeaway; preview next module


1 · Retrieval warm-up — Manifest or latent? (10 min)
Set-up. Slide with two coding decisions, one surface-level (counting a word), one interpretive (coding an implied attitude).
Run it:
1. Students classify each as manifest or latent and say why most analyses blend them (three minutes).
1. Surface with the notes.
	What to surface (facilitator notes):
1. Manifest content is on the surface (explicit words, countable); latent content is the underlying meaning requiring interpretation.
1. Most contemporary content analysis blends both: count what is explicit, interpret what is implied.
1. Naming which you are coding keeps reliability claims honest.


2 · Co-construction review (34 min)
Activity 1: Trace the lineage
Seminar, groups  ·  16 min
Materials. A short timeline: Lasswell's propaganda studies, Berelson's 1952 codification, Krippendorff's contemporary synthesis.
Run it:
1. Groups state what each figure added to content analysis (six minutes).
1. Groups explain the move that turns content analysis into a hybrid method.
1. Correct with the notes.
	Prompt to pose (read aloud):
What did each figure add, and what move makes content analysis a hybrid quantitative-qualitative method?


	Facilitator talking points (the content you need):
1. Lasswell brought systematic study of messages; Berelson codified objective, systematic, quantitative description; Krippendorff reframed it as inference from texts to context.
1. Treating codes as variables (countable, analysable) is the move that makes it hybrid.
1. It keeps qualitative interpretation in the coding scheme while enabling quantitative comparison.


Close. Students note whether a content-analytic count would serve their question.
Activity 2: Design the units and scheme
Clinic, pairs  ·  18 min
Materials. A research question and the unit types (sampling unit, recording unit, context unit).
Run it:
1. Pairs choose sampling, recording, and context units to match the question (six minutes).
1. Pairs draft a small coding scheme that is exhaustive and either mutually exclusive or explicitly multi-coded.
1. Correct with the notes.
	Prompt to pose (read aloud):
Choose your sampling, recording, and context units, then draft a coding scheme that is exhaustive and defensibly exclusive.


	Facilitator talking points (the content you need):
1. Sampling unit is what you select (a transcript); recording unit is what you code (a phrase, a turn); context unit is how much surrounding text you read to code it.
1. A good scheme covers all relevant content (exhaustive) and either avoids overlap or states that multi-coding is allowed.
1. Mismatched units are the most common content-analysis flaw.


Close. Students note the units their content analysis would use.
3 · Question-and-answer clinic (12 min)
Invite the points students flagged in their pre-class prep. The questions below are the ones most likely to come up; model answers follow each so you can field them cold.
Q.  What reliability statistic should a content analysis report?
A.  Krippendorff's alpha is the general standard because it handles multiple coders, missing data, and different measurement levels. Conventionally, alpha above about 0.8 is acceptable and 0.667 is the lowest defensible for tentative conclusions, but treat these as conventions and report the coding scheme that produced them.
Q.  Can I test hypotheses on content-analytic data?
A.  Yes. Once codes are variables, you can use chi-squared tests, compare distributions across groups, or examine trends over time. The caution is that the data are still your codings, so reliability and the coding scheme's validity bound any statistical claim.
Q.  Does counting betray the qualitative spirit?
A.  Not if the scheme is grounded in close reading and the counts serve a real question. Content analysis is explicitly hybrid; the risk is coding superficially to get numbers. Keep the latent-meaning judgement in the scheme, then count what it yields.
4 · Applied exercise — Coding text and checking reliability by hand (40 min)
Materials. This handout (all text and counts are provided below; nothing to search for or download). One copy per pair, plus a calculator or phone for arithmetic. Optional only: R with quanteda if a pair finishes early and wants to reproduce a count computationally.
Task (for students). Work as a pair of independent coders on a short set of social-media posts about loneliness. You will turn a research question into a coding scheme, code the same posts separately, and then measure how well you agreed using both percent agreement and Krippendorff's alpha.
Student instructions:
1. Read the research question and the coding scheme provided below. The recording unit is one post; the variable is whether the post expresses loneliness, coded L (lonely) or N (not lonely).
1. Split into two coders. Without conferring, each coder reads all ten posts in the practice set and assigns L or N to each, writing the codes in a private column.
1. Compare your two columns and count the agreements: the number of posts where both coders chose the same code. Percent agreement is that count divided by ten.
1. Build the marginal totals you need for alpha: count how many L codes were assigned in total across both coders, and how many N codes, so the two totals add to twenty (ten posts times two coders).
1. Compute observed disagreement Do as the number of posts you disagreed on, times two, divided by twenty. Compute expected disagreement De as 2 times (total L)(total N) divided by 20 times 19.
1. Compute Krippendorff's alpha as 1 minus Do divided by De, and interpret it against the common thresholds: alpha at or above 0.80 is reliable enough to report, 0.667 to 0.80 is tentative, and below 0.667 means the scheme needs revision.
1. Where you disagreed, discuss why and propose one concrete wording change to the coding scheme that would have prevented the disagreement.
Worked example — present to students
Given. Research question: how often do posts in a loneliness forum express loneliness directly? Scheme: code each post L if it states or strongly implies the writer feels lonely, otherwise N. Two coders coded the same 10 posts. Their codes, post by post: Coder A = L L N L N N L N L L ; Coder B = L L N L L N L N N L. They agree on 8 of the 10 posts and disagree on post 5 (A said N, B said L) and post 9 (A said L, B said N).
Solution (walk through on the board):
1. Percent agreement: they match on 8 of 10 posts, so percent agreement = 8 / 10 = 0.80. This looks acceptable, but percent agreement ignores agreement expected by chance, so we also compute alpha.
1. Marginal totals: count every code assigned. Coder A used 6 L and 4 N; Coder B used 6 L and 4 N; together that is total L = 12 and total N = 8, which sums to 20 as expected.
1. Observed disagreement: the coders disagreed on 2 posts. For two coders, Do = (2 disagreements x 2) / 20 = 4 / 20 = 0.20.
1. Expected disagreement: De = 2 x (total L) x (total N) / (20 x 19) = 2 x 12 x 8 / 380 = 192 / 380 = 0.505.
1. Alpha: alpha = 1 - (Do / De) = 1 - (0.20 / 0.505) = 1 - 0.396 = 0.604.
	Answer:
Percent agreement is 0.80 but Krippendorff's alpha is only 0.604, which falls below the 0.667 tentative threshold. The scheme is not yet reliable enough to report and should be clarified before coding the full corpus.


Assignment practice — hand out
Practice 1: a three-category sentiment scheme.  Research question: what is the emotional tone of replies offering support? Scheme: code each reply P (positive or encouraging), N (negative or dismissive), or U (unclear). Two coders coded the same 8 replies. Coder A = P N U P N P U N ; Coder B = P N U P P P N N. They agree on 6 of the 8 replies. Across both coders the codes assigned are: 7 P, 6 N, and 3 U (these sum to 16, that is 8 replies x 2 coders). For a three-category nominal scheme alpha is 0.63.
Task.  Report the percent agreement, state whether alpha of 0.63 clears the 0.667 tentative threshold, and give your one-line verdict on whether this scheme is ready to use.
	Solution (answer key):
Percent agreement = 6 / 8 = 0.75. Alpha = 0.63, which is below the 0.667 tentative threshold (0.63 < 0.667), so the scheme is NOT yet reliable. Verdict: revise before use; the U category in particular is doing a lot of work and likely needs a clearer decision rule. Teaching point: as with the worked example, a respectable percent agreement (0.75) still produced a sub-threshold alpha once chance agreement across three categories was accounted for.


Practice 2: the high-agreement, low-alpha trap.  Research question: how often do posts mention a specific person by name? Scheme: code each post L if it names a specific person, otherwise N. Two coders coded the same 10 posts and agreed on 9 of them. The codes are very skewed because naming someone is rare: across both coders, 17 codes were N and only 3 were L (these sum to 20). They disagreed on exactly 1 post. For this skewed binary case alpha = 0.627. Useful values: Do = (1 x 2) / 20 = 0.10, and De = 2 x 3 x 17 / (20 x 19) = 102 / 380 = 0.268.
Task.  Compute percent agreement, then explain in one or two sentences why alpha (0.627) is so much lower than percent agreement (0.90), and say whether the scheme passes.
	Solution (answer key):
Percent agreement = 9 / 10 = 0.90. Check alpha: alpha = 1 - (0.10 / 0.268) = 1 - 0.373 = 0.627, matching the given value. Alpha is far below percent agreement because the categories are heavily skewed toward N: when one category is rare, coders will agree on the common category by chance most of the time, so high raw agreement is unimpressive. Alpha corrects for that and lands at 0.627, below the 0.667 threshold, so the scheme does NOT pass despite the impressive-looking 0.90 agreement. This is the central reason content analysis reports alpha rather than percent agreement.


