Chapter Five

Analyzing Data in Institutional
Ethnography

Once you hay
e collected your data, you are confronted with the problem of

what to do with
st be\;:rt:;n. Some sense 7ust be made of it. Although making sense is the
ethn COnCTCHIE any research, the particular aims of institutional

ograph dir X
Y direct the kind of sense that is to be made. Also, the task of pre-

senting the research ding
& a research re (frt - : . co.herenﬂy and persuasively, perhaps as a thesis or
th port or article, is part of doing this kind of analysis. In writing

[ anal : )
but alsoyilz;z?nuf goal is to fnake the research product not only understandable
525 on the bas; cing. Analysis means deciding what you are going to be able to
your restaxc;s:sl :)f]:;ie data YOu. have co]-lc.cted. Buta convinciflig pres.enta.tion of
g how 1o T es on havmg or gaining the necessary writing skills, includ-
mentals of & e an' 'tl.rgumer.;t, Like any qualitative research writing, du': funda-
By this st $4y writing are important to making your account persuasive.
itself ap age, the story to be told from your data has already begun to m?kc
suggCStel;arent — that is, if you have followed the approach to daté collccuor;
the Wotkinhere' This whole book has been 2 preparation for your discovcrly o
This noy; gs. of social relations in everyday life that you hav<.: wanted to exphof:;
daty a:::on is part of the conceptual framework that has guided youi: scarcdua-
your subsequent analysis. You have collected data on peop e con

e o i -dav activities arc
. lives, and have begun to understand that their everyday ;
make those connections

This next step is analy-
integral part

Some X "
i how being coordinated. Now you must begin t©
s1 ey implications explicit for others to understand. oo is an
s. ting
Your task is to enable others to sc€ what you s€é; 5O we
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Mapping Social Relations

lytic work. As you begin to write, you must mainta%n‘youl- im"ifesfin
of your analytic w ing in the settings you have been examining, Explication
what is acmall?' h:fppemﬂgal ic practicc that institutional CthnOgtaphets Mugt
of that Zcmahtyol: :1}:: :1: ai’:cll outs of that learning appear next.

learn, and some

ina From Data to Data Analysis: What Path to Follg\(v?
PROHIE T find the data-collection phase of ethnograph?’ exciting but
i u; doing the analysis. It is likely to seem a particularly mystv.i-
dread the p;osPCtho thosf who are new to institutional ethnography. Even if
rious undertakmfh o jor ideas of institutional ethnography, students may find
they understand the m:: letely at a loss about how to proceed from the l:ia\ta
themselves al“?OSt; ocsfarch account or product. That does not mean thjih ave
et f.Qmﬁhe r ollecting their data. Even beginning researchers fin o
learned notltnng &.om (;bout the setting and the situations they ar-e reseuchmg, ::
BElvES 1earmng dmg:ews or make observations. Of course, seeing cont:c:et(l; :
- ;Z?‘:;\Z:: t:}:ir anxiety about doing analysis. Their :-er}t’hsel::ci:ise: peopli
oy , : , ic is with all sorts of o »
nizing how mtelt:'um‘:i::;: l;:::’ie::;e a feeling of being ovcmhe}rncd:Yz}a‘;
and pla_ccs rfna}’h?lt t}E) ey are studying. Rather than clarifying what their j<>tu they
oy 0' . about the complexity of their topics may be depressing i
show, learmng' : i, fe.piece of what, theyare lear
may doubt their capacity to focus on a discre P be able to make sense of
They may begin to question how they are ever going to : ¢ derstand. Methods
it, and not least produce an account of it that others will unde v that
te’xts that offer advice and instructions about ethnography all seer;l the queston
focusing, choosing the right question, matching up the flata an for others
one asks, are all crucial to successful analysis. But, for this phase as

.. eional
the methods texts are silent about differences in analyzing data in insties
ethnography as compared to other ethnographies.

Finding no clear instructions for this
a challenge. Confronteq with mound
is most important to write about?
begin? This s 5 critical moment gt

565
Phase of institutional emnographeﬁjpxjhat
s of data, you may wonder how todt o5 00¢
If it is all equally important, where l(:cn out
Wwhich many wrong turnings can be A i o,ﬂ (0

oing something, There is always dcscn}ﬁng o

fall back on. Yo may begin to wrige Up everything you did and everyt o
Wwere told. Oy, realizing thae this is an impossible task, you may turn t0 oo
your data, to discoyer themes, Whep one is searching for a way to reduc€ €
gon, idm"‘f)'ing the replicatie,

rcle‘mﬂ
n of th i seem
of themeg across informants may

of confusion ang anxiety to be g
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Analyzing Data in institutional Ethnography

\ least rational. Counting instances of comparable events
f of at

» themes, or Jap.
ge usige may seem useful. You ask yourself “wouldn’t i
guil

t be significant if
ore than one person talked about the same thing, for instan,
m

cer” Computer
programms designed to help manage qualitative data by Categotizing them may
only add to the institutional ethnographer’s troubles tather tha

n helping (but see
DeVault and McCoy 2002, 768-9). The main analytic notion to hold op to, at this

ch interest. You do
ot that distort and

point, s the idea of social relations at the heart of your resear
not want to categotize your data in ways that are artificial,
obscure the relations at the crux of the institutional ethnography. The meaning
of the data is in their setting of use as they arise there. That is why suggestions
to cut up and sort one’s data are likewise unhelpful, if not downright dangerous.
Such strategies contain vestiges of methodologies and epis

temologies foreign to
institutional ethnography. But if this is the wrong way to go about analysis, what
is the right way?

