Feedback to groups in INF5220
Some criteria for evaluation (in general) (Not all of them are equally easy to satisfy in this project)
· Is the study well motivated? Are the research questions linked to the existing body of knowledge (through the literature review)? Do the research questions come across as novel, relevant and interesting?
· Is the study well designed (planned)? How well defined and realistic are the research questions? Is the choice of approach, methods and techniques sensible and well justified?

· Is the study well conducted? Are the research questions answered? How convincingly? What doubts and objections could be posed?

· (The quality of the analysis and appropriate use of theories has not been focused in this course, but is essential within the discourse of each research field. How well chosen is the theoretical framework and/or the analytic concepts? Is it applied in a consequent way? How do you handle deviant cases? Do you compare findings? Is your report rich enough to allow the reader to assess your analytic work, to make other interpretations or criticize you?)
· Is the study well described (reported)? Is there enough (and the right kind of) description of your approach, actions, results and interpretation? Do you demonstrate reflection on the strengths and limitation of the study (both with respect to its design, execution and the reporting)? Is there clarity of writing, logic in the line of argument, easily read structure of the report?
Group 1: Digital Rights Management og Åndsverkloven.

You have four research questions (p. 6), one on how professionals interpret the law, and three relating to students’ amount of knowledge and attitudes to DRM technologies and the law, and their practices. It is not immediately obvious why or how these two groups (professionals and students) are related. The first could alternatively have been posed as something else than a research question, because the reason it was included was that you wanted some background knowledge on how to understand the law. 

You are interested in finding out what ‘Public Joe’ thinks and does, and you select a sample of IFI students. You assume that they will have an average level of knowledge that is similar or above other people’s. The choice of the sample could have been justified better. You do not report how you arrived at the number of eight students, or how you selected them. You did semi-structured interviews, and you included the interview guide in the appendix (which is good). Your methods discussion is good, and you refer to a lot of  research methods ‘classics’. However, we did discuss during the presentation whether you should call this ‘grounded theory’, and we believe that ‘inductive approach’ would be a better term,

When reporting and discussing your data, you structure them according to the four research questions,  which is also good, as it forces you to link back to them and answer them. For the first two research questions you included a table with a summary of the findings in the text, it makes it easier for the reader to get a sense of what responses you actually got in the interviews. To include it all for the two last research questions would have been too much, perhaps, but a list (e.g. of the most typical responses) could have been provided in the text. In the end you include a discussion about the weaknesses of your study, and you suggest directions for further work. You offer detailed material in your appendixes. 

Group 2: Holdninger til fildeling

You have studied people’s attitudes to file sharing, and the reasons and justifications they provide for engaging in (illegal) downloading of file sharing. Your research question focuses on the paradox of why people do not respect the laws in this case, while they comply with most other laws. The research question is focused enough to be realistic. As the only group you have managed to find some scientific articles that were relevant to your study. You refer the articles briefly and discuss how they can be relevant. This is good, but ideally you would have used the findings reported in these articles to construct your research question (motivated it based on what were lacking in these studies, for example) and/or to assist you in designing the interview guide (“If these are the important aspects of attitudes, then we should ask for x and y”). 
Except for the ‘grounded theory’ part that we discussed in class, the methods section offers a discussion of what would be appropriate approaches, methods and techniques. This is OK, and the explicit discussion on triangulation is good; the same with the reflections you do around the interviews and interviewees. That you have not really done a textual analysis (texts as data sources) we discussed in class, rather this is an ordinary literature review.  A study of blogs and web forums could have qualified as text analysis, but this is not reported, and it seems to have provided you only with background material. In chapter four you describe what you actually did during the field work, but we miss a sense of the findings. Most of what is now in section four could have been parts of a methods chapter. It is a good and detailed account of what choices you made and how you planned things, for instance listing the keywords used in the literature search. Your more or less raw data is presented in the appendices. We believe that they very well could have been presented in the text in a compressed form, e.g. sort of a table with keywords. Since you have used more or less standardised questions, this should be possible. The table from the web survey gives a lot of information in such a compressed format. 
With regard to how your analysis relate to your research question: you categorise various reasons people have for downloading, and why they do not think it is important to obey the laws. The aspect of comparing with law compliance in other cases (other than file sharing) is not explicitly discussed in the analysis, even though it is covered in the interviews. In your interpretations you open up a lot of possible avenues that could offer explanations for understanding the area. 

