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Burrowing In 

Do we all do this all the time – listen, watch, and feel with ourselves; our own ‘work’ in mind, 

consciously, and less consciously, syphoning off that which resonates, sparking some highly 

charged connections/affirmations?  Certainly, for me, the two days of ‘New Frontiers in 

Qualitative Longitudinal Research’ (NFQLR) And (Arts) Practice Traditions’ in June 2013 

gave me (at least) two things.  Firstly, the pleasurable sense of setting aside my own thesis-

writing with a degree of legitimacy, in order to allow my thoughts to ‘transgress’ in territories 

new in the safe hands (and minds) of those whom I’m invited to trust.  And, secondly, the 

realisation that whenever, wherever, I believe that I am setting it aside, in fact, I am not.  It is 

ever present:  the thesis spectre.  And it makes demands.  It needs to be tended.  This 

requires that I, instinctively, (perhaps) somewhat desperately, seek out that with which I 

might tend it; with the urgency and tenacity of one who is fearful of - what?  Losing it?  

Losing its thread?  Its meaning?  Its potential?... Losing myself?  (My ‘baby’, perhaps?)   

   

And I think that for me, the pure joy was in the permission given by the theme of the day to 

traverse the hinterland of art as ‘social practice’ (the term that Simon Bayly used), interposed 

with NFQLR as a ‘social science’.  For this demanded of those of us traditionally located 

within social science, that we ask ourselves questions:  for example, questions of just what 

such an ostensibly uncomplicated location both disallows and disavows; and to what 

detriment; and what more we might gain from ‘inhabiting different mind-sets’ (as Simon 

described the possibilities of art as social practice).  There is one question in particular that 

stays with me.  And this is one posed by Lisa Baraitser during her leadership of one of the 

sessions on the first day of the seminar-workshop.  It concerns the social science sanctity of 

defining and delineating our ‘data’.  ‘Just what is it?’ she demanded of us –‘this ontological 

artifice?’  Might it not be possible, perhaps, to  capture as much – maybe more of what it is 

that can be known, were we to set its assured fixity to one side, and open ourselves up to 

the possibilities of observing more psychically, more ethnographically, and more socially. 

 

The positing of such a rhetorical question certainly speaks to me as an ethnographer and an 

anxious thesis ‘constructor’ in the final stages of pulling together a full draft of her doctoral 

thesis.  There is a paradoxical quality about this time.  On the one hand it can be delineated 



by its ‘specificity’:  it is ‘writing up time’.  And on the other, I experience it more ambiguously.  

I am writing – yes – which suggests my forward trajectory through time.  However, such 

future-orientated momentum can often only ever be achieved by a necessary ‘backward-

ness’.  For me, this takes two interconnected forms.  Firstly, it manifests itself in the constant 

and necessary iterative process of the re/shaping and re/forming of text:  a necessary ‘to and 

fro’ of a grappling with the crafting of the writing process.   And secondly, it requires a 

reconstitution of ‘my data’ as text.  This involves my re-visiting the data in, what has become, 

its (temporary) ‘frozen’ and ‘inert’ form, coaxing and provoking it into life so that it breathes 

through a present and animates a future.  I say ‘temporary’ for it has only remained so since 

I last visited it.  In this way, I am able to ‘conjure’, and render visible, a scene in textual form, 

where both I and my co-actors can be seen to perform a multiplicity of subjectivities, from 

which meaning/s may be construed, and knowledge/s asserted.   And it is in this ‘writerly 

present’ that I adopt a post-structural pose such that I reflexively call upon this data to 

interrogate me:  who am I in this?  What is it that I can say?  And what is it that I might not be 

saying/able to say?  And, what more might there be to be said, if only I were to invite in the 

gaze of the arts practitioner? 