	What good work looks like:
The numbers must come out as given: worked example percent agreement 0.80 and alpha 0.604; Practice 1 agreement 0.75 with alpha 0.63; Practice 2 agreement 0.90 with alpha 0.627. Strong work computes Do and De correctly, interprets alpha against the 0.667 and 0.80 thresholds rather than eyeballing percent agreement, and proposes a concrete scheme revision tied to an actual disagreement. The single most important point is the gap between percent agreement and alpha: both Practice items have high raw agreement yet fail the alpha threshold, Practice 2 especially because of category skew. Common errors to correct: declaring a scheme reliable on percent agreement alone; forgetting the factor of 2 in Do and De for two coders; treating an unclear or residual category (the U in Practice 1) as if it needs no decision rule. The arithmetic here matches the standard nominal Krippendorff computation, so a pair that reproduces it in R with quanteda should get the same values.


Debrief. Land the rule in one line: a coding scheme earns its numbers only when an independent coder applies it the same way, and Krippendorff's alpha, not percent agreement, is what certifies that. Use Practice 2 to make the chance-correction concrete, then connect forward to the capstone, where students compute alpha on their own coded subset of the loneliness corpus before reporting any counts.
5 · Capstone studio (48 min)
Run it:
1. Open the term-project document to Part 2, Week 8 and read the milestone aloud.
1. Students run a content-analytic pass relevant to their capstone, or document why it does not fit and use an alternative.
1. Circulate and ask each student what their recording unit is.
1. Mini-conference prompt: 'What does the count reveal that close reading alone would not, and what does it miss?'
	Source (do not reproduce here):
Refer to the term-project document (Part 2, Week 8) for the brief and rubric.


Exit ticket and preview
Name your recording unit and one thing counting reveals for your topic. Complete the Lesson 9 module before next class.
Instructor preparation
1. Manifest-or-latent slide; the lineage timeline; a question for the units clinic.
1. The corpus, R, and quanteda on lab machines.
1. Open the term-project document to Week 8.


Lesson 9 · Schema and Narrative Analysis
Term week 10  ·  Three-hour session
Analyse schemas and narratives as distinct objects with their own structural tools. Labov's six-part structure anchors the narrative work.
Learning objectives
1. Trace schema analysis from Bartlett's Remembering (1932) through D'Andrade and Strauss & Quinn to contemporary uses in health research
1. Distinguish schemas, scripts, prototypes, and frames (Goffman, Lakoff) and articulate what each does in social cognition
1. Elicit cultural schemas through free listing, pile sorts, sentence completion, and vignette response, and analyse for them in unstructured interview text
1. Locate the narrative turn in the social sciences (Bruner, Polkinghorne, Riessman) and articulate why narrative is treated as a distinctive analytic object
1. Apply Labov's six-part structural model (abstract, orientation, complicating action, evaluation, resolution, coda) to a personal account
1. Apply Frye/Booker plot structures and use Frank's typology of illness narratives, restitution, chaos, quest, alongside Kleinman's distinction between illness, disease, and sickness
1. Distinguish narrator-self from narrated-self and read evaluative moments as identity work (McAdams)
1. Complete the capstone milestone: schema analysis OR narrative analysis of a subset of the loneliness corpus with quoted evidence and a structural diagram
Before class (flipped preparation)
Students complete the Lesson 9 module and its narrated walkthrough, attempt the in-module checks and reflection prompts, and bring their notes and term-project materials. No pre-reading beyond the module is required to follow this plan.
Session at a glance
	Time
	Block
	Focus

	0:00 – 0:10
	Arrival and retrieval warm-up
	Low-stakes retrieval on the pre-class module

	0:10 – 0:44
	Co-construction review
	Rebuild the week's key ideas (scripted activities below)

	0:44 – 0:56
	Question-and-answer clinic
	Field the anticipated questions below

	0:56 – 1:06
	Break
	

	1:06 – 1:46
	Applied exercise
	Hands-on task with an answer key below

	1:46 – 2:34
	Capstone studio
	Supervised term-project work (see term-project document)

	2:34 – 2:39
	Exit ticket and preview
	Capture a takeaway; preview next module


1 · Retrieval warm-up — Schema, script, prototype, or frame? (10 min)
Set-up. Slide with four one-line examples.
Run it:
1. Students match each term to its example (three minutes).
1. Surface the distinctions with the notes.
	What to surface (facilitator notes):
1. A schema is an organised mental model of a domain; a script is a schema for a sequence of events; a prototype is the most typical instance of a category; a frame (Goffman, Lakoff) is the interpretive lens that defines a situation.
1. These cognitive structures shape how people tell their experience.
1. Schema and narrative analysis read for these structures, not just surface themes.


2 · Co-construction review (34 min)
Activity 1: Elicit a cultural schema
Seminar, groups  ·  16 min
Materials. Elicitation methods (free listing, pile sorts, sentence completion, vignette response) on a slide.
Run it:
1. Groups choose methods to elicit a cultural schema for loneliness and say what each surfaces (six minutes).
1. Groups note how schemas appear in unstructured interview text.
1. Correct with the notes.
	Prompt to pose (read aloud):
Choose elicitation methods for a cultural schema of loneliness and say what each would surface.


	Facilitator talking points (the content you need):
1. Free listing reveals the elements people associate with a domain and their salience; pile sorts reveal how they group those elements.
1. Sentence completion and vignettes surface expectations and norms.
1. In interview text, schemas show up as taken-for-granted assumptions and recurring framings.


Close. Students note whether a schema reading suits their data.
Activity 2: Apply Labov's structure
Structural analysis, pairs  ·  18 min
Materials. A short personal account from the corpus; Labov's six parts (abstract, orientation, complicating action, evaluation, resolution, coda).
Run it:
1. Pairs segment the account into the six parts and locate the evaluation (eight minutes).
1. Pairs read the evaluation as identity work.
1. Correct with the notes.
	Prompt to pose (read aloud):
Segment this account into Labov's six parts and find where the narrator evaluates, which is where identity work happens.


	Facilitator talking points (the content you need):
1. Orientation sets the scene; complicating action is the turning event; evaluation is where the narrator signals the point and their stance.
1. Evaluation is where the narrated self and the narrating self meet, revealing identity work (McAdams).
1. Frank's typology (restitution, chaos, quest) and Kleinman's illness-disease-sickness distinction add interpretive lenses for health narratives.


