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Desert Island Data: An Investigation into Researcher Positionality

ResearcherJ, ResearcherC, ResearcherP, ResearcherH, ResearcherS, ResearcherD

Abstract

The nature of qualitative research means that the personal values of an ihdasdaecher can and
do (unwittingly) shape the way in which they analyse data sets, and the resultant cosdusivn.
However this phenomenon is under-studied in social research: this articlécsbelsrectify this. It
presents findings from a small research project focused on discoursespimaasulinity, and work
among British male comedians from working-class backgrounds, interviewed on the [BipQGlar
Radio 4 radio programmBesert Island DiscsSix different researchers, from varying disciplinary,
methodological, and theoretical groundings, as well as from varying personalduankgranalysed
three interview recordings and transcripts separately. All the researcheesuprtheir individual
analyses of these interviews and wrote reflexive pieces examininghefyhtought they approached
the data as they did. The researchers then came together as a group to compare arfthdongsast
and approaches. The results from this study, including the discrepancies and distaraidimsl
group analysis, are reported alongside a thorough discussion of the project's meghdatleldind
that the project evidenced how a diverse research team can bring out deepehnearahalyses, and

was a refreshing way to try and answer questions of individual and collective positionality

Keywords

collective research, data analysis, interpretivism, positionality, reflexigiypjectivity, teaching

gualitative methods

Introduction

This article reports on a methodological investigation conducted among sixchessdrom a variety
of disciplinary backgrounds, who had different research interests, personaieesge and
subjectivities. Taking the same three interviews with working-clae somedians, each researcher

analysed the audio and transcript data separately. The six researchers thargetime tb present



their findings and research themes, discuss their response to the interviews, reffett on their
participation in the task. The researchers used different methodological andd¢hefseaneworks in
their examinations of the data, and different reactions to the data emerged. Wieileesearchers
focused on the role of media interview as performance and the celebrity hieteatBesert Island
Discs may seek to perpetuate, others focused on the role of social class habituseagsidiyshow

interviewees understand the lived experience of their own success.

While the role of subjectivity and positionality in social research has baech discussed (for
example May, 1999; Alvesson and Skoéldberg, 2000; Letherby, Scott, Williams, 2014), and despite
awareness in social science research that two researchers may interpret the sarergiatdferent

ways, the issue has remained relatively underexplored and tested empirically. Thiwippagiteiate

the findings of this project in the history of such debates alongside exanfieimglé¢ restudies play

in social research. It is also posited that such an investigation may form bteaeliing and training

tool for social researchers.

The article is organised in the following way. First it will provide an owvwof the social science
and methodological literature which has focused on the issue of individual reseatetmetation.
This will include reference to several examples from recent research wisdsstig has been central
and also to the issue of restudies in social research and the notion of looking atetliatathrough
different eyes. Second it will present a detailed overview of the methods undertakengreseint
research project. This is especially important in this case as oraginalbutions to the practice of
methods need to be as explicit and open as possible so that future applications (anthiitespref
the approach are built on a firm and fair base. Third it will provide a detailed atkpfoof the nature
of each researcher's analysis, and it is shown that as a result of working in a somewhat diverse team of
researchers, we asked surprising questions of our own practice, and in effeciabgiltidation into
the project. Finally the article will conclude by discussing the imptinatiof the article for
conducting qualitative research and how such a task could be a useful tool Ea¢hiang of

qualitative research methods, aiding students in understanding the realities of individuadlyata. a



The role of the researcher in interpreting data

In recent years there has been a growing expectation that social researclietgarparthose
applying qualitative methods, should reflexively acknowledge their personabpigit because, due
to such subjectivity, 'a different researcher, or the same researcher ierentliffame of mind, might

write a different report from the same data' (Brown, 2010: 238). As Marison (1986: 56) hes:writ

Sociological research is a complex enterprise involving a dynamic interplay
between personal values, theories and practical data gathering skills.
Different sociologists, looking at the same community but not starting from
the same theoretical viewpoint, may direct their attention to diffexgects

of the place they are studying and come up with extremely contrasting

results.

Morison goes on to give the example of Tepoztlan, the Mexican village centraidiessby both

Redfield (1930) and seventeen years later by Lewis (1951): 'To read their actountisl iappear as

though they had been looking at totally different villages' (Morison, 198%: However as Crow

(2012) writes, while acknowledging the difference between the two studiesris ¢érsample size

and the date they were conducted, technical issues in research process can only account for so much in
terms of data interpretation. Crow quotes Brunt (2001: 84) who remindsthe stibjectiveness and
onesidedness of social perception’, going on to argue that 'it is unreaistikpéct different
researchers to come up with the same findings because the research methods used in community
research are not standardized ones that bracket out the individual researcher'sraatouiy and

imagination’ (Crow, 2012: 410).