There are also a few small comments on language through out the report: e.g. the first sentence states that: “Samfunnet i dag laster ned..” It is not society that downloads files, is it…?.
Group 3: Jusstudenters holdninger til ulovlig nedlasting av materiale fra internet
A precisely formulated research question (Is there different attitudes between law students that downloads music illegally and those who don’t?) turned out to be a bit problematic, since most of the students did not download music. You therefore have discussed attitudes for and against downloading in general (not comparing those who did and those who didn’t download themselves). This is Ok and very common at least in explorative and interpretative studies, research is usually a cyclical process where you refine and reformulate your research questions as you go along. So an alternative would be to reformulate the research questions to cover the data that you actually have got and can say something about (and then to mention and discuss (in the report) this choice to reformulate the question, of course). 

Some points that we discussed in class: you seem to conflate ethnographic and critical hermeneutics, while they have a similar way of engaging with the data analytically, the object of study (texts vs. practices ++) and the ‘history’ of the traditions are different. There is not a proper literature review. You have an Ok methodology discussion with a justification of your choices, and you are ware that even if your study is inductive, it is not similar to a grounded theory approach. The interview transcripts seem to be verbatim in some places, but are probably summarized rather than fully transcribed (or else they would have appeared to have taken 5 rather than 20 minutes). The report could have contained more reflections on the relations and differences between focus group interview and individual interviews (which you did in class). There is a good discussion and analysis
Group 4: Digital criminals

Your report is rather fragmented. We believe it suggest a project that was not well integrated and coordinated.  For example, we may see some sections where the personal pronoun “I” is used, and others with “we”. However, the fragmentation is perhaps most visible in the whole research design. You have quite a number of different formulations of your research interests and aims. For example: 

· Investigate the practices of a local community of file sharers. 

· Description of the subculture and their practices. 

· How participants in P2P networks see their own role in downloading. 

· What are their motives and how do they treat the content they download?
· Is morality an issue?
· The practice of ‘digital freedeom’. 

· Why do people with access to Internet buy music at all?

Then the actual 4 research questions are listed: 1) how do you download digital music (which tools etc) 2) How do you choose what to download? 3) What do you do with the  files you downloaded? 4)What is your purpose behind downloading?
These questions are interview questions rather than research questions.

There is no attempt at a literature review in the report (submitted later) and it  doesn’t appear to have influenced the formulation of the research question. The Trondheim study (Pandoras iPod) is mentioned later in the report. It could have been part of the intro/literature review. 
You have chosen to do interviews with a group of file sharers. We get to know that you know them, but you do not justify this ‘convenience sampling technique’. Plus representatives from the music business, while it is not justified in relation to the research questions (done in order ”to have some sort of balance”). You have an OK discussion of various methods that you did not choose to use (as a scholarly exercise this is fine, but in a thesis it would be brief, if included at all). It is good that you have used Kvale’s “InterViews” – a classic. Choosing open-ended and semistructured interviews seems a wise choice. You describe (on page 7) three different types of data  (positivism, emotionalism, constructionism), we think it is more correct to call these three perspectives on what the data can tell you.  On page 8 there seems to be a (possible) discrepancy between “were not holding back info” and “were giving very brief answers”.
On page 10 you say: the purpose behind the interviews was to find out how aware the participants were of their actions as they download digital music”. You were particularly interesting in their ethical reasoning and argumentation, and in looking for correlation between the users’ experience and their reasoning. The analysis links back to the four interview questions, and in discussing the first you conclude that the more advanced tools people use, the more they are aware of ethical/legal issues, but in the rest of the text you do not provide any data that justifies this conclusion. Page 11: nice for the reader that you include some quotes from interviews.  Towards bottom of the page you say: we see a correlation between file sharing experience and organizational structure” without explaining what organizational structure you have in mind. The section on the fourth interview question is the largest, and you have identified seven types of arguments used.
Final comments:

None of the groups had achieved any really impressing literature reviews As we have already discussed, the research literature is not particularly rich on this subject, and most of you have relied on popular as opposed to scientific literature. We had intended that you should have used both the library databases and more popular search engines (e.g. scholar.google.com) and do a systematic search, trying out different keywords etc.
However, the learning value of the assignment process was more important than the final result, so we hope you have learnt a lot!