A guiding query to use as

you read your collection of data analytically is
“What does it tell me about

how this setting or event happens as it does?”
Many ¢xperienced institutional ethnographers would agree with Eric
MykhalOVSkiy when he points out that “analytic thinking begins in the (d?ta-
ollection) interview”(DeVault and McCoy 2002, 757). His comment aises
 the context of explaining to DeVault and McCoy how he conducts 1:’1,&:-
ﬁews vith informants, Mykhalovskiy suggests that in “talking to Pef’Pk a:
. “checking his understanding as it develops” (757) in contrast to gom;gi t(I)n :
erview with a prepared set of questions to be asked and arlmsw:: tiw .
conversational way he can offer up his developing u'nde.rstandn:filt Syl
ormant for confirmation or correction. He is remmdlngd:istand’ o
e ethnogmphies, institutional ethnographers want to un

. tC. In-
. : md, meant, €
formants and be absolutely clear about what is being

do. Each
_ inely know how to €0
.Otmants are experts in domg what they :outmcfythe emcrging big p1ct'UIc

(0]
"mants story helps the researcher see more unts that informants €22
) : co
Ut there IS more to analysis than producmg ac
‘¢cognize

d
account an . A
A successful analysis supersedes a0y 5 ell. Ellen Pence 15 aﬂ“of
Sedes the totality of what informants know and can untability Audit
g ality of what 1n f and Acco i 1998).
" to this in the manual describing the 52 et?' ed (Pence and L1z
OMestic violence intervention that she has i

: itional s
" the fOHOWing excerpt, she identifies »dditio
oW an

ab°ut it

) her oWD
rured outside of

. : uc

Informant’s experience gets St
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Mapping Social Relations

Experiential methods (and accounts of experience) can only go so far i
drawing an accurate map of how a victim’s lived experience becOm:
interpreted into the system designed to protect her and hold her abuse;
accountable. To complete the picture, auditors also need to look g Tici
the paper trail created by each agency serves these goals (Pence and
Lizdas 1998, 33).

Pence points to aspects of how agencies structure “what goes on,” why
happens to people. This, too, is data that add to what people know and can ]|
about their lives. Institutional ethnographers are attempting to explicate everyday
experiences and people’s accounts of them, not just collect and describe them,
The explication of experiences calls for yet another level of researching, data
collection, and analysis, and is a distinctive feature of institutional ethnography
Because characteristic difficulties arise for newcomers to institutional ethnogs-
phy at this point in analysis, we have inserted a section here to try to address
them. Explication of ethnographic data, as institutional ethnographers do i,
takes their analysis in a different direction from identifying themes or theorizing
data. In the following section, we discuss how analytic strategies differ across
different ethnographic approaches. We hope that this little excursion into ofber
ways of analyzing ethnographic data may help new institutional ethnographers

clarify how their own analysis proceeds and why institutional ethnography is
done the way it is.

Different Ethnographies, Different Analytic Strategies
Analytic strategies, however tentative or prescriptive, vary considerably acr%®
&?e- different traditions within ethnography. Similarities across ethnogrﬂphic e
ditions seem self-evident — one goes into the field and listens, observes i.m
ga.thers whatever information helps in understanding what people at€ doing
Differences arise in ethnography, as in other scholarship, when researche®® .
tend differently to what observations mean. Different on’tologi‘fs (beliefs e

th _ . . The

so::lat;:teof: soc;a} Iefqht},') requite the use of different analytic suateglc; e

- cverythiiyg(:h institutional ethnography discussed in earlier chaptefsd with

e —— at‘one d.oes as method, including how data are s m the

data. Maki;l ) sa.Jd Cj«lrher, is about making some particular meanifg frO' the
€ meaning in 4

is
u manner that Jevant 8% g
Purpose of any scholarly analysis at stands up to the re alidity wAf

rantability, or truth-yalye of thei Researchers must establish the ¥ plar mell”
€ir analysis within the tenets of it pact
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Analyzing Data in Institutional Ethnography

. Findings are evaluated by asking, “Did the researcher demonstrate
odolog)-used the procedures that are relevant to her declared methodology in
[hﬂ,[v.She 2t these analytic conclusions?” A quick survey of various instructions
:;jiilanatims available for condocting analy'sis showo that ethnographets
abscribe t0 @ wide range of \?'orld—vn:ws aod eolsternologles, at least implicitly.
Analytic procedures appropriate to one situation may not be appropriate to
snother. Hammersley and Atkinson (1995) review beliefs about the nature of
reality that underlie different ethnographies, and help to match up analytic
processes to belief systems. They also give a sense of how shifts in thinking
sbout the sociology and philosophy of knowledge cumulatively alter qualitative
and ethnographic research. For instance, much of the difference found in ana-
lytc methods can be traced to how the researcher understands, or ignores, her
own contribution to the account being generated. Beliefs about how to know
the field — the researcher’s ontological commitments — determine a researcher’s
view of acceptable approaches to data analysis. Institutional ethnography is
grounded in a particular understanding of the relation between the knower and
the known. To attempt to clarify the institutional ethnography position on this,
Ve are going to compare it with the stance (and matching analytic strategies) of
some other kinds of ethnography.