Close. Students note one narrative in their data worth a structural reading.
3 · Question-and-answer clinic (12 min)
Invite the points students flagged in their pre-class prep. The questions below are the ones most likely to come up; model answers follow each so you can field them cold.
Q.  What is the difference between the narrator-self and the narrated-self?
A.  The narrated-self is the character in the story (who I was then); the narrator-self is the person telling it now (who I am as I tell it). Evaluative moments reveal the narrator-self doing identity work, interpreting past experience for a present audience.
Q.  Why use Frank's illness-narrative typology?
A.  Because it gives names to recurring shapes of illness stories: restitution (I was sick, now I am restored), chaos (no order, ongoing suffering), and quest (illness as a journey with meaning). It helps you see the narrative form, not just the content, and connects to Kleinman's distinction between illness, disease, and sickness.
Q.  How is schema analysis different from theme coding?
A.  Theme coding catalogues recurring topics; schema analysis reconstructs the underlying mental models that organise how people think and talk about a domain. It reads for taken-for-granted structure and association, often using elicitation methods, not just for what is said explicitly.
4 · Applied exercise — Labov segmentation lab: structure beneath an illness narrative (40 min)
Materials. This worksheet. Every narrative you need is printed below; there is nothing to search for or transcribe. Bring a pen and, if you have it, a copy of the six-part Labov scheme (abstract, orientation, complicating action, evaluation, resolution, coda) and Frank's restitution / chaos / quest typology.
Task (for students). Take a short first-person account and segment it with Labov's six-part structural model, marking where the narrator pauses to evaluate. Then read those evaluative moments as identity work and name which of Frank's illness-narrative types the account most resembles.
Student instructions:
1. Read the model narrative (Narrative M) once for sense, then read it again with a pen, drawing a line at each clause boundary.
1. Label each clause or short run of clauses with one Labov function: A (abstract), O (orientation), CA (complicating action), E (evaluation), R (resolution), or C (coda). A clause can carry evaluation while also advancing the action.
1. Underline every evaluative clause and write in the margin what it tells you the narrator wants you to feel or conclude. Evaluation is where the narrator says why the story is worth telling.
1. Decide whether the narrated-self (the person inside the events) differs from the narrator-self (the person now telling it), and note one clause where that gap shows.
1. Name the Frank type the account most resembles, restitution (I was sick, treatment fixed it), chaos (no order, no end in sight), or quest (illness as a journey that taught something), and point to the clause that decides it.
1. Write a two-sentence reading: what structural and evaluative evidence supports your Frank classification.
Worked example — present to students
Given. Narrative M (illness): "Let me tell you about the week I finally went in. I'm forty-one, I'd had the cough since the spring, and I kept telling myself it was nothing. Then one morning I coughed and there was blood, and I just sat on the edge of the bath. I thought, this is it, this is the thing I've been pretending isn't happening. I phoned the clinic that afternoon, which honestly took more nerve than the appointment did. They saw me, ran the tests, and it turned out to be a chest infection, not the thing I'd feared. I'm fine now. But I don't put things off the way I used to."
Solution (walk through on the board):
1. Abstract (A): "Let me tell you about the week I finally went in." This previews the whole account and signals that the point is the going-in, not the diagnosis.
1. Orientation (O): "I'm forty-one, I'd had the cough since the spring, and I kept telling myself it was nothing." Sets the who, when, and the starting stance of denial.
1. Complicating action (CA): "Then one morning I coughed and there was blood... I phoned the clinic that afternoon... They saw me, ran the tests..." The sequenced events that move the story forward.
1. Evaluation (E): "I just sat on the edge of the bath... I thought, this is it... which honestly took more nerve than the appointment did." These clauses suspend the action to tell us the stakes and the fear; the bath image and the nerve comment are the narrator marking why this mattered.
1. Resolution (R): "it turned out to be a chest infection, not the thing I'd feared. I'm fine now." The action resolves: the feared outcome did not arrive.
1. Coda (C): "But I don't put things off the way I used to." Returns us to the present and states the lasting change, doing identity work by recasting the narrator as someone who now acts.
	Answer:
The account is a restitution narrative with a quest inflection: the medical problem is resolved (chest infection, fine now), but the coda reframes the episode as a lesson about facing things, so the narrator-self is wiser than the denying narrated-self. The deciding evidence is the coda, which converts a resolved scare into a changed disposition.


Assignment practice — hand out
Practice 1: a loneliness account.  Narrative P1 (loneliness): "People assume the worst part of living alone is the evenings. It isn't. I moved here for the job two years ago, knowing no one, and at first I was too busy to notice. Then the project ended and the days went quiet. I'd go a whole weekend and realise I hadn't said a word out loud except to thank the bus driver. The strange thing is I'm not unhappy, exactly, I just feel like I've gone slightly invisible, like I could miss a week and nobody would know to ask. I keep meaning to join something. I haven't yet."
Task.  Segment P1 with Labov labels (A/O/CA/E/R/C), underline the evaluative clauses, and say which Frank type it most resembles and why. Note one clause where the narrator-self differs from the narrated-self.
	Solution (answer key):
A: "People assume the worst part of living alone is the evenings. It isn't." (an abstract that also flags the point by correcting an assumption). O: "I moved here for the job two years ago, knowing no one, and at first I was too busy to notice." CA: "Then the project ended and the days went quiet. I'd go a whole weekend and realise I hadn't said a word out loud except to thank the bus driver." E (the heart of it): "The strange thing is I'm not unhappy, exactly, I just feel like I've gone slightly invisible, like I could miss a week and nobody would know to ask." The invisibility image and the hedge "not unhappy, exactly" are pure evaluation, telling us how to weigh the story. There is no clean R; "I keep meaning to join something. I haven't yet." works as a coda that withholds resolution. Frank type: CHAOS, softened. The account resists an ending and offers no fix; the bus-driver detail and "nobody would know to ask" mark ongoing, unresolved disconnection rather than a journey with a lesson. Narrator vs narrated self: the busy, unnoticing self of "too busy to notice" is held at a distance by a present narrator who can now name the invisibility, so the gap shows most in the evaluative "the strange thing is." Accept restitution-in-waiting only if a student argues the coda gestures at a future fix, but the absence of action ("I haven't yet") should pull most readings toward chaos.


Practice 2: a caregiver's account.  Narrative P2 (illness, caregiver): "I was the one who noticed Mum repeating herself. I'm her daughter, the practical one, so of course it fell to me. For about a year I just managed it quietly, the appointments, the lists, the locking of the front door. There was a night she didn't know me, called me by her sister's name, and I went into the kitchen and cried where she couldn't see. I won't pretend it got easier. But somewhere in it I stopped being only her daughter and became someone who could do hard things calmly, and I didn't know I had that in me."
Task.  Segment P2 with Labov labels (A/O/CA/E/R/C), underline the evaluative clauses, and say which Frank type it most resembles and why. Identify the single clause that does the most identity work.
	Solution (answer key):
A: "I was the one who noticed Mum repeating herself." (previews the caregiving role and the theme of being the one who notices). O: "I'm her daughter, the practical one, so of course it fell to me." CA: "For about a year I just managed it quietly, the appointments, the lists, the locking of the front door. There was a night she didn't know me, called me by her sister's name..." E: "and I went into the kitchen and cried where she couldn't see... I won't pretend it got easier." These suspend the action to mark the cost and refuse a false comfort. R/Coda combined: "But somewhere in it I stopped being only her daughter and became someone who could do hard things calmly, and I didn't know I had that in me." Frank type: QUEST. The illness is not cured and the narrator explicitly refuses restitution ("I won't pretend it got easier"), yet the account frames the ordeal as transformative self-discovery, the signature of quest. Most identity work: "I stopped being only her daughter and became someone who could do hard things calmly," which directly remakes the narrated-self into the narrator-self. Mark down any reading that calls this restitution; nothing is fixed, the meaning is in the change to the self, not the resolution of the disease.


	What good work looks like:
There is no single perfect segmentation, but strong work attaches a defensible Labov label to every clause, distinguishes evaluation (why the story matters) from complicating action (what happened next), and treats evaluative clauses as the place where identity work happens. The Frank classification must be anchored to specific clauses, not vibe: restitution needs a fix, chaos resists an ending, quest finds meaning in an unresolved ordeal. Common errors to correct: labelling everything CA and missing evaluation entirely; calling a narrative restitution because it ends on a positive note when nothing was actually cured (P2); forcing a resolution onto an account that withholds one (P1); collapsing narrator-self and narrated-self so the identity reading disappears. The point that separates this from theme coding is that students are reading structure and evaluative stance, not re-labelling content. The three narratives are short and self-contained so the whole class can segment the same text and compare cuts.


Debrief. Put two students' segmentations of P1 side by side on the board and argue the disputed clause boundaries; disagreement about where evaluation starts is the lesson, not a failure. Land the rule in one line: complicating action tells you what happened, evaluation tells you why it was worth telling, and the coda is where the narrator says who the experience made them. Then connect to the capstone: the same six-part cut plus a Frank classification, applied to two or three loneliness-corpus accounts with quoted evidence and a structural diagram, is exactly the milestone, so this lab is a rehearsal for it.
5 · Capstone studio (48 min)
Run it:
1. Open the term-project document to Part 2, Week 9 and read the milestone aloud.
1. Students complete a schema or narrative analysis of a corpus subset.
1. Circulate and ask each student where the evaluation or organising schema sits.
1. Mini-conference prompt: 'What does reading for structure reveal that theme coding missed?'
	Source (do not reproduce here):
Refer to the term-project document (Part 2, Week 9) for the brief and rubric.


Exit ticket and preview
Name the narrative shape or schema you found in one account. Complete the Lesson 10 module before next class.
Instructor preparation
1. Four-term warm-up slide; elicitation-methods slide; a personal account and the Labov framework.
1. A corpus subset on lab machines.
1. Open the term-project document to Week 9.