 

 

What of the Gaze of the Arts-Based Practitioner 

It is at this point I feel duty bound to declare my ‘data source’ for fear of either over 

simplifying or misrepresenting arts practice traditions.  In characterising the gaze of the arts-

based practitioner, I draw on notes and a subsequent blog1 I wrote in response to the 

NFQLR seminar I attended in June 2013. These together represent my thoughts and 

interpretations of the ways in which different researchers illuminated either their own work, or 

their reflections on it, in ways that generated a resonance for me.  What is it that sparked my 

fascination with the question of ‘what is data?’ - both then and now? And more particularly, 

what is it that renders more substantial my own sense-making of writing my own data into 

thesis text?  In no particular order I was/am drawn to the ideas I noted down, which 

emanated from Baraitser, and a range of other speakers, over the two day period:  keeping 

interpretive ‘spaces open for as long as possible’ (without foreclosing meanings and 

meaning making); the power and productiveness of ‘blurred boundaries’ to promote the 

querying and questioning of ‘static’ assumptions of producer and recipient, artist and subject, 

researcher and research object; conceptualising ‘the [research] scene’ and the range of 

faculties we might bring to engage with it and make something of it;  operating within a range 

of temporalities and conceptualising longitudinality in different ways, perhaps as a process of 

                                                
1 http://newfrontiersqlr.wordpress.com/?p=199&preview=true 

http://newfrontiersqlr.wordpress.com/?p=199&preview=true


return, as elongated time, as time of the encounter, or as time for reflection; art as curiosity; 

art as difficulty; art as organic and as intervention; and as actively inviting in conflicting 

paradigms and values to reassess/re-assert just what is/can be data? 

 

And so, it is with these thoughts in mind - sparked by these arts based practioners - that has 

caused me to re-visit the uncertain nature of ‘data’ within my own qualitative social science 

doctoral research. 

 

 

My Social Science Gaze:  ‘Capturing’ the Data… 

So what of my data?  How can it be characterised?  In some straightforward sense it can be 

described unproblematically.  Much of it is of an ethnographic quality:  hand-written/furiously 

scribbled field notes; and some loosely structured, informal interviews - these conducted 

towards the end of eight months of ‘field work’ in a primary school, which I completed over a 

year ago now.  My everyday experiences of ‘being’ the researcher (the observational and 

participative nature of which I captured in paper and pencil note form) within the energising 

and chaotic milieu of my fieldwork site, with its broad array of children and adults, have 

formed the bedrock of this data. And yet, even at this juncture they feel problematic…‘what 

is my data?’  

 

In the first instance I have always experienced the uneasy early career researcher sense 

that in focussing my attention in one domain in order to ‘capture’ my data, I may have been 

missing something of much greater significance elsewhere.  In order to cope with this 

particular anxiety (and to attune myself more attentively to the possibilities and potential of 

the ethnographic moment) I began to develop the habit of breaking my time in the school 

into ‘chunks’ so that I either participated and observed wholeheartedly in what was going on 

around me, or I took myself off to write and reflect.  I found an almost ‘secretive’ writing nook 

which afforded me great pleasure:  it offered a degree of seclusion – it was just off a busy 

thoroughfare through the school - whilst at the same time, providing a panoramic, panoptic 

vista, overlooking as it did a large and much frequented outdoor play area immediately 

adjacent to the school building.  This meant that, as part of this field work stage of the 

research process, these were periods of either rather intense, or – occasionally – luxuriously 

relaxed, ‘data generation’ (depending on the pace of my fieldwork schedule for the day).  

These formed into moments of urgent recall, intermingled and juxtaposed with opportunities 

for uninterrupted and rather ‘illicit’ observation and musing, in which I could, occasionally, 

loosen a rather random train of thought.  And in the second instance and very much 

connected to the first, I have always had an acute awareness of the ‘artifice’ of this data:  for 



as Holland and Thompson (2003:239) have highlighted, it is this very particular ‘research 

process’ that becomes an ‘integral element of the data set’ freighted as it is with the intense 

emotionality of the experience.     

 

 

And Pummelling Them and Pulverising Them in the Analytic Cause…    

Since these early pivotal points of data capture and ‘incarceration’, the data has been 

variously hauled out in the weeks and months that have followed, to be generally ‘worked 

over’ – pummelled and pulverised into submission in the analytic cause, in order to generate 

what Stanley (1992) calls the ‘kaleidoscope approach’ where ‘each time you look you see 

something rather different, composed mainly of the same elements but in a new 

configuration (Stanley, 1992:158, in Holland and Thompson, 2003:237).  More than this 

however, there have always, too, been ‘flashes of recall’ that demand – in that instant there 

and then – to be wrestled to the ground and written into posterity. Indeed there were 

occasions when, cycling away from my field site at the end of a winter’s afternoon, such a 

moment of recall occurred and I alighted from my bike, rummaged for torch, pencil and 

paper, and manically, in gloved fingers, scribbled away again.   