What some writers refer to as conventional ethnography is the anthropologi-
el version (although, as Whittaker (1994) argues, the anthropological version is
00t a unitary or static entity). David Fetterman, author of the prestigious Ethnog:
raphy: § lep by § rep (1989) is a practitioner of the conventional approaoh. Fetter@
Sees the anthropologist as ethnographer: “The ethnographer is mtmswd, =
W2derstanding a social and cultural scene from the emic, o insider, PCISPCC:V&_
The ethnographer is both storyteller and scientist; 7he cloprubesaliy. "Z :t’erﬂloje
raj.JIy come 1, understanding the native’s point of view the better the story and the be
11" (Fetterman 1989, 12, emphasis added). :

Fetterman clearly sees the ethnographer’s task as the discov
of wha informants know about their world. Ethnogeaphy, 25
PologiStS, Wwas of primitive cultures. Ethnography Was thenes
ette i ¢ ¢ (Fetterman 199

Tman s js, primarily descriptive in natur oup, t
says. « . i : of the group,
st “A typ bes the hxsto'fy i
ﬁOl:Calocadoo, .kin.ship patterns, s)’mbolj; p;lem::, ccontact between the t "
0d socialization systems and the €8 \
Culture and the mainstream culture” (22) -

ery and recording
begun by anthro-
nd according to
8, 139, n. 3)- He
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Mapping Social Relations

Amh:opological ethnographers “go and look” and attempt to by, b
accounts of “how itis,” as objectively as possible. They may think of hi t:ck
do as understanding the field in its own terms, but Fetterman’s account of et;y
nography as description alerts readers to how description is not simply 4 techni:
cal matter. As the above quotation illustrates, the elements and term, ofag
anthtopological description ate pre-theorized. Fetterman’s own instructions in-
troduce the novice ethnographer to the anthropological concepts that he saps
“guide ethnographers in their fieldwork” (Fetterman 1998, 26): for example
culture, symbol, ritual, holistic orientation, perspectives. He expects these cop.
cepts to become “automatic” to their work (26). These instructions show the
ethnographer to be a certain kind of knower doing a special kind of secing
hearing and knowing. For Fetterman, the ethnography is fallible, meaning that
the anthropologist can get it wrong unless appropriate procedures are used

Because practitioners of the conventional version of ethnography must exer-
cise skepticism about the accuracy of data they collect, they use analytic strate
gies for testing the accuracy of what informants say. Triangulation is the most com-
mon strategy used for this purpose (Denzin 1978; Thomas 1993). Fetterman
(1989) also proclaims triangulation to be a basic analytic procedure in (conven-
tional) ethnographic research. In triangulation, data collected from different
sources are compared to “test the quality of the information to understand mote
completely the part an actor plays in the social drama, and ultimately to put t}f‘
whole situation into perspective” (Fetterman 1998, 89). A researcher working 10

this mode compiles “what informants said” to generate hypotheses and thes

tests them against each other to come up with an accurate, Of best P ossible
account of the situation.

5 A related analytic use of ethnographic data is to theorize about the sett% |
rounded theory (Glazer and Strauss 1967) offers analytical techniques thtt

many researchers find useful in selecting and substantiating ideas about what the
researcher saw or heard. In grounded theory,

A ot
just description, Schreiber (2 analysis aims for abstracnc::;a
meanings that accoun; " o0 sa.yf thatgrounded thearists 711 % Jve the
problems oceurring ; or how participants understand their lives and 5 :
to produc PRt 3 complex set of analytic procedures is follo”

e the concepts, categ ;

; Jai0s
Participants’ Do ories, and eventually the “theory,” that exp
<es, as they undey.
stan
Grounded theory’s e d them.
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Analyzing Data in Institutional Ethnography

Ls)mb"hc mtcra.ctior.lism) 1s an examination of the ways that people mak

ense of their suuatmrxs anc? work out their activities in conjunction wit}i
others. Human expencnce. 1s not to be dismissed as subjective, epiphe-
somenal, Of non-factual. Since people know the world only as tl’ley ci é

dence it, and people experience the world in an intersubjective maml:er.
then this realm of incairy (human experiences within a world of othcrs),
becomes thF Paramount reality to which researchers should attend in
their investigations of human group life. (Prus 1994, 20-1)

Prus suggests that the ontology of symbolic interactionism is social. People
are understood to put their lives together interactionally and symbolically and
this view underpins the analytic procedures used. Important topics for research
attention thus arrive from informants’ viewpoints, interpretations of themselves
and others, their attempts to influence others, their relationships and the history
of their encounters and exchanges. Ethnographers working in this tradition look
for how people “do” everyday life rather than for (external) causes and effects.
The central research interest is to capture and display the strategies people them-
selves employ moment-to-moment, denoting “a realm of human agency and
enterprise rooted in an awareness of the intersubjective other” (Prus 1994, 26).

As in grounded theory, analysis of data aims at how the individual experience
can be generalized. Symbolic interactionists use theoretical concepts (Prus calls
them “generic” concepts) to transcend single instances of ethnography. The use
?f generic concepts draws single instances, descriptions of individual cases, €1¢»
o theory to “make something” generalizable of the data. This cxplanat.or)’ .dJ-
If'cﬁon towards abstraction is shared with grounded theory. In c.o.ntrast, 1:"15‘1‘:;
rama] ethnography’s interest in explication is materialist and empirical. Tohcnflizld
something” of data in institutional ethnography, researchers g0 back t(? tmalec
% discover actugl connietions Speaking in theoretical terms abottllt1 :h::rling g
“.Jork’ institutional ethnographers would say that they e.xPhcatc ¢ informants
tons thyy organize and coordinate the local experiences 0
S:nerahzabi]ityin institutional ethnography 1€ %7 1 ings organ %