Different researchers can look at the same issue or phenomenon, and find valueeint diffefacts
and behaviours, or stress different elements as most important or mostingenest despite the
acknowledgement of this variety of interpretation, rarely are intervi@mseripts available for wider
analysis from different researchers, unlike large quantitative data-sets. AngthasiB et al. (2004:

218-9) have written, even 'if they are available, they may not reveal how the ofatueenteraction



between the interviewer and the respondent has affected the data. Two resedagtiiéngerpret the

same data in very different ways.' Each researcher has a repertoire of tatiensgAlvesson and
Skoéldberg, 2000). These can come from disciplinary structures, or the breadth obipnales
experience or exploration, but reflection on practice is restricted becausérugivesd
understandings dominate seeing' (Alvesson and Skoéldberg, 2000: 250). To produce more accurate

accounts of the social world, we need to examine pre-theoretical knowledge (May, 1999).

In one relevant example, after carrying out a multidisciplinary projectséjast al. (2006) found
difficulties in consolidating the diverse ontological and epistemologicabappes that they, a team
of five researchers, specialised in, noting that little literatura@sesis this subject. The authors dwell
on the sometime 'murky’ nature of team research, but emphasise the importance ittirgphom
sharing knowledge and understanding, and talking openly of different methodologicacgs and
‘worldview'. They express the difficulty of 'talking through' these diffe¥enand note the lack of a
‘common vocabulary' hampering communication between the positivists and constauctivithe
project. During the course of their research project, Massey et al. wersadirby the strength of
individuals' positions and how these impacted their study's design, application, and conchision.
shows the value in practically exploring and showcasing how individuals' positions can @ome t
impact the process and results of research (key in participant-led action resesashn[Rnd

Bradbury, 2006]), and the philosophical underpinnings of data analysis.

Pluralism in research methods

Alverson and Skoldberg (2000) incorporate multiple reflexive analyses of aniémt@ranscript at
the end of their book on the theoretical underpinnings of reflexive inquiry, exeyran advertising
agency founder's discussion of his career and his company. After noting the diffeetweenb
primary interpretations (those that occur during the interview) and segoimderpretations (those
that occur later, of the interview's content and of its authenticity), thersupull apart the difference
between the interviewee's desired representation of himself, and the moreintéipasetation of the

role of the business executive in general as holder of 'the truth' of ansatgamior its dealings.



These specific details are not vital here, but what is interesting is théhesey four meticulous and
reflexive investigations of the same short transcript are presented, in aféiske@n, 'regarded as
moments in the researcher's own thinking' (Alverson and Skdldberg, 2000: 270), and as such the

authors argue the need for academic space to conduct such multi-layered inquiry.

Yet perhaps the most enlightening and useful companion piece of research we can isséhhere
carried out as part of theluralism in Qualitative Researgiroject (PQR) by Frost and colleagues
(2010). This article, drawing on a single element a wider investigation in@lipt(defined as using
more than one qualitative approach) qualitative research, was publisQedlitative Researchnd
serves as a direct corollary to the project outlined in this article. Froshiandam recruited four
postgraduate researchers to each analyse one of Frost's interview transcriptpifesious research
project into motherhood. Each of these postgraduate researchers was using @t diffelgic
approach in their research (grounded theory, Foucauldian discourse analysis, enamatisis,
interpretative phenomenological analysis) and was asked to both analyse thiewntarough
application of 'their' approach, and to keep a field journal of the reseavchspr The principal
investigators then conducted a 45 minute interview with each researcher, and treesmalyesed

alongside the initial interview analysis and the research journal.

Among other issues, the research sought to 'interrogate the contributions and impaetiathers
and methods on data analysis (Frost et al., 2010: 441), involving the acknowledgemehe that '
researcher's interpretation is a privileged one which silences possible otherei(Bigs2010: 444),
adding weight to the argument that personal reflexive analysis needs to be bugsedrch design,
conduct and writing up (ResearcherJ, 2017). This arises in the four accounts, as stwme of
researchers describe a very personal and attached relationship to thevieeruhereas others
would use much less personalised language. Frustratingly, while the authors felt thetstbasshers
who were not mothers spoke of the narratives as being 'dramatic' or 'emotionale{rios2010:
450-1), in comparison they offer no detail of whether any researchers were naoith@vhether this
experience affected their relationship to the (person behind the) data. Sinmlattgir study of

attitudes towards women who smoke while pregnant, Wigginton and Lee (2014) reflect on their use of



different research methods - thematic analysis and discourse analysis - and how each approach
identified different (but connected) patterns and conclusions. While the formefigeatdominant

theme of disapproval, the latter offered what the researchers felt was aveefipatce to interrogate

both participants and their own positioning in relation to the issue. Yet aganhékFrost et al.

