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Data Analysis 
I used Strauss and Corbin’s (1998) approach as the primary source for developing 

pertinent codes for my data set. I used their constant comparative method to identify the 
strong themes and the relationships between the themes that were prevalent across 
multiple data sources. The exact steps I took are outlined in Figure 1, and will be 
discussed below. Steps 1 to 3 represent an effort to create a valid set of codes, Steps 4 to 
6 were efforts taken in maintaining a reliable set of codes, and Steps 7 to 9 were efforts 
taken for identifying the overarching findings after the thematic analysis. 
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Step 5
Compared codes, 547
nodes  were in
agreement
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Step 8
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Step 7
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Identifying Overarching Findings

 
 

Figure 1. Data Analysis Methodology 
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In preparing to develop a valid coding scheme, I reread the data transcripts several 
times. Ideas for possible codes gradually developed during these numerous engagements 
with the data. Once the list of possible codes was saturated, I began the free coding 
process using Nud*ist 4.0.  

In Step 2, a list of codes from Step 1 was prepared to test code validity. I tested 
the validity of the codes and their definitions by working with a colleague. She and I 
separately coded selected interview transcripts, observation notes, and documents and 
compared the results. During this coding process, both of us modified, added, and deleted 
any codes that did not fit well with the sample data set. In Step 3, my colleague and I 
examined both of our codes and definitions. Then we created a list of meta-codes, codes, 
and definitions that we agreed portrayed the prevalent and mutually exclusive themes in 
the sample data set. 

To test the reliability of the developed codes, a third coder and I separately coded 
a sample set of interview transcripts, observation notes, and documents. For the purpose 
of this test, every sample document was parsed into sentence units. There were a total of 
637 parsed sentences or nodes.  

In Step 5, I examined and compared the coding made by the third coder and 
myself. When we found that more than one code was applicable to a node we discussed 
which pool of nodes was agreeable in each situation. We agreed on 547 nodes and 
disagreed on 90 nodes. Finally, in Step 6, the third coder and I discussed the 90 disagreed 
nodes. Unintentional errors made both by the third coder and I were identified, and we 
agreed that there were ambiguous code definitions that caused us to code nodes 
differently. 

The entire data set was coded using Nud*ist 4.0, as indicated in Step 7. The tree 
structure of the codes in Nud*ist was created based on the modified list of meta-codes 
and codes in Step 6. In Step 8 every coded node was printed and filed in a binder. I reread 
the printed nodes several times. In Step 9 I identified the overarching findings for both 
cases that explained how TICKIT complemented teachers’ work life. 
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