 

There have been periods since my field work ended when this data has lain, comatose, 

flattened, and quietened, in my boxed files (PRIVATE. KEEP OUT) in my locked university 

work room, undisturbed.  And what is it?  As I’ve stared at these neat boxes, I’ve mused on 

the ‘data’ therein:  what is it without me?  Data?  Really?  After all, am I not its puppeteer 

such that it is me – and me only – with my analytic tools and strings that can animate it and 

draw it into life in text?  What is it without me?  But what am I – PhD researcher, without it? 

After all as St Pierre and Adams acknowledge (2011:61 in Denzin, 2013:353) ‘words 

become data only when theory acknowledges them as data’.  And so I have visited and re-

visited my data with some regularity, over weeks and months, in order that it can be re-

digested, regurgitated and slowly chewed upon, as though the cud.  It has, in turn, been 

substituted, supplemented, shaped and honed through my own subconscious and conscious 

imaginings:  a curious magical alchemy of fermenting thoughts and ideas, fed and nurtured 

by my on-going reading; discussions with colleagues in the academy; and by my own 

previous professional teaching and ‘leading’ experiences of the primary school and the UK 

state education system, formed over many years as part of my ‘day job’. 

 

 

My Substantive Research Theme and Data Working Together? 



Together then, this data has been informed by and in turn, has formed, my substantive 

research interest, which is in ‘Citizenship’ situated – as I have been –in a UNICEF ‘Rights 

Respecting’ school.  At its core, my doctoral research considers the implications of adopting 

a dominant discourse of ’Rights’ as a framework to guide both the policy and practice of a 

large state primary school in England.  More than this, however, it interrogates the ways in 

which ‘Rights’ (and ‘Respect’ with which it is coupled) link to, and inform, subordinate 

discourses of ‘Equality’ and ‘Diversity’.  My work involves applying theorisations of feminist 

post-structuralism in my explorations of these four ‘values’ (as they were commonly labelled 

by members of the school community).   As I described in my written feedback to my 

research school soon after completing almost a year of fieldwork there, I use ‘discourse 

analysis’ to engage with my ‘data’ in a manner which I attribute to Laws (2012).  I do this, ‘in 

order to scrutinise the everyday occurrences of school life, acknowledging that they can be 

understood in many different ways, all and none of which can be seen as ‘true’’ (Laws, 

2012:5).  This acknowledgement of a multiplicity of truths brings me some quietude in those 

moments of panic concerning ‘which data’ and ‘where’?   For what I wish to achieve – like 

Laws – is a way of ‘reading’ the school, and what goes on there, in new and different ways in 

order to see things that may be, or may have been, overlooked or taken for granted.   

 

So in this research, I use post-structuralism to contest, but not dismiss, the limits of the 

bases of structural theories.  I use a ‘bundle of theorisations’ to enable me to recognise my 

own investment in the texts I construct and to de-totalise some of the voices of science by 

reflecting on a variety of subject positions from which ordinary people speak knowledgeably 

about the world.  This is particularly pertinent within the context of this research which draws 

on a multiplicity of ‘voices’ from the field – those of adults (with a wide range of 

responsibilities, roles and interests, including my own), and those of the children - pupils in 

the school.   

 

I draw particularly on feminist approaches to post-structuralism.  This does not mean that I 

systematically address ‘gendering’ or elevate gender as a category within my 

conceptualising of the four values per se.  But such approaches do allow me to do two 

things.  Firstly, they enable me to acknowledge this research as a feminist project in which 

partial narratives of my own accounts of myself prior to, and during, this enterprise intrude 

into my sense-making of the research process and the account that I offer as I turn my 

experiences into text.  After all, at the time of the conducting of this research, I had myself 

been a teacher and education leader and ‘advisor’ for many years, in similar contexts to 

those I was researching, asking similarly urgent questions about ‘values’ which had always 

been an important part of my own professional and political ‘persona’.   Secondly, feminist 



theorisations offer me some further critical insights into the ‘mechanisms of power’ (central to 

post-structural analysis) and the way in which ‘power can be redone at the moment it is 

imagined as undone (Ahmed, 2012:13 – original emphasis).  This provides me, especially, 

with some tools for reflecting upon the way in which power relations meet and intersect, 

especially in relation to gender, ethnicity, class, sexual orientation and dis/ability as ‘strands’ 

within my conceptualisations of the four values.   