study, there was no personal and little disciplinary reflection.
Restudies

The issue of different researchers interpreting data differently arises wherawgne the role of
restudies in the social sciences. As Wilson (2014) has argued and demonstrated, reambérsing
data can be a fruitful, if demanding, research journey as it encourages the exaroffaditbnothers'

and one's own research practice. This 'investigative epistemology' (Mason, 2007) encourages
researchers to be creative, interpretive, critical and reflexive, and challdmge®tions that we
should be guarded in our research practice, and the anti-historical idedettmaetation and analysis
can only be carried out by the original research team. A willingness tcemfpallthe unique
epistemological privilege of original researchers seems to be increasimesCérad Crow (2012)
argue that restudies are (re)emerging due to the increased availability eésuatd the comparable
richness and breadth of previous studies when compared to the specialised naofomivgern
social enquiry. Restudies also highlight the messy nature of qualitative research and the ingp@rtant r

of serendipity in research desibn.

Platt (1992) explores one such restudy. Reporting on the establishment in the United Staes of
Social Science Research Council's Committee on the Appraisal of Resedtah 1940s, Platt
explains how a team of researchers, led by Ernest Burgess and including Robert Mertdrrewoul
examine the data and theoretical insights of Robert Angell's 1931 BhadiFamily Encounters the
Depressiorto examine their validity and reliability. Angell's data, a collectiomdividual personal
documents which accounted for family and personal narratives during the Great Depressida, we
be reassessed and classified according to Angell's original schema. Platt'sdeattiogstrates the

messiness and complexity of the process, but recounts how one examination of the dateafoond t



only 32 percent of cases did Angell's original analysis match his conclusions in thef dhes
Committee's research team. It was concluded that 'a personal equation entefes dlassification
of the cases...[raising the issue] of the correctness of Angell's theory along with the applicability of

his method to other data’ (Platt, 1992: 146-7).

One of the key stated objectives of the restudy, Platt (1992: 149) explains,ethcatermining
whether the same results would be produced by other people using the same method, or byfvariants o
the method.' In his original work Angell made clear that his analysis came hirheoretical
positioning as well as the emergent data, not from simple induction. As RI@# (149) goes on to
conclude, 'Thus someone with a different theoretical background might have arrivdteranti
concepts, which could have worked equally well. Conversely someone with a simigrduosnc

might have arrived at similar concepts for reasons other than the nature of the method'.

Careful restudy and analysis can also be seen to be politically and mordisative. An academic
study by two prominent economists (Reinhart and Rogoff, 2010) argued that if a rddlunlevel
rose to 90 percent of GDP then there would be crippling knock-on effedt&tonation's economic
growth. This finding was widely reported in early 2010 and was held up as dcsighifiece of
evidence, fiercely promoted by the authors, for the introduction of austeritjepaticcountries such
as the United Kingdom. It was later found by economists at the University sfaddlausetts that due
to the original study's 'coding errors, selective exclusion of available data, and unioo@vent
weighting of summary statistics' (Herndon, Ash and Pollin, 2013: 1) that reabkifg fpercent debt
to GDP ratio threshold had barely any negative effect on growth, therefore undencuttingf the

economic rationale for implementing cuts to public services and imposing taX rises.
Methodology
[Insert Table 1 here]

Table 1 provides brief details of the team of six researchers who carried out this projecteWelya
included in this table a limited set of information about each of us, foausedisciplinary and

methodological perspectives as these were, as the discussion below will showiaceniranalyses



There are many other personal characteristics which are rightly idemt#fisdciologically vital to
framing researcher positionality (such as race and ethnicity, class, segntdtmn, and disabilities)
but these are left absenthis decision is due to space constraints, and to avoid unnecessary
complexity: these factors did not arise in our discussions as centrat finalyses. We want to stress
that we understand that this is problematic: for example, all ten of the pedpis project (the six
researchers, three comedians, one interviewer) are white. The fact that we dekhaice in this
study perhaps reveals difficult truths about the presumptions of both sweratesand ourselves, and
is something for us to do bettier the future.But as the following discussion will show, part of the
contribution of this article to the qualitative method canon is the unknown rudtwigatis revealed

in research projects that purposefully explore positional differenddnwhe research process. |
race had been central to our data analysis, it would be central to our personahadaaitalysis. The
factors in Table 1 are prioritised because it was our disciplinary position and methhcaiolog
experiences, alongside personal reflections on age and career stage, which emanateniomgistly s

in our analysis of the data.