" of how ruling relations exist in and across 7

€ SXpetiences informants talked about. d oo of

While the instirafionsl ethnogtapher is ince%rcffc Jats’ dcscnPQonS. 4

ols e ona g st In inform the instity
4 Insiders’ knowledge (thus ouf inte L i purpose msid‘”s’
1 “work” discussed in Chapter Four), the

ti couf
opal ethI?lOgraphy is not to produce ke
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Mapping Social Relations

in the conventional mode condyc
; thnographers in
tives. Where e
perspec

t test
: : i ial weight to specific Vie
i to give evidentia

le, triangulation)
(for example,

WS, the
ional ethnographer attempts to explicate how the local settings, incjyg.
institutional e ' ' ’
msnltu | understandings and explanations, are brought into being — g, that
ing local un

. talk about their experiences as they do. Institutions] ethnop.
mformmt's canthno raphers who use symbolic interactionist theory, unde;.
::::c; I:r’x iltl;cnSgrap}ic setting to be constituted loc.ally by people’s work. H?w-
ever, theorizing that work and those understand-mgs, as gn.)unfled' th:lonsts
and symbolic interactionists do, is not tITe analytic gf)al of .msn;u:x:n e.th-
nography. Getting to an account that exphcates. the social re/a.tton..r of the settm'g
is what an institutional ethnographic account is about. This kind of analysis
uses what informants know and what they are observed doing for'the ana-
lytic purpose of identifying, tracing and describing the socm‘l relations that
extend beyond the boundaries of any one informant’s expcnences. (or even
of all informants’ experiences). Translocal and discursively—orgamzeld Iflﬂ‘
tions permeate informants’ understandings, talk, and activities. An institu-
tional ethnography must therefore
social organization that connect
outside the experientia] setting,

to explication that byjlgs back
discovers about th

Some of the iInpo
analysis of dap,

include research into those elcmcnts. of
the local setting and local experiences to sites
Analysis in institutional ethnography is directed
into the analytic account what the researcher
¢ workings of such translocal ruling practices. These at¢

rtant theoretica] anq ontological differences that distinguish
In institutiong] cthnography.

nse of Discursi ¥ 4 T
* a0y Writers explaies ursively-Organized Setting

"OBIaphy is chan; g ethnographic methods indicate, the world of ed;l
“hging, Anthropologists working at the end of the twenti€

Pl b
Study are gl being influenced :;
wel and Eyyg ' a cursory consideration of hod
c -
tof the Peans Jiye feveals differences in the warp aln
ric S jos
SO-calleq . .. ferenceg b from earlier times, [n Canada, P

etWecn ) Of
» for g Cultures . h "Ome aspects of our lives and those

© ample, magy v, Bht nog by

d fam:1:

. = o n
4nad; s I : ¢ Been 5o distinctive. Not too 10 &

ve 3 el
? hn comﬂmmucs surrounded b)’ th ;
ei :
Mass 1 T food, Now multinational °
edia ubrandn i dajly s Canﬂdﬂﬂs
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Analyzing Data in Institutional Ethnography

become CONSUMELS orientated to a global matket, even
e
ha“C

. for our fooq,
trom the South Pacific atolls suggest that so-calleq p

Repor®® timitive cultures
(ome of the same food products as we do and suffer similar (envirop
buy 5

pentally orientated) pc.rplexity about the disposal of its packaging Whereas
ihese island people u.ntll recently ‘would. .have.had closely intCﬂOCking kinship
e and family life, 'now their families, like ours, ate fragmented by em-
ployment across vast distances a.nd by schedules not of their Of our own
mking The effects of these social organizational changes on local settings
ue apparent. For instance, in Canada, contemporary employment patterns
may require parents to work outside the home. Daycare for children then
becomes an issue when members of the extended family, who in previous
gnerations would have assumed responsibility for the care of the child, are
now living thousands of miles away. The discourse on childcare may con-
tinue to express values arising in earlier times. It may confirm or conflict with
patents’ views and their everyday experiences.
The point is that social life has crucial “meanings” organized outside local
settings where people live and from which they speak when they talk about
eir experiences. Late-twentieth-century scholars have been exploring and
debating the extent to which everything we know about our lives is discur-
Wely organized. This feature of social life is currently an imPO“".mt aiid
\lmfymg topic across different disciplines (besides sociology, femint s't’ .M;id
hte“‘f}’ studies where it has engaged scholars for several decades): DlSClpm:
"4ty traditions are being rethought by, among others, Moss (2(1)101)b12ng§109g99)
e g e
: ously autho implicatio
ey ork. Previ ly authoritative ways ¢ the implications

thnog-
of g di . ional approach t© €
r , dlscurswely-organized world that the Convcnuonawi:gp Or, at least, dat3
Q « . ! :
Phy, going and looking

> falls short as a Way RiES re being subjected ©
Collecteq thtough traditional ethnographic methods 2
ey, th

Tioties and pew analytic strategies.
t ; : i ~ettution
- Methodologically important, institutio -
: Tife
€to hOW someone, speaking about their

Ord . : ivs taken-for-
e L to discover and disclose how its t P
-

s 14 cd mq 2 amzﬂd - i
scumngﬁd for what happens, a specializ®® "%, ive org instirution®
C

€
d IS convinced of the importance of .
Yl f knowledge '

acce
d. It becomes apparent to researchers who P

s use

e ) ik

tthy the socia) organization O
g

2 ch.
gtaphy 1s a relevant analytic appro?
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Mapping Social Relations

Writing Analysis in Institutional Ethnography
the theory that informs institutional ethnography is the By

sary framework for analysis but it is not a sufficient guide to iitingii R:-
chers must take some practical steps to make something of their dm—
s to be found in the apparently blank wall that con:
al ethnographer with mounds of ethnogtaphic dat,
for analytic writing. Institutional ethnographers haye
s for proceeding In this section, some practical sug-
e offered to help researchers build on the ideas that

Understanding

sear
There are some opening

fronts the new institution
and no convenient schema
developed various practice
gestions and illustrations ar
emerge as the data is collected.

