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Reading Response: Analyzing Primary Data
	Coding is the process of organizing primary data by assigning labels to meaningful sections so that patterns, relationships, and larger themes can be identified. It is not simply highlighting repeated words or counting responses. Denny and Clark explain that open coding begins without predetermined categories, which allows the researcher to notice what actually emerges from the data rather than forcing responses into an expected conclusion (91). The Quirkos video makes this idea more concrete by comparing codes to labeled envelopes that hold related excerpts: the labels help sort information, but the researcher still has to interpret why the excerpts belong together and what the pattern means. Downs and Wardle place this process within a larger form of inquiry in which students study writing through primary research rather than only repeating information found in secondary sources. Their model begins with library research, moves into a formal proposal and an appropriate method, and then asks students to produce and interpret their own evidence (562–63). Together, these sources show that coding is a bridge between collecting data and making a research claim.
	For my project on how college students use class group chats to clarify coursework and support one another, I would begin by exporting my anonymous survey responses into a spreadsheet and separating closed-ended answers from open-ended answers. Denny and Clark explain that closed-ended responses can be examined through totals, frequencies, or percentages, but the way the question was written determines what kind of data can be collected and what conclusions can reasonably be made (87–90). I could therefore summarize questions about platforms, frequency of use, or comfort levels numerically. I would then read every open-ended response before creating final categories. During the first reading, I would make brief notes beside statements about assignment clarification, deadline reminders, emotional reassurance, humor, privacy, or reluctance to contact an instructor. On the second reading, I would assign short codes to specific sentences or phrases. Denny and Clark describe coding as assigning shorthand designations—such as words, colors, numbers, or phrases—so that related pieces of data can be retrieved and compared (92–93). After that, I would group similar codes into broader categories. For example, “checking what the instructions mean” and “confirming the due date” might become course clarification, while “feeling less alone” and “receiving reassurance” might become peer support. I would then compare those themes across responses and return to the raw data whenever a category seemed unclear. This process would remain flexible because coding is iterative; categories may need to be renamed, combined, divided, or removed as I understand the data more fully (Denny and Clark 91, 96). Finally, I would interpret how the themes answer my research question instead of treating the codes themselves as the conclusion.
	Ethical analysis begins before I write the findings. Because class group chats may contain private conversations, I would avoid requesting names, course numbers, complete screenshots, or other identifying details unless they were necessary and participants clearly consented. I would replace identifying information with participant numbers or pseudonyms. Denny and Clark explain that anonymizing data protects participants and can also reduce researcher bias by preventing assumptions about a participant’s identity from shaping the analysis (91–92). I would also avoid choosing only the responses that support my expectations. They warn that cherry-picking thin or unusual data can misrepresent the larger dataset, so claims should be based on patterns the collected evidence can actually support (97–98). This does not mean ignoring outliers, but I would identify them as exceptions rather than presenting them as typical. I would report the number of participants, explain how questions were distributed, and distinguish between counts and percentages so that a small sample does not appear larger than it is. If possible, I would ask another person to code a small selection independently and compare our categories, since a second interpretation can improve validity and expose places where my labels are too subjective (Denny and Clark 96–97). Downs and Wardle’s discussion of Stephanie reinforces this point. Her project produced unexpected findings and methodological problems, but she learned that research is “messy” and that acknowledging limitations is necessary so readers can evaluate or possibly repeat a study (570–71). Ethical reporting therefore requires honesty about uncertainty, contradictory responses, and the limits of what my study can claim.
	I am currently planning to use an anonymous survey because it would let me identify broad patterns among college students who have participated in class group chats. The survey would combine closed-ended questions about platforms, frequency, and comfort with open-ended questions asking students why they use these chats and how the chats affect their understanding of coursework. I may also conduct two or three short interviews for more detailed explanations, although privacy and scheduling could limit that option. During the next week, I plan to revise each question so that it clearly supports my research question, write a consent statement, distribute the survey, and begin organizing responses. I will create a blank coding table in advance, but I will wait to develop most of the actual codes until I have read the responses.