The data

Desert Island DiscgDID) is a British institution. Since its first broadcast in 1942, it haankee
mainstay of radio. Forming part of the bedrock of the programming of BBC Radip the country's
premier spoken-word radio station, it has become a cultural totem which esntinmake the news.
With over 3 million listeners every week (Williams, 2013), the format of tbevstas barely changed
since its inception. A single guest, such as a leading politician, scientstifumal figure, is invited

by the presenter, currently former news anchor Kirsty Young, to imagine they arettarttked on a
desert island, with only the bible (or other appropriate religious textittendomplete works of
William Shakespeare for company. Alongside these, the guest can request eight recailys (usu
music, but occasionally sound recordings or spoken word pieces), a book, and a luxuoy beem
stranded with. These eight records are played during the show, punctuating a lifeihistorgw,

which aims to explore deeply and entertainingly the interviewee's professional and personal life.



DID was chosen as a source of data for several reasons. With the progranfhasiversary in
2012, a significant proportion of the show's back-catalogue of interviews was placed ohige. T
made finding suitably comparable material for analysis and discussion easier. WRisgascherS's
insights below demonstrate, DID is a media construct in itself, with a primaryogicreating
educational entertainment seeking to bring emotional stories and juicy gossip to light, it ddesals
resemblance to a research project in the social sciences. Due to thehtdtarprogramme's format,
all the interviews follow very similar structures. The presenter, in thiskKiasty Young, introduces
the guest, referring to the themes she seeks to explore in the interviewsttHewimuestions are
generally about the most well-known elements of the interviewee's career; tHergutstn move
back in time to explore the interviewee's childhood and upbringing; and theesmoften
chronologically, through the interviewee's life, before usually ending on the idshew the
interviewee would cope on a desert island and what third book and luxury item they ket |
take with them to the island. The interview follows a relatively rigidgpattcomparable to a semi-
structured qualitative interview, and it was felt that this made the data wimahated from these

interviews suitable for comparison and analysis in such a setting.

There were other mundane practical issues to consider as well. Researehmidcipal investigator

on this project and the person who originated the study, felt that in aslieggees to devote their
research time to a new research project, additional to their own researcmgeaachadministrative
responsibilities, it had to be a project which would appeal as fun and diff€@kobsing alien
interviews and transcripts from a research project separate to the interegtscofiéagues would be

less likely to garner interest. And given the diversity of interviewees @ndver the years it was
difficult to select a sample of interviews. More by chance than by judgementrétesdaheard the
comedian Frank Skinner talk on his own radio show about his appearance on DID. As a fan of
Skinner this episode was listened to and, as a researcher with an interess$ imabiags (shown
below), ResearcherJ felt that searching for other comedians from a workindgpatkgsound may
prove an enjoyable study. Ultimately, interviews with Ricky Gervais and Johnny Vegas were included

alongside the interview with Frank Skinner for analysis. While we recognise a sarepbé tiree as



small, as the central point of the exercise was to investigate our differ@mgretations and analyses,
this was not a pressing issue. Other studies in a similar reflexingstmh as those examined above

by Alvesson and Skdldberg (2000) and Frost et al. (2010) only used one interview as a data set.

Each of the six researchers was presented with printed out and digital cogiiestuiee transcripts

and access to audio files of the three interviews. After a four month pericahiplete the task
alongside ordinary workloads, the research team met for a discussion of mgdfiadd reflection on

the project itself. This discussion lasted 115 minutes and was recorded and transcriledll \&/Ri
researchers were aware that the purpose of the research was to explore if andfdrewt dif
interpretations may arise in research, minimal instruction was provided, beyongbéatiadse
transcripts'. The brief was purposefully kept as light as possibbedier as not to direct anyone's
approach or focus. There are obvious limitations to such an approach. Rassgarch not looking

for specific issues - research questions are more directed and specific. The faet dfidtnew, at
least in broad outline, what the research was on may have had some impact on thedaaknple,

we may not have got the same sort of results if the task had been directed toeetamithe
comedians defined and possibly reinterpreted the experience of being on DID for themselves, or asked
what the relevant characteristics were of the pieces of music they ahdsheir reasons for the
choices, or specifically asked about how they deal with success. The ultimate stiaperofect is
more free-form and inductive, but aims to show how research specialisms and persorss intere
inform one's reading of data. It also shows how multi-faceted and layeredamemt of a few social

agents or narratives can be.