 

So, my research investigates just what a discourse of ‘ Rights’ and ‘Respect’ and ‘Equality’ 

and ‘Diversity’ does by also focusing on what such a discourse denies.  I pose four inter-

related questions that implicitly connect meaning-making, power, language, culture and 

human subjectivity to inform and underpin my endeavour:  

 

 How are dominant discourses of ‘Rights’ and ‘Responsibilities’ constituted as part of 

the everyday meaning making of school? 

 How are attendant discourses of ‘Equality’ and ‘Diversity’ implicated within those of 

‘Rights’ and ‘Respect’ and to what effect? 

 What do the discourses of ‘Rights’ and ‘Respect’ and ‘Equality’ and ‘Diversity’ 

assume? 

 What do the discourses of ‘Rights’ and ‘Respect’ and ‘Equality’ and ‘Diversity’ 

produce?  

 

 

‘Discourse’ as a Life-Constituting Data Source? 

In the course of the sense-making and breathing of life into my data, I come to use 

‘discourse’ to link ‘language and social life’ (Dunne, et al., 2005:93) so that it forms the 

shape, sound and feel of my social experiences.  However, I construe it as more than this, to 

allow for language and social life to become ‘mutually constitutive’ (ibid.), recognizing 

discourse itself is as much about creating the speaker as vice versa.  In this way, the 

ongoing and iterative process of ‘capturing’ and analyzing the data in discourse 

accommodates the institutional viewpoints and positions from which people speak, and the 

power relations these presuppose.  All research subjects, including myself, have become a 

dynamic of the internal machinations of discourse so that ‘boundaries’ between speaker and 

spoken and subject and object are continually and dynamically reworked within a warp and 

weft of the fabric of the social.  Maclure (2003) describes this as an enfolding and entrapping 

of research subjects within a relationship with the world so that text, discourse and the social 

are constantly being re-spun within a metaphorically textual fabric (ibid).    



 

 

And ‘Selecting’ My Data to Write into the ‘Writing Up Time’ Text?     

In the re-animation process of selecting which data for ‘writing up’, I have drawn on what 

Maclure (2010:281-2) terms ‘examples’ in extracting from what she suggests is a ‘wearying 

mass of ethnographic data’ in order to constitute this stage of the thesis-writing process.  In 

the selecting of this data, Maclure’s suggestion of significant data as ‘exemplifications’ which 

‘start to glimmer, gathering our attention…[where] things both slow down and speed up’ 

(ibid), has appealed to me, for its vibrant, vital, organic and dynamic quality.  It is these filmic 

qualities which create the ethical frenetics and tensions of the living of the doing and feeling 

of the selection and illumination of the data as thesis text I have come to realise.  When 

Maclure asserts this as their strength this speaks to me:  this is data constituted in discourse 

that ‘intensifies our gaze and makes us pause to burrow inside it, mining it for meaning’ 

(ibid).  Nonetheless, I am mindful of the contingency of such moments of selection and the 

temporal specificity of this decision, despite apparent ‘analytic rigour’.  For the question must 

always hang: ‘why this data and not that; why this interpretation and not that; why this 

analytic frame and not that?’  

 

I can perhaps illustrate this best by drawing on two examples of ‘data’ that feature in a (draft) 

version of my thesis text.  And they are, qualitatively, very different ‘types’ of data:  one is an 

‘impressionistic’ ethnographic note that I wrote to myself after only a couple of months in my 

field work school; and the other is a short transcript from an interview I conducted with the 

head teacher of the researcher school around the same time.  However, in the re-animation 

of data as text in my thesis, they have taken on a dialogical relationship, such that they 

‘allow’ me to set out my stall.  I re-produce both below:   

 

 

Rebecca’s Ethnographic Note, September 2011: 

‘Rights’ – they appear everywhere, both concretely, as well as, somehow, 

floating in the ether – not so much on their own – but coupled with 

‘responsibilities’:  they’re on the walls in UNICEF brightly coloured poster form; 

as ‘home-made’ school charters on the walls of corridors, classrooms, hallways, 

outside in the playground,  on newsletters home, reminders of what can be 

expected - ‘you have the right to be heard’,  and ‘you have the right to work’ (and 