One recommendation to assist in youtr mo
find someone with whom you can talk about what you are learning from your

data. Begin to try to explain to someone else what you now see. Listen to their
questions and try to answer comprehensively. Watch yourself drawing on
what your informants have told you, or what you learned in your observa-
tions, or from textual materials that you have gathered from the settings you
studied. As you talk, make notes to yourself about what chunks of data
{luminate the stories you are able to tell. Notice also when you canniot answer
a question you are asked. This kind of informal storytelling may help you to

decide what elements of your data to include in your analytic writing, It may
o have boundaries established by the
nnot

vement towards analysis is to

also suggest how your analysis is going t
specificity of the data you have collected. Seeing what you can and ca
speak to from your data is real progress.
your stor, “but
that is not really relevant to what I am studying” Are you as clear as you might
be. about what you are studying? Sometimes getting involved in data collection
o vpasieany interesting issues that you get a bit confused. Here is hov
Z}‘:““ cafl%cr conception of a “problematic” helps. You might want to g0 back 10
di:ta\:;n;lf ::tti‘;dPIOblematic- and its conceptual framing to recall what 7o
relied on certain ex}::lsit:; ; e:thher. Remerabec.that,ifos developing 2 foa )110:
hunch about the topic l:hj:shelat ,_-11) “221C‘d YOL.I and othess. You may M°¢ t;‘vt’fﬂ
though you will have set it asidpe s kigon o £
e as you developed your conceptual frameV0"

and conducted !
ed your fieldwork, that moment of “disjunctute” or “disqul‘(
you

Notice when you want to say, in answer to a query about

motivan'ng your int .
havC dug e deecrlest n t.he tOpiC iS Sd.].l analydcauy important- NOW
Ply and excavated® the problegnatic siting from yariow

angles. Informants :
speaking from various positions have added their exper® o
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Analyzing Data in Institutional Ethnograph
y

 what yoU know. You chose them as informants -
ey occupied that related them to the original settin a:se of some position
15 Now you Call EVIEW you eatly thoughts informfda: your original curios-
Jots have told you. There is no technical fix for ﬁndmg y all .that yout informs
¢hnography. You have to read, think, puzzle, writ meaning in institutiona]
sith each element of the data. Your insights ;nll b:’a::)d tczntin“e in that vein

ut how the data illumi-

nate the way that the setting works. Y
- You are figuring
the setting. o out the social relations of
This reflection on th - . )
offers you a Stal't:ln C. data m‘COtf]uncuon with a review of your .
e you 2 starting point for “writng up the data” Analyss pephicruite
graphy is done in your writing and as e ysis in institutional
L.« XOUL Wn

make somethi
o thmg of your data, to move it towards analysi
an undifferentiated mass — A o

ting begins to
alters
. G _ your data
observational notes, boxes of documentsp es of transcripts, notebooks full of
writ . ) — to “analytic writing:”
wa : :;ad rewrite. The pieces that you write up n Yt.ic writing” Be prepared to
.YS? t construct the analysis p now will eventually go together in
O ysis. Just as you can “tell a story” to a listener, now i
" elling , NOW
the point” that you ’ Sifory about what you learned to a reader. You can uln
I $aw in your storytelling, to make an analytic point i se
. - Begin there and do not ; e
ing a lttle piece showy worry about the flow of a chapter at first. Writ-
that you can s you that you have something to say about
Weic use them analytically. T
1ting up your data i .-
Bt e ?ta into stories begins the process of making use of your
Veiting tha yOu.h t’s say that you want to make a particular analytic point in
1 have gt = ave already explained in your storytelling: The idea may seem
B it occurs hady to you, but you must search out the evidence for your insight
e raw data. You find a piece of raw data, insert it into the text

You are wee
Writin, ;
(to g and then explain what you have already noticed that is relevant

Say u learn what exactly you can
ports your devel-

f data may alter

da

Your .
uSmgptfi‘:lefrlauc) about it. As you do so, yo
°Ping . CCounflece ?f data. You need to consider how it sup
Slightly wiyg, . Notice that as you work with it, this piece 0 2y
« you thought you were going to say- The data hold your writing to

eir”
account,

echnical strategies for writing Up

Just inserting 4

aders

daty i:::) s sofne simple but important t

blok, of dana_lysls. The goal is to use yout

e mtan:: into your writing will not wot.k. A _ p

before g that you have discovered in it, inserting yOUll’ B e
and after the data excerpt that you n example ©

data persuasivcly.
explain to r¢

planation both P
o write

s you Writc,

¢

use. A
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Mapping Social Relations

using data as evidence COMES from Campbell’s (2001) article analyzing tle yey,.
mediated assessment of an applicant’s needs for community health Setvices
An observer has taped a conversation between a case manager (an employee
of the local health care authority) and a man called Tom who has a disabi]jty
and needs personal care in his home. The case manager doing the assessment js
trying to be “client-centred,” as is the agency’s claim, and is trying to keep Tom
fully involved in the decision making about the range of services that might be
offered. The argument being made in the article is that, regardless of her in-
tent, the case manager is unable to work in a client-centred way. In the section
chosen for use here, Campbell is developing for readers her point that Tom’s
participation in decision making about community health services is not au-
thentic, that he cannot possibly collaborate equitably in making decisions under
the particular circumstances. An excerpt of observational data is used to illus-
trate what the author sees is actually happening (in contrast to what she wil
argue later in the paper is an ideologically constructed version of it). The fol-
lowing is an instance of how to support a point an analyst wants to make by
using observational data as evidence. The form that the writing takes is impor-
tant to reading it as analysis. In the first paragraph of the following text, the
author makes the point she wants readers to “get,” prior to inserting the data:

All these features of the decision making appear to undermine Tom’s
sense of being in control of his life and health, regardless of the services
the case manager is able to offer. This suggests that caution should be
taken in assuming that Tom is really participating authentically in any of
these decisions. This becomes even more apparent in the following ex-
change where the case manager is clearly attempting to include him.

C : -
ase Manager: Would you ike 4 Physio to come and just do maybe a bath

assessment ’ ) . '
2 2” and just assess what Jou're doing and see if there are any aids or litth
ings that could help you with — managing from

Tom: If

day to day?

is al] right with Jou, sure, 1 gyess so

sserted at the beginnjng of the excerpt. This discussion

e data (above), I5 ana

that directly follows th
ysis of it.

%

L AR
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Notice that the case manager does' not say, “I will get the physio to come
and see you.” She asks Tom’s opinion. But Tom’s response “if it’s all right
with you, sure, I guess so,” suggests that he may not really understand
whatis being offered. He is unsure about whether he wants or needs what
che is offering. He seems to defer to the case manager’s expertise and she
does little to correct this imbalance. Without access to adequate informa-
tion, he cannot make sensible choices. At this point (in the application
process) the case manager has information about the health care system,
physiotherapy, and other programs and services potentially available to
him, none of which he knows about. Client participation requires more
than this kind of on-the-spot invitation to agree or disagree. The choice
being offered here is definitely not the same thing as Tom having sufficient
information to make his participation in decisions viable. Any claim that
Tom retains control over his life and the important choices about becom-
ing a client of the agency is not supported by this observed interaction
even though we can see that the case manager is attempting to be “client
centred”. (Campbell, forthcoming)

The goal is to have readers first “hear” your analytic point, then read an
excerpt of data that illustrates it. It is not sufficient to throw into the story bits
of data that you see as confirming your view. You must explain to readers how
“hat informants say or do” works as confirmation ot evidence. You will want
0 draw from at least one interview or observation or other data source. You will
Probably see how to introduce pieces of data from several sources. But remem-
bcr. that, in institutional ethnography, inserting more examples does not neces:
sanily make better an alysis.
~As. you work through your data, you will see that not all st -
'0ng in the same direction. You must examine these carefully and 2C-C0ccs
Of differences, Do not worry about informants having different experien

ories seem tO be

pPo

_ discussed

e S2yIng different things about them. In institutional cthnogrﬂphz’;;;g seXPari-

Catlier in thy; : d to have ma o
In this chapter, informants are not cxpectehc social relation organizing

fces. Ana} : overt :
inf ysts discover coherence as they unc em. You will begt? to 'sec
t is happening

undcrstaﬂd'

Orm: > . : - t th
ants’ various experiences and stories abou ; f wha
derstanding ©

Oow diff all
€rent ston our OVer un r 3
£s enlargc y it ]arlf]' )our

5 Vo : :
. YOU work with your own data, you will contin
» Moyyn, unch

o g away from your beginning h

: that
% nuanced and useful. In this way, you wil find
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You are drawing on your data to make one point, as ah

OVe, which j atiglhy
“Interesting” You move on from there to other features shoy;, 1 how the st J
0
develops and unfolds. ty

What you find analytically interesting in your data, if you haye followeg gy,
process suggested here, will not be irrelevant to your p

roblematic. There a
of course, an almost unlimited number of potential t

opics that could be ¢y
plored in any setting and your data could be used in many ways. What is ine;.
esting to you will be so precisely because it helps you understand the dynamics
of your problematic. Your interest as you go into the field to collect data hyg
already been directed by your preliminary conceptual work. You haye devel-

ation and the setting of
your study. That careful preliminary work focused your attention in a particular

way. By becoming engaged in the conceptualization of your study as instiny-
tional ethnography, you will have developed your research interest theoretically
You already knew when you collected the data that you were looking to see how

the social relations of the setting work, how different actors constitute th.e
setting, etc. As you listened to informants explaining what they do in their
everyday life, you already had in your mind the notion of ruling relations, texts
operating as extensions of ruling relations, and so on. Now you begin t.0 5?“
through your data analytically and determine what pieces to use. Reminding

yourself of the problematic with which you began helps you identify from your
reams of data the pieces that advance

your understanding of the problcmanf:.
The following is an example that shows the development of an analytic

Process from the conceptualization of a problematic to the writing-up of the

data and the establishment of an argument — sustainable by the data. As.rc-

search for her thesis (2001), graduat

tional ethnography might help her

inquest into the death of a child

oped your research interest by problematizing the situ

focus on what
study, Bell had to first exa

. ex[S
mine the releyans data, in this case a number of €%
that became Part of the exhibjs of the in

then could she see what h

. ntil
quest or its proceedings. Not U’
the setting, might be mad

1n
€t study could address and what puzzles, latent

%) s
€ Visible through close examination of these d2
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 emindes of the practicalities of any research project: certain d
- certain decisions

oot the inquiry depend upon what data are going to be acces ible.)
sible.