'What did you find out?'

With each of the six researchers producing substantial written work,salentpng and varied
discussions, space does not allow for a total exploration of the restlits ofsearch. The following
data section instead presents three areas for discussion. Firstly there isveawoekethe approach
each researcher took to the data, which documents how working separately on the saroéqaexes

can produce widely different results at the same time as recognitioraidhrfity. Secondly, this
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section wants to focus on a specific item to come out of ResearcherS's reading of thatd=t&|D
as a media construct and celebrity ritual, and the group's reaction tonsachlysis. And thirdly the
section centres on the often overlooked issue of the practical challenges (and muodatttgy

research and analysis through examples which arose during this task.

Approaches to the data

ResearcherP is a psychologist with interests in social and health psychology, and extensereeexpe
in qualitative methods and a range of approaches to qualitative data collection asis.aBaed on
previous experiences and with no defined research question, her analysis on this occasiost was m
closely allied to interpretive phenomenological analysis on this occasion. This appreales
paying close attention to data but acknowledging one’s own part in analysis which is both grounded in
data and interpretive. Her aim here was to create themes which reflected impspiets of and
similarities in accounts, which were distinct from one another, and wthitese ttld an interesting
‘story’ about constituent data. Analysis is generally a much longer process than ResearcherP gave to
this project, thus her analysis was early-stage and would, for publication,nvaleed much more
analytical and reflective work. ResearcherP’s analysis produced five main themes to discuss in the
meeting: ‘career success through a working class lens’, ‘alcohol as muse and monster’, ‘art and
creativity’, ‘inspiration and grounding’, and ‘humour in dark places.” In accounting for her analysis,
ResearcherP illustrated her themes with data extracts containing stories and anvebitbidsad
influenced their development. ResearcherD is a psychologist with a particulastiritepersonality
and individual differences who typically uses quantitative methods within iealpistudies
(ResearcherD, 2012). He followed a similar thematic approach to ResearcheuBedbdifferent
headings for these themes, looking at the relationship each comedian identified beftyweehand
commercialism, how they are seen by other people, and the role of parents. This focurgarethts
fell into two broad categories, with some focus on class and how the role of comedian may upt liv
to the value standards of a ‘working-class job’, and all three mentioned theamopaot religion at a
young age, but with little clarity or pattern as to how this had affectedhbe subjects through their

careers.
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ResearcherC's style of analysis was again similar, pulling out common themes ant @atiund
gender. But her original idea, to explore themes of masculinity, developethé&tmore specific
guestion of what it means to be a middle-aged man. The answer to this wadlecbiyotwo
distinguishing features, specifically in relation to class and family. Teed@ns' success, in
ResearcherC's analysis, was moderated by a sense of uneasiness with their tenwciésg fom
their working-class origins. This sense of uneasiness was at the heart of Researchesid aanatll,
but situated in a more theoretical frame, that of Bourdieu's (2010[1984]) hystdresissdordance
between habitus and field. Researcherl's discussion picked up on the many instaecthree
transcripts in which the interviewees discussed feeling like 'a fish out af atause of the conflict
between their working-class experiences, upbringings and values, and their new pos#ion
wealthier celebrity culture. These included Gervais being unable to gdlidnids that he'd met his
hero David Bowie the previous night, as he dreaded seeming aloof and out of touch, and Skinner

going to the opera and fearing being ‘found out' as someone without the requisite cultural knowledge.

ResearcherS has published widely on issues of media representation (Resez0thi¢r®8)d teaches
across media and cultural studies. His view developed as he thought about the tohéeghow in
greater detail, and was the only one of the six researchers to focusivdglon the programme as a
constructed piece of media. While originally he felt that the speakers were 'genuine’ and had 'the sense
that the interviewer had enabled a very searching exploration of theangst, this became slightly
more sceptical as he struggled to take the interview 'as authentic, because [therpEmaesadility
between the performative side of this and their lives'. The comedians' stglsexly, he felt, were
wrapped up in this confessional, highly personal interview. This led hthirtk about the role DID
plays in both celebrity culture and British society. ResearcherS was thenendf the six researchers
who could be said to have brought a media or cultural studies element to his analysisy focuke
positioning of the guests and the shows role as a cultural institution. This aspleetre§earch is

discussed later in this article.