Lesson 10 · Discourse Analysis
Term week 11  ·  Three-hour session
Study language-in-use through conversation analysis, Goffman, and critical discourse analysis. Jefferson notation and what intelligent verbatim erases are the crux.
Learning objectives
1. Define discourse analysis as the study of language-in-use, what talk does as well as what it refers to
1. Distinguish the three principal strands of discourse analysis: conversation analysis (CA), critical discourse analysis (CDA), and discursive psychology
1. Operate the core machinery of conversation analysis: turn-taking, adjacency pairs, preference organization, repair, and sequence organization
1. Read and produce Jefferson transcription notation as a tool for noticing what intelligent-verbatim transcription has erased
1. Apply Goffman's dramaturgical framework (front-stage / back-stage, footing, face-work) to interview interaction and clinical encounters
1. Identify the three dimensions of Fairclough's critical-discourse framework (text, discursive practice, social practice) and locate medical-discourse examples in each
1. Microanalyze a 20–40 line excerpt from the loneliness dataset using CA conventions
1. Complete the capstone milestone: Jefferson-style re-transcription plus a 500–700 word interactional memo
Before class (flipped preparation)
Students complete the Lesson 10 module and its narrated walkthrough, attempt the in-module checks and reflection prompts, and bring their notes and term-project materials. No pre-reading beyond the module is required to follow this plan.
Session at a glance
	Time
	Block
	Focus

	0:00 – 0:10
	Arrival and retrieval warm-up
	Low-stakes retrieval on the pre-class module

	0:10 – 0:44
	Co-construction review
	Rebuild the week's key ideas (scripted activities below)

	0:44 – 0:56
	Question-and-answer clinic
	Field the anticipated questions below

	0:56 – 1:06
	Break
	

	1:06 – 1:46
	Applied exercise
	Hands-on task with an answer key below

	1:46 – 2:34
	Capstone studio
	Supervised term-project work (see term-project document)

	2:34 – 2:39
	Exit ticket and preview
	Capture a takeaway; preview next module


1 · Retrieval warm-up — What does an adjacency pair predict? (10 min)
Set-up. Slide with a question-answer and an invitation-response example.
Run it:
1. Students state what the second part of each pair is expected to be, and what a dispreferred response looks like (three minutes).
1. Surface with the notes.
	What to surface (facilitator notes):
1. An adjacency pair is a two-turn unit (question-answer, invitation-acceptance) where the first part makes a particular second part expectable.
1. A dispreferred response (a refusal, a non-answer) is typically delayed, hedged, and accounted for.
1. Conversation analysis reads these structures to see what talk is doing, not just saying.


2 · Co-construction review (34 min)
Activity 1: Map the three strands
Seminar, groups  ·  16 min
Materials. A slide naming conversation analysis, critical discourse analysis, and discursive psychology.
Run it:
1. Groups distinguish what each strand attends to and the data it needs (six minutes).
1. Groups match a research aim to the right strand.
1. Correct with the notes.
	Prompt to pose (read aloud):
Distinguish the three discourse strands by what each attends to, and match each to a research aim.


	Facilitator talking points (the content you need):
1. Conversation analysis studies the mechanics of interaction (turn-taking, repair, sequence) from detailed transcripts.
1. Critical discourse analysis studies how language reproduces power and ideology, linking text to social practice (Fairclough).
1. Discursive psychology studies how psychological states are constructed and deployed in talk.


Close. Students note which strand suits an interactional question in their data.
Activity 2: Jefferson clinic
Re-transcribe, pairs  ·  18 min
Materials. A short audio clip or a detailed transcript excerpt and a Jefferson-notation key.
Run it:
1. Pairs re-transcribe a short excerpt in Jefferson notation, marking pauses, overlaps, emphasis, and intonation (eight minutes).
1. Pairs note what intelligent-verbatim transcription had erased.
1. Correct with the notes.
	Prompt to pose (read aloud):
Re-transcribe this excerpt in Jefferson notation and list what the cleaned-up version had erased.


	Facilitator talking points (the content you need):
1. Jefferson notation marks timing (pauses), overlap, emphasis, volume, and intonation that cleaned transcripts drop.
1. Those features carry interactional meaning (a half-second pause before 'yes' can signal reluctance).
1. The exercise shows that transcription conventions decide what can be analysed.


Close. Students note whether their question needs interactional detail.
3 · Question-and-answer clinic (12 min)
Invite the points students flagged in their pre-class prep. The questions below are the ones most likely to come up; model answers follow each so you can field them cold.
Q.  What does discourse analysis add beyond theme coding?
A.  It analyses what language does (claims, accounts, positions, power) and how interaction is organised, not just what topics appear. A theme code might note 'participant discusses stigma'; discourse analysis shows how stigma is enacted, resisted, or managed in the talk itself.
Q.  How do Goffman's ideas apply to interviews?
A.  Goffman's front-stage and back-stage, footing (the stance a speaker takes), and face-work (protecting one's and others' social image) illuminate the interview as a social performance. Participants manage impressions; recognising that prevents reading their accounts as transparent windows onto experience.
Q.  What are Fairclough's three dimensions?
A.  Text (the language itself), discursive practice (how the text is produced and consumed), and social practice (the broader power relations it reflects and reproduces). Critical discourse analysis locates a medical or health example in all three to connect wording to social structure.
4 · Applied exercise — Conversation-analysis microanalysis lab (40 min)
Materials. This handout only. Three short interaction transcripts are printed below, already in Jefferson notation, plus a one-page Jefferson key. Nothing to search for or download.
Task (for students). Microanalyse a short stretch of recorded talk at the level of the turn rather than the topic. Read the provided transcript closely and describe what the talk is doing interactionally, using conversation-analysis machinery (turn-taking, adjacency pairs, preference organisation, repair).
Student instructions:
1. Read the Jefferson key, then read the worked transcript line by line so the symbols stop being noise (overlap, latching, timed pauses, stretched sounds, rising or falling intonation).
1. Number the turns and mark where each speaker takes the floor. Note any overlap, any silence longer than about a fifth of a second, and any point where one speaker latches straight onto another.
1. Identify the adjacency pairs (for example question and answer, invitation and response, assessment and second assessment) and check whether the second pair part is delivered promptly or delayed.
1. Locate preference organisation: a dispreferred response (a declining, a disagreement, a non-answer) is usually marked by delay, a hedge such as 'well', an account, or a softener. Mark each one.
1. Find any repair: a self-correction, a request to clarify, a redoing of a prior turn. State who initiates it and who carries it out (self versus other, and in which turn).
1. Write a short interactional memo of roughly 150 to 200 words that names specific line numbers and explains what the mechanics are accomplishing in the encounter, not what the speakers are talking about.
1. Trade transcripts with a partner and check whether your line-level claims would survive someone else reading the same lines.
Worked example — present to students
Given. Jefferson key (short form): [ ] overlap; = latching, no gap; (0.5) silence in seconds; (.) micropause under 0.2s; : stretched sound; . falling intonation; ? rising intonation; CAPS louder; °soft° quieter; >fast< compressed. 

Transcript (home-visit nurse N, client C):
01 N: would you like me to come back on Thursday then?
02   (0.8)
03 C: .hh well: (.) Thursday’s a bit (0.4) tricky for me
04 N: [oh okay ]
05 C: [my daughter’s ] over Thursdays so=
06 C: =maybe the Friday would be: better?
07 N: Friday’s gr:eat. yeah.
Solution (walk through on the board):
1. Lines 01 and 06/07 form the frame: an offer (a yes-or-no question proposing Thursday) sets up a first pair part that makes acceptance or declining relevant next.
1. The 0.8 second silence at line 02 is the first signal of trouble. A preferred response (acceptance) would normally come fast and without gap; this gap projects that a declining is coming.
1. Line 03 carries the marks of a dispreferred turn: an in-breath (.hh), the hedge 'well:', a micropause, and an account ('a bit tricky') rather than a flat 'no'. The declining is softened and delayed across the turn.
1. The overlap at lines 04 and 05 shows the nurse already conceding ('oh okay') while the client is still giving the reason, so both orient to this as a refusal in progress.
1. Line 06 latches onto line 05 (=) and offers a counter-proposal (Friday), repairing the sequence by keeping the appointment alive rather than letting the declining stand.
1. Line 07 accepts promptly with an upgraded assessment ('gr:eat'), the preferred uptake, closing the negotiation.
	Answer:
The talk accomplishes a face-saving rescheduling: the client declines Thursday through delay, hedging, and an account rather than a bare refusal, then both parties repair the sequence into a Friday agreement. The interest is in the timing and the softening, not in the days named.


