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Audit trail report

Phase				: After data gathering and data analysis
Purpose 	: Summative assessment on final manuscript 
Assessment criteria	: Visibility; comprehensibility; acceptability according to the article of Akkerman, Admiraal, Brekelmans, and Oost (2008).
Auditor				: Second author 
Auditee				: First author 

Stage 1 and 2 	Orientation to audit procedure (1) and to study (2)
Auditee 
· The auditee decided which part of the study would be audited. The audited part included the data gathering methods (i.e. learning reports, video observations, and interviews) and the analytic procedure (i.e. the coding procedure for the three data sources). 
· The auditee provided all relevant documents regarding the data gathering and analysis and explained the documents verbally in an interview:
· Start document: participants, informed consents
· Final document: final manuscript
· Raw data teacher interviews
· Raw data student interviews
· Transcription manual
· Processed data: coding books, Nvivo files
· Process document 
· The auditee invited the auditor for an initial orientation to the study, and negotiated about the aim and the procedure of the audit trail.
· The auditee discussed with the auditor if this was doable within the given time. 
· The information/ description of the auditee to the auditor included not only all the relevant documents, but also the assessment criteria: 1) how things were done (visibility), 2) why things were done (comprehensibility), and 3) what has been done to maintain (or even check and ‘proof’) the quality (acceptability). 

Auditor
· The auditor interviewed the auditee, and made sure the auditor had enough information.
· If necessary, the auditor asked the auditee for additional information to ensure the visibility (what) and comprehensibility (why). 

Stage 3 	Determination of the auditability of the study 
Auditor and auditee determined together whether the audit trail was complete, and understandable. 
Stage 4	Negotiation of the contract 
Auditor and auditee agreed to conduct a summative assessment on the documents of the audit trail, assessed within a few weeks. 

Sage 5 	Assessment 
The auditor followed the audit trail as presented by the auditee, trying to verify all links between problem statement, research design, data gathering and analysis plan. For all these methodological actions and decisions the auditor determined whether the criteria of visibility, comprehensibility, and acceptability were met. 

Visibility
· Are decisions described and/or communicated?
· Is the procedure (data gathering and data analysis) written down in a transparent way?
Comprehensibility
· Did the researcher provide enough evidence for the decisions that were made?
· Are the decisions explicated?
· Is the procedure (data gathering and data analysis) written down in a 
comprehensible way?
· Are the differences that emerged between the proposed method and the actual 
analysis written down in a comprehensible way? 

Acceptability 
· Based on the quality descriptions the auditor evaluates the acceptability. 
· Has quality been maintained in terms of reliability and validity throughout all steps undertaken? 
· The auditor assesses everything that might ensure vs. harm the quality of the data and analysis. 
· With respect to data gathering the auditor could think of the timing of data gathering, the content, and the behavior of the researcher. 
· With respect to data analysis the auditor might think of choices in categorization and the way such categories are applied.
· How well is the sample of participants described? Is the sample representative?
· How much tension can be determined between the proposed method of data gathering and the specific circumstances of the teachers and students? 
· Did the researcher pay attention to the circumstances of the participants in an acceptable way? 
· Is the relationship between researcher and the participants written down in an acceptable way
Stage 6	Renegotiation
The auditor presented her findings to the auditee. There were some discrepancies in the auditor’s claims and what was agreed upon. The auditee did not provide the informed consent forms of the participants. After this renegotiation, the auditor finished the assessment and provided a final written report filling out the assessment scheme.
Stage 7	Final auditor report 
In the assessment scheme the auditor can systematically summarize the conclusions on the three criteria for trustworthiness of the study. In this audit trail a formative assessment procedure was conducted in which the planned data gathering and data analysis were assessed.





	Table E1 
Audit trail assessment scheme

	Assessment criteria
	Audit trail components

	
	Data gathering
	
	Data analysis

	Visibility
	The participants as well as the context of the study were described sufficiently. Informed consent forms were presented for all participants.
All steps of the data gathering process were clearly described in the final draft of the article. It was clear to me how the stimulated recall procedure was executed.
The manual for transcribing the interviews were clear to me. I read a substantial sample of the transcripts, and it was clear to me how the different phases of the data gathering were combined in the transcripts by using different colours in the transcript. During the post-active phase, the instruction for the participants was clear to me.
	
	The deductive content analysis as well as the cross-case analysis and the between-case analysis was described sufficiently. I inspected the NVivo files. Coding was done according to the way it was described in the final article. 

	Comprehensibility
	The choice for the sample was comprehensible. For a case study design combined with the richness of the data, the sample size was appropriate for answering the rather descriptive research questions and drawing conclusions based on these research questions.
The several phases of data gathering as well as the interview protocol were sufficiently substantiated with scientific literature.
The choice for using the head-mounted camera was substantiated sufficiently.
	
	The choices regarding the coding schemes for the teaching actions and the in-the-moment decisions were comprehensible and based on specified scientific articles. Also, the choices regarding the coding scheme for student’s perceptions were comprehensible but the link with scientific articles could have been made a bit stronger.
Tables A3 is an appropriate display of the connection between teacher actions and in-the-moment decisions. The decision of excluding frequencies of 1 and 2 when creating the case-ordered description matrix is defensible, but it excludes 13 of 26 connections in the case-ordered descriptive matrix (table A4).
There hasn’t been made a systematic connection between teaching actions on the one hand and the student’s perceptions on the other, that is, in a matrix. That required extra coding in NVivo. The choice that has been made in this study is to connect teaching actions and student’s perceptions more qualitatively, which will perhaps reveal more insight regarding the third research question.

	Acceptability
	Because of the nature of the design (case study, exploratory, descriptive), I consider the sample as acceptable. 
The choice for the head-mounted camera is new in the field of education and may have led to a more accurate stimulated recall.
The interview procedure/protocol fitted well with the purposes and design of the study. Open questions enabled participants to share their view of what happened during the interaction phase as well as how they reflected on this phase afterwards. 
	
	Data analyses (e.g., NVivo) and presentation of the results (matrices and qualitative descriptives) are according to what is common in the field of educational research.
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