Finally, out of the six analyses, ResearcherH's approach to the data was the most Ajngiyiag a

discursive psychological approach, he focused in detail on Kirsty Young's introdwcganh of the
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comedians. 'l wanted to consider how the interviewer, almost as an invisible presesgey fhe
levers, didn't she?' Focusing on three devices he saw in each introduction - situsgrgnaent,
flagging culture, and invoking expertise - ResearcherH examined the use of specific amor
contrasts Young uses in order to 'set up' each of her interviewees. These contrasiedhesemg to
intrigue the listener: Vegas as well-honed comedian or potential on-stageldwe&kSkinner as
'King of the Lads' or opera lover? Gervais as world-famous comedian or fanscagiyng about
celebrity culture? These esoteric and oppositional caricatures provide a thgeifiterview to build
on throughout, footing the show's research and narratives on which the interviavilt,isbut
obviously shows a connection to ResearcherC and ResearcherJ's foci on uneasiness and hysteresis,
using the interviewee's cleft habitus as a framing device. Similarly in hissandgsearcherD
highlighted the importance of 'the fourth person' involved in these iewesynamely Kirsty Young,
raising how at one point she says to Skinner 'l don’t want to play up to any sort of stereotype at all,
God forbid', but then immediately raises the archetypal image of Skinner'sdatheworking-class

English man with a garden shed and a whippet.

[Insert Figure 1 here]

Figure 1 (above) is one way of presenting the relationship and differences between ous.aimalyse
this simple quadrant diagram, we can see that our readings can be split along the dishotomi
whether the researcher focused on macro (the extent to which the intergieas wider social
structures) or micro (the meaning of the words spoken issues), or grotoales¢ on codifying and
organising all the data to create theory) or theoretical (usingrexsocial theories to explain some
emergent themes) readings. It would also be possible to draw these approaches into a
disciplinary/methodological typology, where we see ResearcherP and Researclter® hekad
thematic approach to the data, ResearcherS a cultural studies approach, ResearcherHva discurs
psychological approach, Researcher] a social theory approach, and ResearcherC maseidsue-
approach. However, as a team we do feel that these presentations risk isighahfy over-codifying

what was seen by us as a more fluid and cross-cutting result. These methodoltgcaiesaare not

necessarily alternatives; for instance, 'grounded theory' as a strategy cad bdersethe tentative
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interpretations it checked were derived by discourse analysis. An anecdote raisiéihgsbgtione
researcher was often similarly raised by another. The group session was dominaieds byf
approval, and comments such as 'Oh yes, | noticed that too'. Those researchers wienl frasetd
the group last often found they had less to say because one of their colleaguesalgccairered it,
except in one key instance, where the usefulness of a research team with dédt=@emic

groundings was made plain to us.
Analytic differences; Analytic synthesis

As would be expected in a project in which multiple people are looking at thedsdianthere were
many shared observations and points of agreement between the six researchers. Hhanevezre

also some dramatic differences that emerged due to paradigmatic and methodological eseferenc
These differences are best exemplified by the quite distinct approach takenelaycResS. Unlike

any of the other researchers, his analysis focused on a cultural studies reddiBgasf a site of
power within celebrity culture, referring little to actual quotesstwries emanating from the
interviews. He was the most critical of the programme itself, and thehisléorm of interview

serves within the celebrity hierarchy:

This did make me wonder sometimes given that this is almost a ritual, rites of
passage type of thing, the Desert Island Discs, a bit like ‘This is Your Life’

or one of those which shows that you're now a consecrated celebrity, a
consecrated person in the Pantheon, and it did make me wonder how much of

this was rehearsed and how much of it was [true]...

Originally reading the interviews as quite 'genuine' and offering a 'searchingragipi’ of the
interviewees' personas, as he thought about it more ResearcherS developed a ratheregvitdtal
the interview as inauthentic, where the permeability of performance and confesséreaimade

plain:

[T]he form of these stories seem to suggest to me that this wa ri

confessional, it’s really part of the performances of the players and these
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maybe unfairly called rehearsed sort of thing yet are difficult tosasae
strictly biographical, but more of an extended part of a screen narrative to
me. I think it’s nothing surprising in the stories in that they resonate perfectly

with the projected selves which suggest either that they are very consummate
performers or that they are entirely unerringly honest in the way they portray

themselves.

Ultimately, ResearcherS became annoyed with the material, feeling that th#mera deep
sociological interview, he'd been presented with another excuse for 'self-indelgi@ntation,’ part

of a culture in which lots of celebrities just end up talking to each other.

ResearcherS's analysis was probably the most challenging to the underlying iassunfipthat we
were doing, and took the widest sociological view of the data. Researcher®,gaserally

guantitative psychologist unused to analysis at this level, was particularly taken with thechppro

[ResearcherS], you were placing the programme. You were looking at the
culturalraison d'étreof the programme and where it's situated within a wider
culture, what's it doing, what's its function? But those weren't...it didn't even

occur to me to look at them, to look at them in that way. Because I'm a

psychologist, | was looking at the person.