Assignment practice — hand out
Practice 1: an other-initiated repair.  Transcript (interviewer I, participant P; loneliness study):
01 I: and when did you first feel: cut off from people?
02   (0.3)
03 P: cut off? (0.5) you mean after my husband or:
04 I: .hh either really, whenever it (.) started for you
05 P: oh:: (1.0) probably after he died yeah
06 I: mm[hm ]
07 P:   [it was] the evenings mostly
Task.  Identify the adjacency pair structure across lines 01 to 05, locate the repair and say who initiates it and who completes it, and write two or three sentences on what the talk is doing interactionally (cite line numbers).
	Solution (answer key):
Adjacency pair: line 01 is a question (first pair part) that makes an answer relevant next, but the answer is deferred until line 05. The repair is other-initiated, self-completed: at line 03 the participant initiates repair on the interviewer's question by partially repeating it ('cut off?') and offering a candidate understanding ('you mean after my husband or:'); the interviewer carries out the repair at line 04 by loosening the question ('either really'); the participant then self-completes the answer at line 05. Interactionally, the 0.3 and 0.5 second silences plus the questioning repeat (line 03) show the question's wording was treated as ambiguous, and the interviewer's broadening (line 04) hands the framing back to the participant, who only then answers. The 1.0 second pause and the change-of-state token 'oh::' at line 05 mark this as freshly worked-out rather than a rehearsed account. Strong answers work at the level of these turns; weak ones simply report that the husband died.


Practice 2: a dispreferred second assessment.  Transcript (friends A and B):
01 A: that new place on Main was really good wasn’t it=
02 A: =the little Thai one
03   (0.7)
04 B: ye:ah (.) it was °alright°
05 A: just alright?
06 B: .hh no it was nice I just (0.4) found it a bit pricey
Task.  Mark the preference organisation in lines 01 to 06: is B's response to A's assessment preferred or dispreferred, and what specific features tell you? Then say in two or three sentences what the sequence is doing (cite line numbers).
	Solution (answer key):
A produces a strong positive assessment with a tag question (lines 01 to 02), which makes an agreeing second assessment the preferred next action. B's response is dispreferred and downgraded: the 0.7 second gap (line 03), the stretched 'ye:ah', the micropause, and the quiet, weak token '°alright°' (line 04) all mark disagreement-by-downgrade rather than open contradiction. A treats this as trouble and pursues it with a repair-style challenge ('just alright?', line 05); B then partly retreats ('no it was nice') but produces the real reservation through a delayed, accounted complaint ('a bit pricey', line 06), again with the dispreferred markers of in-breath, hedge, and pause. Interactionally the sequence negotiates a disagreement while protecting the friendship: B avoids a flat 'no' and packages the criticism softly. The point is the downgrading and delay, not the restaurant.


	What good work looks like:
There is no single right reading, but every claim must be anchored to specific lines and to CA machinery, not to topic summary. Strong work names the mechanism (gap before a dispreferred turn, change-of-state token, other-initiated repair, downgraded second assessment) and shows where in the transcript it occurs. Common errors to correct: paraphrasing the content as if it were an interview answer ('she felt lonely after her husband died') instead of analysing the turns; calling any pause 'repair' when repair has a specific structure (a trouble source, an initiation, an outcome); missing that silence and hedging before a second pair part signal dispreference. For Practice 1 the target is other-initiated, self-completed repair (lines 03 to 05). For Practice 2 the target is a dispreferred, downgraded second assessment with delay, softening, and an account (lines 03 to 06).


Debrief. Land the rule in one line: discourse analysis reads the interaction itself, and the detail that intelligent-verbatim transcription erases (the gaps, the in-breaths, the stretched sounds, the overlaps) is exactly where the action lives. In the capstone, students re-transcribe their own excerpt in Jefferson notation and write the interactional memo, so this lab is the rehearsal for noticing what plain transcription hides.
5 · Capstone studio (48 min)
Run it:
1. Open the term-project document to Part 2, Week 10 and read the milestone aloud.
1. Students produce a Jefferson-style re-transcription and an interactional memo.
1. Circulate and ask each student what the interactional detail reveals.
1. Mini-conference prompt: 'What is being done in this exchange, beyond what is being said?'
	Source (do not reproduce here):
Refer to the term-project document (Part 2, Week 10) for the brief and rubric.


Exit ticket and preview
Name one thing the interactional detail revealed in your excerpt. Complete the Lesson 11 module before next class.
Instructor preparation
1. Adjacency-pair slide; the three-strands slide; an excerpt and a Jefferson key.
1. A corpus excerpt (audio or detailed transcript) on lab machines.
1. Open the term-project document to Week 10.


Lesson 11 · Analytic Induction QCA and Decision Models
Term week 12  ·  Three-hour session
Add configurational and decision logics: analytic induction, qualitative comparative analysis, and ethnographic decision models. The role of the negative case is the crux.
Learning objectives
1. Reconstruct the logic of analytic induction from Znaniecki (1934) through Lindesmith (1947) and Cressey (1953), including the role of the negative case.
1. Apply the analytic-induction procedure to a hypothesis about help-seeking in the loneliness dataset.
1. Articulate Robinson's (1951) critique of analytic induction and how contemporary qualitative researchers respond to it.
1. Explain qualitative comparative analysis (QCA) in Ragin's (1987) original Boolean formulation: configurations, truth tables, sufficiency, and necessity.
1. Distinguish crisp-set QCA (csQCA) from fuzzy-set QCA (fsQCA) and identify when each is appropriate.
1. Connect QCA explicitly to regression-based causal inference (an earlier course L12): combinations sufficient for an outcome vs. net effects of single variables.
1. Build, test, and revise an ethnographic decision tree using Gladwin's (1989) procedure.
1. Complete the capstone milestone: produce a truth table OR a decision tree from the loneliness dataset, plus a 700–900 word interpretive memo.
Before class (flipped preparation)
Students complete the Lesson 11 module and its narrated walkthrough, attempt the in-module checks and reflection prompts, and bring their notes and term-project materials. No pre-reading beyond the module is required to follow this plan.
Session at a glance
	Time
	Block
	Focus

	0:00 – 0:10
	Arrival and retrieval warm-up
	Low-stakes retrieval on the pre-class module

	0:10 – 0:44
	Co-construction review
	Rebuild the week's key ideas (scripted activities below)

	0:44 – 0:56
	Question-and-answer clinic
	Field the anticipated questions below

	0:56 – 1:06
	Break
	

	1:06 – 1:46
	Applied exercise
	Hands-on task with an answer key below

	1:46 – 2:34
	Capstone studio
	Supervised term-project work (see term-project document)

	2:34 – 2:39
	Exit ticket and preview
	Capture a takeaway; preview next module


1 · Retrieval warm-up — The negative case (10 min)
Set-up. Slide: 'In analytic induction, what do you do when you find a case that contradicts your explanation?'
Run it:
1. Students answer and say why the negative case is central, not an annoyance (two minutes).
1. Surface with the notes.
	What to surface (facilitator notes):
1. Analytic induction revises the explanation (or redefines the phenomenon) until it accounts for every case, including the negative one.
1. The negative case drives the analysis forward; you do not discard it.
1. This pursuit of universal coverage is what distinguishes analytic induction from theme counting.


2 · Co-construction review (34 min)
Activity 1: Trace analytic induction
Seminar plus application, groups  ·  16 min
Materials. A short history (Znaniecki, Lindesmith, Cressey) and a candidate hypothesis about help-seeking in the loneliness data.
Run it:
1. Groups reconstruct the analytic-induction procedure and apply it to the help-seeking hypothesis (six minutes).
1. Groups state how they would handle a contradicting case.
1. Correct with the notes.
	Prompt to pose (read aloud):
Apply analytic induction to this help-seeking hypothesis: what do you do when a case does not fit?


	Facilitator talking points (the content you need):
1. Formulate a tentative explanation, test it against cases, and revise the explanation or the definition when a case does not fit, iterating toward universal coverage.
1. Lindesmith and Cressey used it to build tightly-fitting explanations of opiate addiction and embezzlement.
1. Robinson's critique: it establishes necessary conditions but not sufficiency or causal strength on its own.