‘you have the responsibility to listen’… and to ‘let others get on with their 

work’…); in passing remarks between teachers and pupils, ‘remember, it’s lovely 

that we have the right to go out into the sunshine to play, but we have the 



responsibility not to disturb other children inside…’.  They feel invested in, by 

many, and in such a range of spaces within the school.  They are a garment, not 

so much worn lightly, as with a mark of distinction…they are asking to be 

recognized and valorised.  This is Downland View School saying, ‘Hey, this is 

what we’re about…sit up and take notice…’ 

 

Interview Extract, October 2011: 

Head teacher, John – explaining the ‘Rights’ and ‘Respect’ framing agenda of 

the school to me:   

 

‘It comes from your conviction of what on earth you think you are doing here [as 

an educator] in the first place…We are privileged to be part of shaping young 

people.  It is about sending messages into a future we won’t see…it’s about a set 

of core beliefs…and core values.  It’s not about ‘let’s sit down and write a Vision 

Statement’…it’s grown out of what was already there…’ 

 

Both these extracts of empirical documentation have come to feature as part of my opening 

thesis chapter which explores the rationale for, not only my developing research agenda, but 

also the justification of the construction of my thesis text. It is this ‘choice’; the ‘selection’ of 

this data (and not that data) and the reconstitution of ‘it’ as text that I come to employ as 

integral to the overarching ‘shape’ of that which I deem I might say. So that I find I write: 

 

‘A day did come’… ‘when I had found myself reflecting upon the ways in which 

an overarching discourse of ‘rights’ and ‘responsibilities’ was ‘calling out’ to 

frame the excitements, tensions, complexities, contradictions and the 

‘messiness’ of the ‘ethos making’ of school life, especially for an ethnographer 

researcher, with the time and scope (to watch and listen, to step both in and out) 

and to engage.’  (Excerpt taken from Chapter 1 - in draft - of Rebecca’s PhD 

thesis) 

 

 

What Is My Problem, then, with Data? 

What is the problem for me:  surely, so far so good?  Within the post-structural paradigms 

with which I have cloaked myself, I apparently know what data I’m working with:  I’ve 

identified and selected it; I’ve ‘collected it’; I’ve ‘analysed’ it and now it’s me that’s re-

animating it to write it into the text of my thesis.  So, what can it be that so entices and 

intrigues me about Lisa’s demand of social scientists to account for ourselves in terms of this 



data ‘thing’?  After all, I know that I could say to her that data is never transparent:  a 

premise of post structural theorisations is that this is so.  Data does not speak with a uni-

vocular voice and I have not required it to do so.  Throughout the research process, I have 

constantly been aware of developing reflexive, interrogative ‘notes’ appended to my data in 

order to highlight the way in which I am always writing from ‘a particular position at specific 

times’ (Richardson, 2001:36), all too conscious too, of the language I employ as not so much 

reflecting a social reality but, just as much, creating its own (ibid).     

 

However, it is in the very doing of the crafting of the methodology of writing that Lisa’s urgent 

enquiry resonates with me most at the moment:  perhaps this is because I am fully 

immersed in the intensity and pain of writing this, my data, into thesis text.  This data 

‘demands’ of me, in a heightened sense in a way that I have not previously experienced and 

which makes me worry that I will lose some ‘intrinsic authenticity’ of meaning; that I am no-

longer a ‘proper’ social scientist.  I had not been so prepared for the mimetic quality of the 

‘doing’ of the writing as such a constant process of analysis and transformation.  As 

Richardson suggests (quoting Rose, 1992), crafting data into thesis text becomes all about 

how we ‘word the world’ (and then ‘reword the world’…‘again and again’, 2001:35).  In a 

metaphorical sense, I find the data demands of me to be read differently in the here and now 

of the writing because the very act of writing is one of discovery.  I am finding things out 

(about researching; my ‘data’; constructing text; ‘myself’) as I write:  reworking latent 

meanings, opening up new possibilities of interpretation.  And what I hope, when I worry 

less, is that, rather than shutting out possibilities for making meaning of the data, this 

process opens it up to new possibilities of knowing.  After all, this data as ‘texts, are neither 

the world per se nor an objective representation of parts of this world.  Rather they result 

from the interests of those who produce the text as well as those who read it’ (Flick, 2002:23 

in Dunne et al., 2005).  This is an exhausting process with a visceral dynamic.     