While ResearcherS apologises throughout the discussion for doing what he thoughtamdsaad
'superficial' job of analysis, his contribution on DID as a media constragtnot only missing from
the other researchers' accounts, but helped the team frame social and peratysals of the
conversations between Young and her interviewees. His more macro-level analygisrefthis
encounter fits in the celebrity hierarchy and cultural establishment helped thef ke team

understand other micro-level interactions they had noticed.

The research team saw ResearcherS's contribution as vital, even though he hisnsalipeessed

by it. ResearcherP observed that:
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Because | think if | was putting together an article - because my analysi
think stopped at the descriptive, slightly interpretative elemdntt if | was
putting together an article for people to read and find interesting...and find
useful, | would want to have some of what you said in there. So it would be
almost like a teamwork approach. You’d get some themes, but then you’d

have a look what was underpinning those sorts of things. So | think your
analysis was really...I thought it was very rich from that much more

contextual, social, contextual...

Pushing back on this, ResearcherS agreed but noted that it was the codifyinghresea by
ResearcherP and ResearcherD, and the granular research done by ResearcherH in paaticula
would add data-driven weight to the general theoretical framework he had construatedt M/hot
possible to ascertain whether a single person writing up this project would havalfbotis®n the
macro issues of celebrity cultuaadthe granular issues of dichotomous discursive techniques, it does
not seem likely. This was the clearest example in undertaking this taskfthiant researchers bring
different skills and experiences to their reading and analysis, and demonstrates how thatwembi

of such experiences and skills in research teams can bring exponential benefits.

Research as a (mundane) lived experience

As Brown (2010) highlights above, an individual researcmeo'sd can have an impact on how they
analyse data, a more prosaic concern than that of disciplinary training or musitadning. While
discussion of which analytic techniques might be used typically entail grandeargabout which
theorists' work is most suitable for framing a concept, at the other ehd gpectrum are the prosaic
and mundane realities of research may play just as important a role. In our disaissihy we
thought we analysed the three transcripts in the way that we had, ielvas $everal cases that
practical issues impacted on our attention to the task. Firstly, it was reedghiat this was very
much a side project for many of the team, sited way down the priority list. Blesesis ability to

find the time and (physical and mental) space to read and theme the transcripts was hampered by
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renovations to his house, limiting access to his computer during the time periogethvol
ResearcherP, who had, apart from her during her doctoral research, always worlesanchteam,

felt that the lack of someone to talk her findings over with was an issue:

I didn’t have a team to talk my themes through with, and what I ended up
doing was talking through what | sawbefore | got to themes, just talking
about the interviews with my partner in the garden with a glass of wine. It

helped me articulate some of the things that | was seeing as well.

The research process is messy and ideas, for suitable theoretical frameworks for examgaa)e
from random inspirations often in a non-linear way. In his study of homelessnngew York
Mitchell Duneier (1999) only thought to use Jane Jacobs' research on oitiesafts recommended

to him by a research participant; Platt (1992: 144) shows how a researcher only fotirey augre
applying a particular framework to their analysis after the process. The impoofamcgass of wine
and a pleasant evening conversation with a non-researcher may be incidental ariquedmbk the
subject of scientific study, but that does not mean it should be ignored ecoghised as important.
These are details which will be left absent from the write-up of mostl ses&arch (for a discussion

of leaving out methodological detail for ethical reasons, see Blackman, 20@873.i$mundaneness
to research which is often forgotten, as must we remember that researches sitube practice of
everyday life, not operating in a 'bubble' abstract from it. As Hannah Jones (201But27j,
'researcherare not that specialemphasis in original). While we may have received special training,
have broader frames of theory, and have more time to think about individual pieleta lke those
under study here, taking on the mantel of 'expert' in such a scenario is extremely dubiaus.ad/e
open to the warp and weft of (research) life as much as anyone else looking at these transcripts, and so
therefore these small but significant moments in our research processes provide deoieedar the

necessity of reflexive and collegial practices.

Discussion
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This small qualitative project has served to augment Law's (2004: 6, emphasgirial)ogssertion
that eventsnecessarily exceed our capacity to known theand we should seek to unmake any
epistemological methodological desire for certainty (see also Brown, 2010). \Waike may be
criticism that this project is rather banal, one of the fascinating elementsngf tthigé work is that
when we have discussed it with experienced social scientists of varying degigfiey commonly
state how interesting and useful the project will be, and how they would love tvgleed in it. The
six researchers have decades of experience between them of social research, expeugnge i
various methodological and theoretical tools, have published in a diverse raagasfand have
presented to a diverse range of publics. None of us had come across similar word, somite
discussions about researcher interpretation until we started studying itddanehat 'researchers
produce different research' is an obvious and well-known sentiment, but it seems to nisviihowt

knowing.