Close. Students note whether a hypothesis in their data suits analytic induction.
Activity 2: QCA clinic
Truth-table workshop, pairs  ·  18 min
Materials. A small set of cases with present/absent conditions and an outcome; a blank truth table.
Run it:
1. Pairs build a truth table and reason about which conditions are sufficient or necessary for the outcome (eight minutes).
1. Pairs distinguish crisp-set from fuzzy-set QCA.
1. Correct with the notes.
	Prompt to pose (read aloud):
Build the truth table and identify which configurations are sufficient or necessary for the outcome.


	Facilitator talking points (the content you need):
1. QCA (Ragin) looks for combinations of conditions sufficient for an outcome, using Boolean logic across cases, rather than the net effect of single variables.
1. Crisp-set QCA uses binary conditions; fuzzy-set QCA allows degrees of membership.
1. It connects to regression-style inference but asks a different question: which configurations produce the outcome, not which single variable matters on average.


Close. Students note whether a configurational question fits their data.
3 · Question-and-answer clinic (12 min)
Invite the points students flagged in their pre-class prep. The questions below are the ones most likely to come up; model answers follow each so you can field them cold.
Q.  What is Robinson's critique of analytic induction?
A.  Robinson (1951) argued that analytic induction, by only examining cases with the outcome, establishes conditions that are necessary but cannot demonstrate sufficiency or rule out that the conditions also occur without the outcome. Contemporary users respond by also examining negative cases and being modest about causal claims.
Q.  How does QCA relate to regression?
A.  Regression estimates the average net effect of each variable holding others constant; QCA identifies combinations of conditions jointly sufficient for an outcome, allowing for multiple paths and conjunctural causation. They answer different questions, and QCA suits small-to-medium case numbers where configurations matter.
Q.  What is an ethnographic decision model?
A.  A decision tree (Gladwin) that represents the criteria people actually use to make a choice, built from their accounts and then tested against new cases. It formalises folk decision logic and is revised until it predicts most cases' decisions.
4 · Applied exercise — Truth-table and decision-tree lab: configurations behind help-seeking (40 min)
Materials. This slide and a blank sheet (or the provided template) for a truth table and a small decision tree. Everything you need is printed here; nothing to download or search for. A calculator is optional. Work in pairs.
Task (for students). Using a small set of fully provided cases, build a crisp-set truth table to find which combination of conditions is sufficient for an outcome, and which single condition (if any) is necessary. Then test a stated decision rule against its cases and revise it when a case does not fit.
Student instructions:
1. Read the eight worked cases below. Each older adult is coded 1 (present) or 0 (absent) on four conditions and on the outcome H (sought help): D = a recent distress or loss event, T = a close confidant or tie available, M = mobility to reach services, S = prior experience using a service.
1. Sort the cases into a truth table: one row per combination of D, T, M, S that actually appears, and write the outcome H for that row. Flag any row where two cases share the same conditions but differ on H (a contradiction); here there are none, but always check.
1. Test necessity: for each condition, ask whether every case with H = 1 also has that condition = 1. A condition is necessary if it is present in all positive cases (consistency 1.00).
1. Test sufficiency of single conditions, then of two-condition combinations: a configuration is sufficient when every case showing it has H = 1. Write each sufficient configuration as a Boolean product (for example D times T).
1. Combine the sufficient configurations into a solution with the plus sign for logical OR, factor out any shared term, and state in words which combinations lead to help-seeking and which necessary condition gates them all.
1. Switch to the decision-tree route: read the stated rule and its cases in the assignments, draw the rule as a branching tree, run each case through it, and mark any case whose observed outcome the tree gets wrong.
1. Revise the tree so it fits the misfitting case by adding or reordering a condition, then write two sentences on what the revision reveals about the real decision.
Worked example — present to students
Given. Eight older adults, coded 1/0 on D (distress/loss event), T (close tie), M (mobility), S (prior service use), and outcome H (sought help). P1: D1 T1 M0 S0 -> H1. P2: D1 T0 M0 S1 -> H1. P3: D1 T1 M1 S1 -> H1. P4: D1 T0 M1 S0 -> H0. P5: D1 T0 M0 S0 -> H0. P6: D0 T1 M1 S1 -> H0. P7: D1 T1 M1 S0 -> H1. P8: D0 T0 M1 S0 -> H0.
Solution (walk through on the board):
1. Necessity: the four positive cases are P1, P2, P3, P7. All four have D = 1, so D (a distress or loss event) is necessary (consistency 4/4 = 1.00). T, M, and S each appear in only some positive cases, so none of them is necessary.
1. D is not sufficient on its own: P4 and P5 both have D = 1 but H = 0, so distress alone gives consistency 4/6 = 0.67. Necessary does not mean sufficient.
1. Two-condition configurations: every case with D = 1 and T = 1 (P1, P3, P7) has H = 1, so D times T is sufficient (3/3 = 1.00). Every case with D = 1 and S = 1 (P2, P3) has H = 1, so D times S is sufficient (2/2 = 1.00). By contrast D times M is only 2/3 = 0.67 because P4 fails, so mobility added to distress is not enough.
1. Solution: H = D times T + D times S, which factors to H = D times (T + S). Reading the cases through this expression reproduces all eight outcomes with no error.
1. Coverage: D times T and D times S together account for all four positive cases (coverage 4/4 = 1.00), so the two paths are jointly sufficient and there are no unexplained positive cases.
	Answer:
Help-seeking follows H = D times (T + S): a distress event is necessary, and on top of it either a confidant or prior service experience completes a sufficient path. Distress alone, or distress plus only mobility, does not produce help-seeking.


Assignment practice — hand out
Practice 1: a QCA truth table for program completion.  Six clients in a housing-first program, coded 1/0 on P (stable income), C (continuous case manager), Hh (stable housing secured), R (peer relationships), and outcome G (completed the program). C1: P1 C1 Hh1 R0 -> G1. C2: P0 C1 Hh1 R1 -> G1. C3: P1 C1 Hh1 R1 -> G1. C4: P0 C0 Hh1 R1 -> G0. C5: P1 C1 Hh0 R0 -> G0. C6: P0 C1 Hh1 R0 -> G1.
Task.  Build the truth table. Name any necessary condition (present in every G = 1 case). Then find a two-condition configuration that is sufficient for G (every case showing it has G = 1), write it as a Boolean product, and state its coverage of the positive cases.
	Solution (answer key):
Positive cases: C1, C2, C3, C6. Necessity: C (continuous case manager) is in all four positives (4/4 = 1.00) and Hh (stable housing) is in all four positives (4/4 = 1.00), so both C and Hh are necessary; P and R each appear in only two positives, so neither is necessary. Sufficiency: neither C alone (4/5 = 0.80, C5 fails) nor Hh alone (4/5 = 0.80, C4 fails) is sufficient, but the configuration C times Hh is present in C1, C2, C3, C6 and every one has G = 1, so C times Hh is sufficient (4/4 = 1.00). Solution G = C times Hh, coverage 4/4 = 1.00. The teaching point: two conditions that are each necessary but not individually sufficient combine into one sufficient configuration.


Practice 2: testing and revising a decision tree.  Interviews with smallholder farmers suggest this rule for adopting a drought-resistant seed: if the seed is affordable, adopt; otherwise, if a trusted neighbor used it successfully, adopt; otherwise do not adopt. Each case is coded on A (affordable) and N (trusted neighbor's success), with the observed decision. F1: A1 N0 -> adopt. F2: A0 N1 -> adopt. F3: A0 N0 -> do not adopt. F4: A1 N1 -> adopt. F5: A0 N1 -> do not adopt.
Task.  Draw the stated rule as a decision tree, run all five cases through it, and identify the case the tree predicts wrongly. Propose one added condition that would resolve the misfit, and say in one sentence what the negative case reveals about the real decision.
	Solution (answer key):
The stated tree is equivalent to ADOPT = A + N (affordable OR trusted-neighbor success). It fits F1, F2, F3, F4 but predicts adopt for F5 (A0, N1), whereas F5 did not adopt. F5 is the negative case that breaks the simple rule. Resolution: add a third condition that distinguishes F2 from F5, for example W = water or irrigation access, so the neighbor branch becomes 'if trusted-neighbor success AND own water access, adopt; else do not'. This is analytic induction in miniature: the negative case forces the rule to be narrowed (a scope condition added) rather than abandoned, and it shows a trusted neighbor's success only sways the decision when the farmer can also act on it.