 

 

The Politics of Reconstructing Data as Text 

This leads me to reflect on another possible reason for the urgency of the ‘what is data?’ 

question for me at this stage in the writing process.  And this is to do with the ways in which 

– I rather arrogantly, and, perhaps defensively - find it hard to construct this data as anything 

other than indexically and minutely, attachment to, ‘Me – Rebecca the Researcher’.  

Thomson’s (2014 forthcoming) book chapter entitled ‘Possession:  Research Practice in the 

Shadow of the Archive’ resonates here.  Not only does she explore – and challenge – data 

as an exercise of ownership, or attachment; but she also muses on the way in which data 

can work to generate a state of feeling of being ‘possessed by’ it for the very reason that 



data is ‘constituted relationally’.   Thomson references the work of Mauthner and Parry 

(2009) who have recently written on the challenges of data archiving and sharing, and have 

asserted that:  ‘data are not separate from the subjectivities that generate them or 

independent of the relational and intersubjective contexts that give rise to them’ (Mauthner 

and Parry, 2009:292 in Thomson, 2014, forthcoming).   

 

Yet, I know that this possessive instinct of mine is something of a temporal – and temporary 

- artifice.  The data (at least some of it) has travelled – both through time and space – from 

the moments of its genesis a couple of years ago in the school in which I carried out my 

research, to the pages of my emerging thesis text.  It is only ‘now’ in this moment that I have 

any sort of claim to feelings of possessiveness.  After all, the interview data in particular, has 

not only been generated in concert with other research subjects, but it has, both a political 

and ethical connection with and to those subjects, even within the strictures of my claims to 

the ‘many truths’ of my post-structural analysis.   And – equally – once I give over the data 

reconstituted within my final thesis text, I give it freely for the reader to make of it what they 

will.  There is – perhaps - a pragmatic and philosophical legitimacy to the urgency with which 

I explore the ‘what is data’ question now at this crafting stage.  But this must – and will – 

pass.           

 

 

Burrowing In/Burrowing Out:  What Have I Learnt from Reflecting On Arts-based 

Practice Traditions and NFQLR? 

Certainly, engaging with the assertions and musings of the range of arts-based practitioners 

at the NFQLR events has given me some confidence: confidence, paradoxically, in my lack 

of confidence.  It has given me something to return to when I worry.  I can remind myself that 

writing with data in a post-structural vein is an inherently creative and active process, one 

where ‘fixity’ is not assured, indeed not countenanced.  It does invite in the dialogic 

engagement of the reader (audience).  It does demand that spaces be kept open; that 

boundaries (may) be blurred, and that reflexive engagements, that draw on both mind and 

body, constantly offer the possibility of new ‘becomings’.  It requires new ways of reading 

data; asking questions of data; conceptualising data; and laying oneself, as 

author/researcher, open to ‘writing mastery as letting go’ (Barnacle and Dall ’Alba, 2013:4).  

And it requires an appreciation of the vagaries of temporality – as process, as moment, as a 

‘backwardness’ and a ‘forwardness’, and as reflection; the way in which the prism of time in 

any ethnographic field work conducted over a period of even just months, must acknowledge 

its complicity in the thorny question of ‘what is my data’?  With arts-based practice in mind, 

writing with my data in the crafting of text invites my immersion in the sculpting, etching, 



honing and ‘chipping away’ at that which I am creating, demanding a ‘textual plasticity’ 

(Barthes, 1970, Barnacle and Dall ’Alba, ibid) of that with which I work.  This mind/body 

engagement in writing with data means that what emerges in the process can take on new, 

interesting and surprising forms that I can embrace such that I allow myself to be ‘no longer 

quite myself’… ’like falling into a twilight zone…where things are no longer recognisably the 

same, where words are displaced, where I lose my orientation, where anything can happen’ 

(Van Manen, 2002:1-2, in Barnacle and Dall ’ Alba, ibid).    

 

However, what my involvement with NFQLR also reminds me, crucially, is that my time for 

both worrying away at – and holding close –‘my data’ has its own temporality.  It fixes me 

within a specific moment of my own history.  Nonetheless, there is a time to ‘let go’.  My 

personal investment in this ‘possession’ (Thomson, forthcoming) and my own agonism over 

what constitutes ‘my data’ in the ‘creative process of analysis, interpretation and writing’ 

(ibid) is relinquished.  ’My data’ can and must be thrust from the ‘informal murkiness’ of self-

possession into the ‘bright light’ (ibid) of public access and engagement.           
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