e tetual nature of Bell’s research setting, Owing to

ol data. She found herself puzzling iersl:q:::;' :;uld be confined to
s over differences in how they pictured the child who d; (;ugh the different
don of her rcsFuch problematic was “This child becam ;n' Ane |
eatlyto .the:aﬂous. people who interacted with her in the l:st OWE e
of her life” At this early stage in the inquiry Bell wrote th:: C:S:ni:i:zz;htz

IOOF on an authority that led to certain action .
obliterated other accounts” S Or inaction

a.tly cxpres-

_ vFand sadth
to become the focus of hef“;: rkmg m.)tcs)' {Elia particular action-in-texts WZ
The process of inquiry th. scasch, its problematic to be explicated.
mediated world of Smlfy o el gt with ber atry o the text
by et thz t:15:) and human service work. She undertook her re-
it e Rcadi;y of textual action and the analytic use of a “text-
S . g the texts analytically would be her method of
relations of such a setting. Institutional ethnography acts

s akind of radio
. graphy of everyday life, making visible its skeletal underpin-

tungs. Of course, th, .
¢, the skeleton is comprised of people’s actions that are coordi-

nated somehow, ]

was sim‘ﬂmneo"l:;dt‘:jnmkigntcxma]l}’. Bell, immersing herself in this approach,

Was neCCssuy ot bt g t.hIOI%gh how a textual analysis might be done. It

¥ho dig What with © keep in mind that, although she would need to discover

10 make hey discow, H‘jgard to producing and using the texts in question, she had

Ushe haq ¢, eries by following the traces left in those same [exts. That was

$he had 14 maio on. Her text analysis had to begin with what was in the (et

As she be, S _Of them using familiar reading practices.

Own a5 ¢ gm to write up her data, she saw that the child had come O be

¥ing of a terminal illness in the course of the work conducted by

cat : . . -
Portang de Providers. She recognized that this textu 1 construction was &0 u::
o o actually h’&ppencd to the child. Bell was then z'able to be
blematic as 2 question about

eg EC‘E .
hoy, thlzS cin her formulation of her research pr° .. She identi-
. kno\Vledge of the child had been P(oduccd as autho:t:lu[;l c‘.:ﬂc vaid-
Me specify ds made by h€
er, C texts to analyze: a set of re€o” : amily. The
Th 4 \ving the child 20 ber B3
“how the child came to be kno¥? #* d)mfh(: did b
S
ts % touchstone that Bell could hang on w:co be solved-
and hey analytic writing. That was the U7
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The institutional ethnographic character of the textual analysis thay Bell ¢op.
ducted made it possible for her to treat the texts as visible traces of cers,:
social relations of the child’s life and death. This determined her approach ¢,
the analytic reading of the texts. Something had actually happened that ocea-
sioned the writing of the health care providers’ records. Each worker had acti-
vated an organizational text. They each selected features of their work, the;,
observations and decisions about the child, proposed action, etc., for inscrip.
tion in their records, and, consequently, they de-selected other features. Belj;
reading had to make their inscriptions sensible — not in any which way, but as 5
competent reader of such texts was intended to understand them. Beyond that,
her institutional ethnography had to recover and display what the texts accom-
plished in the child’s life and death. Bell’s analysis explicated this work of in-
scription. She discovered how collectively the health care workers’ texts consti-
tuted the “fact” that the child was “dying of a terminal illness” and how atten-
tion to possible neglect of the child was subordinated, and eventually ignored,
until the inquest determined her to have died of severe malnutrition.

Interpretation and Analysis
Working with data in institutional ethnography calls for interpretation, or rather,
for finding conceptual links in order to make sense of the data. Not just any
interpretation will suffice. In institutional ethnography interpretation is disci-
plined first by the analytic framework of social organization of knowledge and
then by the materiality of the data. The connections that are to be made are not

theoretical ones — although, as we stress throughout this book, theory guides the
problematizing of the research setting, data collection, and analysis. But when it
comes to interpreting data, institutional ethnography relies on, explores, and

explicates linkages that are lived, brought into existence in time and space by

actual people doing actual things. Nancy Bell’s argument had to adhere to what
she found and could display about what had actually happened in the situation
sht.‘. studied. To do so, she identified and wrote up her argument, bringing in
evidence from the texts that constituted both the health care providers’ ok
a'nd the records of that work. She explicated h
uons, statements, plans, professiona
texts recurred, carr
how the idea arose

an Ofﬁciall)hac(:ep

ow their ideas, accounts of 3¢
. 1 1aﬂguage, etc., appearing in one of more
Z}llng S meanings across sites of action. She discov&fed
: dat th ¢ child was dying of a terminal illness and then bccam;
¢d view in the texts ang . 50

; Wi ance
how alternatiye id as acted on. She found inst

€as and potentia] actions were dropped. She showed that the
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of a Do Not Resuscitate order officially sy

. ing Pported palliative care as
Slgmzpriate intervention, and that it suppressed interest in other potentia] courses
appr

Of ﬂCﬁOﬂ-

We are stressing the importance of how an institutional e
the analysis that supports her argument. The Presentation i
point in an otherwise interesting inquiry. Beginning institu
ue likely to see the linkages that emerge from thejr in
cover what is happening and are likely to be able to explain it coherently in 2
verbal presentation. But writing the analysis is more difficult. Sometimes begin-
ning institutional ethnographers begin to assume that readers
see and that they do not really need to describe their basis fo

times their writing lacks sufficient illustrative content to be clear and convincing,