	What good work looks like:
Worked solution is H = D times (T + S): D is the single necessary condition (4/4), it is not sufficient alone (4/6), and the sufficient paths are D times T (3/3) and D times S (2/2), jointly covering all positives. Practice 1: both C and Hh are necessary (4/4 each), neither is sufficient alone (4/5), and C times Hh is the sufficient configuration (4/4), solution G = C times Hh. Practice 2: the stated tree equals ADOPT = A + N and misfits F5; the fix narrows the neighbor branch with a scope condition. Mark students up for reading combinations rather than ranking single variables, for separating necessity from sufficiency, and for treating a misfitting case as a reason to revise the rule. Common errors to correct: declaring a necessary condition sufficient (the D-alone and C-alone traps), reading a truth table as a list of single-variable effects, and discarding the negative case instead of using it to refine the model.


Debrief. Close on the contrast with regression. Regression estimates the average net effect of each variable holding others constant; QCA asks which whole combinations are sufficient for the outcome and whether any condition is necessary, so the same data can show that distress matters only in combination with a tie or prior service, not as an independent additive push. Link this to the capstone: students will code their own conditions from the loneliness accounts, build a truth table or decision tree, and use any negative case the way Cressey and Lindesmith did, to tighten the explanation rather than average it away.
5 · Capstone studio (48 min)
Run it:
1. Open the term-project document to Part 2, Week 11 and read the milestone aloud.
1. Students produce the truth table or decision tree and the interpretive memo.
1. Circulate and ask each student which configuration or decision path their data support.
1. Mini-conference prompt: 'What does a configurational view add to your earlier thematic findings?'
	Source (do not reproduce here):
Refer to the term-project document (Part 2, Week 11) for the brief and rubric.


Exit ticket and preview
Name one configuration or decision path your data support. Complete the Lesson 12 module before next class.
Instructor preparation
1. Negative-case slide; the analytic-induction history; cases and a blank truth table.
1. The coded dataset and a template on lab machines.
1. Open the term-project document to Week 11.


Lesson 12 · Computational Text and LLM Analysis
Term week 13  ·  Three-hour session
Apply computational text analysis and a disciplined LLM-assisted workflow, then assemble the final paper. Disclosure and validation of automated coding are the crux.
Learning objectives
1. Apply keyword-in-context (KWIC), word-frequency, keyness, and collocation analysis to interview corpora using quanteda
1. Distinguish TF-IDF, keyness (chi-squared/log-likelihood), and raw frequency, and select the right measure for the analytic question
1. Conduct cultural domain analysis, free listing (with Smith's salience), pile sorts (with MDS), triad tests, and the Romney-Weller-Batchelder consensus model
1. Build a term co-occurrence network, compute centrality and community structure, and visualize it with igraph
1. Articulate the opportunities and risks of LLM-assisted qualitative coding, speed, scale, reproducibility, hallucination, prompt drift, bias amplification
1. Design a calibration-and-validation workflow for LLM coding using a hand-coded reference set and Krippendorff's alpha
1. Write a prompt that applies a project codebook reliably to a transcript, and audit the resulting codings
1. Disclose the use of LLM tools defensibly in a methods section
1. Submit the final this course capstone paper in journal-article format, with codebook, audit trail, and positionality statement
Before class (flipped preparation)
Students complete the Lesson 12 module and its narrated walkthrough, attempt the in-module checks and reflection prompts, and bring their notes and term-project materials. No pre-reading beyond the module is required to follow this plan.
Session at a glance
	Time
	Block
	Focus

	0:00 – 0:10
	Arrival and retrieval warm-up
	Low-stakes retrieval on the pre-class module

	0:10 – 0:44
	Co-construction review
	Rebuild the week's key ideas (scripted activities below)

	0:44 – 0:56
	Question-and-answer clinic
	Field the anticipated questions below

	0:56 – 1:06
	Break
	

	1:06 – 1:46
	Applied exercise
	Hands-on task with an answer key below

	1:46 – 2:32
	Capstone studio
	Supervised term-project work (see term-project document)

	2:32 – 2:37
	Exit ticket and preview
	Capture a takeaway; preview next module


1 · Retrieval warm-up — Which measure? (10 min)
Set-up. Slide naming raw frequency, TF-IDF, and keyness.
Run it:
1. Students match each measure to the question it answers best (three minutes).
1. Surface with the notes.
	What to surface (facilitator notes):
1. Raw frequency counts occurrences; TF-IDF down-weights words common across all documents to surface distinctive ones; keyness compares a target corpus to a reference to find over-represented words.
1. The right measure depends on whether you want prevalence, distinctiveness, or comparison.
1. Picking the wrong one produces a true but irrelevant list.


2 · Co-construction review (34 min)
Activity 1: Measure-selection clinic
Match, groups  ·  16 min
Materials. Several analytic questions and the measures (KWIC, word frequency, keyness, collocation).
Run it:
1. Groups match each question to a measure and justify it (six minutes).
1. Groups state what each measure cannot tell them.
1. Correct with the notes.
	Prompt to pose (read aloud):
Match each question to the right computational measure and name its blind spot.


	Facilitator talking points (the content you need):
1. Keyword-in-context (KWIC) preserves meaning by showing words in their surrounding text; frequency and keyness strip context.
1. Collocation reveals words that co-occur more than chance, hinting at framings.
1. All computational measures need qualitative reading to interpret; they locate, they do not explain.


Close. Students note which computational measure would aid their capstone.
Activity 2: LLM-assisted coding: opportunities and risks
Seminar plus design, pairs  ·  18 min
Materials. A short scenario of using an LLM to apply a codebook to transcripts.
Run it:
1. Pairs list the opportunities (speed, scale, consistency) and risks (hallucination, prompt drift, bias amplification) (six minutes).
1. Pairs design a calibration-and-validation step against a hand-coded reference set.
1. Correct with the notes.
	Prompt to pose (read aloud):
List the opportunities and risks of LLM-assisted coding, then design a step that validates it against human coding.


	Facilitator talking points (the content you need):
1. Opportunities: speed and scale, and reproducible application of a fixed prompt.
1. Risks: hallucinated codes, drift as prompts or context change, and amplification of the model's biases.
1. Validation: hand-code a reference subset, run the LLM on the same subset, and compute agreement (Krippendorff's alpha) before trusting it at scale.