Given the wealth of research outputs in the social sciendesaite for data from previous studies to
be re-examined by independent researchers. There is little tradition of making anongtarséelv
and focus group transcripts or ethnographic field notes and photographs availablevideth{gocial
science) public to study, raising obvious questions both of ethical practice and auyhémicre
there is critigue of others' academic (particularly qualitative) resedor example, Wacquant's
[2002] memorably critical review of Duneier's [1999] monogr&ittewalk and Duneier's [2002]
caustic response), it is based on reading the final research repadhng ooiginal data itself. Research
which occurs in independent silos rather than in teams will always be open to digsncri
Supervisors who do not have time to listen to and personally analyse their PhD stusdestispts or
interviews to validate or counter their interpretation (not in the guise of Baneei but in that of
academic rigour) would be one such instance of a possible lack of thoroughrneggiyn The

benefit of sharing data in such a way was found in the Angell restudy:

The draft report by Burgess summarized the data on reliability by suggesting
that analysts have personal equations which make group ratings more

reliable, that rating scales eliminate much subjective bias, and that the
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highest reliability comes from group ratings using scales and scores. (Platt,

1992: 147)

All six of us have conducted research as part of a team and individuddbygt we are all at varied
career stages, with ResearcherH just starting and ResearcherS approacbingrmetlidnfortunately,

the necessity of churn in academia will not stop, corners will continue to be cugingnthr rather
than multiple interpretations of data will continue to be presented as conclusiosavAsBeer
(2014: 67) writes in his recent call to arms, social science needsnmwigeresponsive to current
issues but must protect and revere ‘'long-term, careful, and meticulous wogkreikective pieces of
synthesis and secondary analysis as two avenues which 'go against the grain of the afystem

measurement of academic worth and value.'

Participating in this project has helped us remember the rich potentiabliaborative and
interdisciplinary qualitative work (see Lingard et al., 2007). This idgmotwerplay the significance of

the small and simple project outlined in this article, but merely to expressefreshing we found it

to work across channels, and open our own academic analyses to the critique (iemn)critd
colleagues who can be at once so near and yet so distant. Exposing our own ideas to others, and
hearing their insights, was an excellent way of challenging and developimgvaysractices, which

can otherwise become repetitive and limiting. As one example, Psychologist ResearekerP w
inspired by hearing the more abstract, theoretically-driven, structurapgmives on the DID
interviews of her politics and sociology colleagues. Resultantly, she is degghmiown analysis to
take a broader, more critical and theoretical approach to participant data, whereiagpraghich it

often is, in both health and social psychology fields - and actively encourages stiadtérg more
creative and critical approaches to their own datasets. As Wyatt and Gale 226)4argue,
collaboration ‘activates a form of radicalism and subversion which can challengevatwser

academic practices. Small and enjoyable research projects can do the same.

Teaching and doing interpretivism
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We believe that the small research project presented here highlightsuofifstfor teaching
gualitative research methods and doing qualitative work. As a result of thestpi®gsearcherP has
instigated a new research study group at our university, focused on sharing new data argl analysi
where a group of colleagues are provided with transcripts and other research toatiis@lss. This
welcoming environment has been hugely welcomed by doctoral students and early careeergsearch
and lone reseahers, who want the opportunity to share their ideas and, importantly, hear others’

insights into their data. As Simons and Billig (2004: 1) argue, salaried acadaiglasnot be the

best placed individuals to critique and make sense of the social world: perhaps we can best combat the

undermining of confident criticism by opening up our practice to others, from all spheres.

Following on from this, we believe the project is also highly suitable for undeagedtudents
across the social sciences to undertake. Those teaching research methods may whsbwidhese
students' analysis tally with their own and ours here. Allied to this is a comantito open research
practice where other researchers can analyse our analysis if they so wish]legsespace only
allows for a partial discussion of our process and findings. Therefore as aceekmuanyone who
wishes to do either of the above, the materials from this project are freslgbder online. The
internet address is [removed for peer review]. All three of the tratsdrgom DID are available to
read, alongside links to the programme pages for each of the comedians. Also available is t

transcript from the focus group held between the six of us, which has received very minimal editing.
Notes

! For summaries of the Reinhart-Rogoff controversy see Cassidy (2013) and Alexander (2013).
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