The difficulty may be in translating one’s developing understanding of how a

setting works into an argument that can be substantiated. A.
ops in stages. There is the “seeing”

she reviews her data early on, beco
Into stories, The first statement o
sketch of what the data collection

thnographer writes
s frequently 2 weak
tional ethnographers
quiry. They usually dis-

Can see what they
t knowing, Some-

n argument devel-
that the institutional ethnographer can do as
ming increasingly explicit as she writes it up
f argument can be worked up as a kind of

allows the researcher to see and understand.
That is the basis of 2 working argument. It helps the researcher select data for
0_ngoing work, including some picking and choosing about which lines of analy-
s will be followed up and which will not. With the work-up of this early sketch
of a0 gument, the researcher can move on to the next step. Let’s say that she
e Vitten some stories about discrete pieces of data. She can now Cf’”"c‘
those Pleces and Organize them into coherent sections with each ad;leS:lilga:
e e e ——————"

Pictoria] arrangement of chunks of writing group

% : By [hmkmg about
SUInent.) As more pieces of data are analyzed, the orgin

X final state-
What waq o0 t clarified. The "
golng o be updated and the argumen ting of
Men - o g On can be updated a d what the wri

it fgument is what the data allow to be said an
actuany says,

alyu'c intercs €5 inrtitatioasi ethnOgIaPhY is often
Muct of

. . . . < n to jg !
R People’s lives is coordinated in relatio
[()m s

in discovering ho¥ yir

Jing ideas and practiccs

do.
P € out what makes things happert ast:eley“ !
; pilltnt the People who are involved and how : y f healt viders’
b " . i uencing o l hcal(h P(O
She 4. C¢, discovered the temporal s€q Lk

15 in formal and 10
COvered the emergence in fof
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(sequenced) texts of a crystallized view of the child, whom she called Njp,
Bell writes what she sees, and what she makes of it:

On May 21, the home care nurse visited [the child’s] home after the
hospice volunteer telephoned to advise the home care nurse of [the child]
need for service. In the home care nursing records, there is a recording in
the “Progress Notes” section [see Appendix D (a)...]

Ten year old girl dying from Rett syndrome apparently was diagnosed [with] disease
at 18 months...’

It appears that these notes represent information the home care nurse
received from the hospice volunteer ptior to the visit to [the child’s home]
— information that would have guided the home care nurse in her wotk on
the day she conducted [the] assessment. (Bell 2001, 103)

Bell then identifies from the nurses’ recording, following the telephone call
from the hospice worker, the phrases that articulate with the provincial criteria
for admission to palliative care. For instance, she argues that speaking about Rett
Syndrome as a disease “fits [this child] within the provincial policy that refers to
‘other end-stage diseases™ (Bell 2001, 103). She goes on to compare the nurse’s

assessment notes to the home care nursing policy for palliative care. She s dem-
onstrating how these workers acted within their proper standards and yet how

their choices of observations and language use “worked up” the child, her life,

}'m bChaViOl.lI, and circumstances to fit the palliative care policy. This is build-
g Bell’s evidence for an argument.

‘eszzlissi&:ags:sc:jlujgem how certain officials such as those of the ministry
child and her famj} :S,flnc were not brought into the conversation abou‘t lh:l
and °Igzlnizationa]yc(,uI € Place Fllrough texts. She explicates the professlfm
order. She is getting at x ?f action that culminated in a Do Not Resuscl®
health providers’ : an important feature of the social organization of the
work. Sl.1c s.hows how the health provider texts were acdvatcd’
*otopaland professional rules and expectations: Hf[

racty . i
nated work resulted 15 cuces sustains her argument that this textually coofd‘"
that it authorized syl N account of the child as “dying of a ter minal illnes®
ubs i :

€15’ inaction around n:fiuenfrpalhauw care, and made plausible service prond'
Instituty glect. Thy ?

stitutiona| S €Xample disp] ed throvg

ethnogmphy’s altention to [:he plays what can be learn
COOr

: . o
What happened” ... - dination or concerting of “C_ﬂo
4 Begmning with what is known cxpcrieﬂu‘uy’

that Organizeg «
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Jked about, and in @s case what appears in.tcxmal data, the actual concerting
of social relations is discovered and plotted in. Here the policies, professional
pracdces’ and organizational interactions, some of which were formal and textu-
Jlly mediated, and some informal and casual, are shown to be rulin
Pmed. Little by little, from picking at the pieces of data and writing
full argument 1s made.

Also exemplified in Bell’s analysis is the feature of institutional ethnography
that makes it most useful to those who want to make changes to practices that
oppess or subordinate. At the centre of the analysis is the standpoint of the
subject or subjects who occupy the everyday world as the study problematizes
it. Bell puts the child at the centre of the analysis. Nina died and Bell answers
the question “how did it happen that Nina’s life unfolded as it did?” Bell’s
analysis makes crucial aspects of Nina’s life and death visible and understand-
able; she explicates the institutional processes that account for what happened.
The promise of institutional ethnography is that it maintains the subjectivity of
those whose experience is problematized. The findings should cxplicat-c that
experience and reveal what is happening that is relevant /o zher. In f?cusmg on
social relations and the institutional processes organizing them, thls_ form.of
analysis identifies and then illuminates the actual workings of the setting. From
an interest in blame, research interest shifts to analysis of processes a.n(? pl.:ac-

tices. H civas ivolved can be made clear. When 1t 15.t1me
OW participants are, or were, invo ; ] the institutional

10 put research findings of this sort into practice, they point to

Processes that need to be reviewed and changed.

g what hap-
them up, the
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