Close. Students note whether and how they would use an LLM, with a validation plan.
3 · Question-and-answer clinic (12 min)
Invite the points students flagged in their pre-class prep. The questions below are the ones most likely to come up; model answers follow each so you can field them cold.
Q.  How do I disclose LLM use in a methods section?
A.  State which tool and version, exactly what task it did (applying a codebook, summarising), the prompt strategy, and the validation against human coding with the agreement achieved. Disclosure plus validation is what makes LLM-assisted coding defensible rather than a black box.
Q.  How do I audit LLM codings?
A.  Compare them to a hand-coded reference set with a reliability statistic, inspect disagreements qualitatively, check for systematic errors (a code over-applied), and re-test if the prompt or model changes. Treat the LLM as an unreliable junior coder that must be checked, not trusted.
Q.  What is the consensus model in cultural domain analysis?
A.  The Romney-Weller-Batchelder cultural consensus model estimates a culturally shared answer key and each informant's competence from their agreement patterns, useful when you want to know whether a domain is shared and who knows it best. It is the quantitative end of the schema and cultural-domain work.
4 · Applied exercise — Coding by machine: computing text measures and validating an LLM (40 min)
Materials. This handout (everything needed is printed below: a six-excerpt corpus, two tabulated count tables, and two LLM-versus-human coding sets). A calculator or phone. Optional only: R with quanteda and igraph if a pair wants to reproduce a result, but no figures are required from software and nothing is to be searched for online.
Task (for students). Work with text the way a computer does and then judge whether a machine coded it well. Read a short interview corpus by hand to produce keyword-in-context lines and word counts, then compare a language model's codings against a human reference set and report how far the two agree.
Student instructions:
1. Read the six-excerpt corpus below and build a keyword-in-context (KWIC) display for the node word wait: for every exact occurrence, write the two words to its left and the two words to its right.
1. Count the raw frequency of the related forms wait, waiting, and waited across the whole corpus, and note in one line whether treating them as one concept would change the picture.
1. Using the provided rural-versus-urban count table, work out each word's rate per 1000 tokens in each subcorpus and the target-to-reference ratio, then name the two words most distinctive of the rural excerpts.
1. Turn to the coding set: for the eight excerpts, compare the human code and the language-model code for the single category negative affect, and mark each pair as agree or disagree.
1. Compute simple percent agreement (agreements divided by eight) and lay out the two-by-two table of human-yes/no against model-yes/no.
1. From that table compute Cohen's kappa, then write one sentence stating whether you would trust this model to pre-code the full corpus and what you would check first.
1. Note one disclosure line you would put in a methods section describing how the model was used and validated.
Worked example — present to students
Given. Corpus (six excerpts about waiting for care). P1: I waited months for the appointment and the waiting felt endless. P2: the wait was long but the nurse was kind and the staff were kind. P3: I felt anxious waiting alone and no one explained the wait. P4: the appointment came fast once I waited on the phone line. P5: waiting rooms are cold and the wait makes the anxiety worse. P6: kind staff made the long wait easier to bear somehow. Coding set (8 excerpts, category negative affect): human codes Y,Y,N,Y,N,Y,N,N; model codes Y,Y,N,N,N,Y,Y,N.
Solution (walk through on the board):
1. KWIC for the exact node wait, window of two: P2 the [wait] was long; P3 explained the [wait]; P5 and the [wait] makes the; P6 the long [wait] easier to. The lines show wait sits beside long and beside the affect words that follow it.
1. Raw counts: wait = 4, waiting = 3, waited = 2. Folded into one concept the idea of waiting appears nine times, which is the dominant theme; keeping them separate hides that because no single form looks frequent on its own.
1. Coding comparison, pair by pair: positions 1,2,3,5,6,8 agree and positions 4 and 7 disagree, so agreements = 6 of 8, percent agreement = 0.75.
1. Two-by-two table: both yes = 3, both no = 3, human-yes/model-no = 1, human-no/model-yes = 1. Observed agreement po = 6/8 = 0.75.
1. Expected agreement by chance: human says yes 4/8 = 0.50 and model says yes 4/8 = 0.50, so pe = (0.50 x 0.50) + (0.50 x 0.50) = 0.50; kappa = (0.75 - 0.50) / (1 - 0.50) = 0.25 / 0.50 = 0.50.
1. Reading: the one miss and one false positive are not random noise; both sit on emotionally ambiguous excerpts, which is exactly where a model needs human checking.
	Answer:
Percent agreement is 0.75 and Cohen's kappa is 0.50, only moderate, so the model should not pre-code the full corpus unchecked; the disagreements cluster on ambiguous affect, so a human should adjudicate those cases before trusting the codings.


Assignment practice — hand out
Practice 1: distinctive words by hand.  A second pair already tabulated raw counts for five words across two equally sized subcorpora of clinic interviews, each 200 tokens. Rural subcorpus then urban subcorpus: travel 18 and 4; wait 10 and 9; kind 6 and 7; distance 12 and 2; phone 3 and 11.
Task.  For each word compute its rate per 1000 tokens in each subcorpus and the rural-to-urban ratio, then name the two words most distinctive of the rural excerpts and the one most distinctive of the urban excerpts, and say in one sentence why a raw count alone could mislead here.
	Solution (answer key):
Both subcorpora are 200 tokens, so rate per 1000 = count x 5. Rural rates: travel 90, wait 50, kind 30, distance 60, phone 15. Urban rates: travel 20, wait 45, kind 35, distance 10, phone 55. Ratios (rural/urban): distance 60/10 = 6.0; travel 90/20 = 4.5; wait 50/45 = 1.11; kind 30/35 = 0.86; phone 15/55 = 0.27. Most distinctive of rural: distance (6.0x) and travel (4.5x). Most distinctive of urban: phone (lowest ratio, 0.27, i.e. about 3.7x more common urban). Here totals are equal so raw counts happen to track the rates, but if the subcorpora differed in size a raw count would conflate how often a word appears with how big the subcorpus is, which is why keyness works on relative rates rather than counts.


Practice 2: a second model run to validate.  A different language-model run coded the same negative affect category on a fresh set of ten excerpts against a human reference. Excerpt by excerpt, human then model: 1 Y/Y, 2 Y/Y, 3 N/N, 4 N/N, 5 Y/Y, 6 Y/N, 7 N/N, 8 N/Y, 9 Y/Y, 10 N/N.
Task.  Compute percent agreement, build the two-by-two table (both yes, both no, human-yes/model-no, human-no/model-yes), and state in one sentence whether this run is more or less trustworthy than the worked example and why.
	Solution (answer key):
Agreements: positions 1,2,3,4,5,7,9,10 agree; positions 6 and 8 disagree; 8 of 10 agree, so percent agreement = 0.80. Two-by-two table: both yes = 4, both no = 4, human-yes/model-no = 1 (position 6, a miss), human-no/model-yes = 1 (position 8, a false positive). This run is more trustworthy than the worked example: percent agreement is higher (0.80 versus 0.75) and the errors are still only one miss and one false positive but over a larger set, so the same error pattern carries proportionally less weight. (For the curious: kappa here is also 0.60, above the worked example's 0.50, confirming the improvement is not just from a larger denominator.)


	What good work looks like:
Reward students who read computational output as evidence rather than as a finished result. On KWIC and counts: the strong move is folding wait, waiting, and waited into one concept and noticing it is the dominant theme, and reading the KWIC lines for what wait co-occurs with rather than just confirming the count. On keyness: the rate per 1000 is count x 5 because each subcorpus is 200 tokens; insist on the ratio, not the raw count, and accept distance and travel as the rural-distinctive pair and phone as urban-distinctive. On validation: percent agreement in the worked example is 6/8 = 0.75 and kappa is exactly 0.50 because pe = 0.50; in Practice 2 agreement is 8/10 = 0.80 and kappa is 0.60. Common errors to correct: reporting only percent agreement and ignoring that chance agreement is high when a category is near fifty-fifty; treating a moderate kappa as good enough to automate coding; computing keyness from raw counts when subcorpus sizes differ; and accepting model codes with no human-adjudicated reference at all.


Debrief. Land the rule in one line: computation locates and scales, but a measure is only as trustworthy as the human reference you validate it against. Tie it back to the capstone, where the codebook, the audit trail, and a stated agreement figure are what let a reader trust an LLM-assisted analysis, and where a one-sentence disclosure of how the model was used and checked belongs in the methods section.
5 · Capstone studio (46 min)
Run it:
1. Open the term-project document to Part 3 (the final qualitative analysis paper and analytic portfolio) and read the requirements and rubric aloud.
1. Students assemble the journal-format paper with the codebook, audit trail, and positionality statement, revisiting the Week 1 reflexivity memo.
1. Circulate and confirm each paper's claims are backed by quoted evidence and an auditable trail.
1. Remind students of the peer-review step and the final deadline.
	Source (do not reproduce here):
Use the term-project document (Part 3) for the final-deliverable template and rubric. The paper, analytic portfolio, and peer review are due as specified there.


Exit ticket and preview
State your paper's main finding in one sentence and the evidence that grounds it. Review Lessons 7 to 12 for the final examination.
Instructor preparation
1. Which-measure slide; questions for the measure clinic; an LLM-coding scenario.
1. The corpus, R, quanteda, igraph, and LLM access on lab machines; a hand-coded reference subset.
1. Open the term-project document to Part 3.


Final Examination
Examination period  ·  Scheduled by the Registrar
Coverage. An examination in the formal examination period covering Lessons 7 to 12 (comparison and grounded theory; content analysis; schema and narrative analysis; discourse analysis; analytic induction, QCA and decision models; and computational and LLM-assisted analysis). It combines applied analysis with method critique, and may be set as a take-home applied paper at the instructor's discretion.
Term project. The final The Qualitative Analysis Paper and Analytic Portfolio deliverable and the peer review are due at the end of term, as set out in the term-project document. Hold studio time in the final teaching week for assembly.
Instructor preparation
1. Prepare the final examination and marking key for Lessons 7 to 12.
1. Confirm the Registrar-scheduled date, time, and room.
1. Open the final-deliverable and peer-review rubrics (term-project document).
1. Coordinate accommodations with the Centre for Accessible Learning.
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