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What are we going to look at?

• Introduction to the research project

• How advocates became involved

• Notion of voice

• How I incorporated the 3rd voice

• Strengths and pitfalls 
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Comparing experiences of inclusion 
in the classroom
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The request for advocates

Taylor
ASD & SpLDs

• Discomfort with 
unknown people & 

activities
• Communication 

differences
• Processing information

Ocean
ASD & SEMH

• Discomfort with 
unknown people & 

activities
• Communication 

differences
• Emotional regulation
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Voice in interpretivist research

• Aim:
• Listen to & represent the authentic voices of participants
• Reduce additional lenses filtering their voices 

• Advocates:
• Adds an additional lens
• Can misrepresent participants
• May dominate the conversation
• Can have their own agenda
• May have power over the participant 
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What is voice?

• Normalised voice:
• Speech & text
• Directly from an individual
• Autonomous & independent 

• Risks:
• Alternative communication seen as invalid
• Marginalised communities silenced even further
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How advocates worked

• Chosen and directed by participant
• Questions directed to participant
• Verbal and non-verbal confirmation sought
• Bringing the conversation back on focus

• Family members

• Understand the person well 
including how they communicate.
• Witness to their experiences.

• Can make it about their experience.
• Can prevent participant from being 

honest.
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What about data analysis? 

• Do I include the advocates words? 
1. I could remove them from the transcripts
2. I could leave them in but not code them
3. I could include them in the coding

I went for option 3
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Coded script example

9



How did I check it was still about the 
participants
• Looked for confirmation from the participants in the 

transcripts and recordings:
• Verbal agreement or disagreement
• Non-verbal agreement or disagreement
• Continuity from other parts of the conversation
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Sometimes there was none

• To include or not include?

11



Reflexivity 

• Integral part of this type of research
• Additionally important for the impact of advocates

• Kept a reflexive journal
• Entries after every interview
• Entries after every analysis session

• Regular discussion during supervision

12



Presenting this in the findings

• Clear indication of whose voice
• Inclusion of confirmation 
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Was it a good idea?

Strengths
• Enabled voice from those 

otherwise silenced
• Elicited more detail 
• Reassured & encouraged 

participation
• Added additional insight
• Provided context

Pitfalls
• Not easy to check 

confirmation
• Diverting focus away from 

the participants
• Threat to normalised 

ideals
• Unknown approach
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Would I use them again?

Absolutely 
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Questions
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