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The Archive in Question

Abstract

The archive has become central across a range soipliines and domains. Perhaps
paradoxically for some, this very foregroundingtud archive has been facilitated by its very
destabilization, which has opened it up to new ibid&ges and the production of new
knowledge. The authority and foundations of theniaie have been called into question. In
fact arguably it is the friction between and withifisciplines, subdisciplines and
interdisciplines which has been so productive, hedce most revealing of the archive’s
potential. However different disciplines and praiesal and popular domains (and their
overlaps) have produced different anxieties, argsibdities. This paper then attends to the
different disciplines which have reflected on (anelated) the archive, and to the tensions and
frictions between. Specifically the paper turn®t@ of the more recent entrants into the field
of the archive - sociology - which has receivetldiaittention in the literature on the archive.
However in the context of the unravelling archive entry of sociology into the debate is
curious. Some of the sociological anxieties arotired archive — the importance of context,
anxieties around ethical issues including inforncedisent, anonymity and confidentiality,
and concerns about representativeness, validitygandralisability, would appear to threaten
to restabilize the archive. Through reflecting on these issuss,paper aims to explore the
pitfalls and potentials of ‘the sociologisationtbé archive’.



CRESC Working Papers

Introduction: The Archive in Question

Recent developments have called conventional utaaelisigs of the archive as an organised
depository of knowledge administered by gatekeapehivists into question. A key
contributor to transformation here has been tedgichl innovation, and particularly
digitisation, which has for instance opened updheghive to the enthusiast wanting to post
their photos, memories and documents on the irtt@meommunity history sitésin a more
informal manner, many people share their thoughit®tos and documents through social
networking sites. Technological developments angstemer demand’ from the growing
number of family historians are also transformingditional archives. Digitisation of
documents calls into question the need for (fantiigforians and other researchers to visit
archives; although, at the same time, archives agchhe National Archives in Britain have
limited opening hours to historians, and other aedgers and family historians due to the
pressures of the current financial crisistchivists are concerned whether or not to allow
researchers and members of the public to add irsftiom about documents to their catalogue
and what status such metadata should have. Thitisalign, and the related tension between
an uneven archival commitment to public engagemeamd, a public insistent on engaging,
have contributed to putting the democratisatiothefarchive on the agenda in a substantive
manner.

However, the questioning of the archive extendsbdythe concerns of archivists about the
future of the archive in the digital age (see aBishop 2008a). Since the mid-1980s,
historians have challenged the position of the igechas the unquestioned source of
knowledge and truth about the past. Historical mublogist Laura Ann Stoler is part of an
“archival turn” within history which has resulted fa rethinking of the materiality and
imaginary of collections and what kinds of trutlaiohs lie in documentation’ (Stoler 2002a:
93). In engaging with the ‘archive as subject’ eatthan as a mere ‘source’ (Stoler 2002a: 93)
Stoler is opening up new avenues of analysing #st. ]Not only by examining the silences
within the documentary record to write the histafysubaltern subjects, Stoler and other
historians argue for seeing the archive as thetitotige process of imperial/liberal state
power and reading the imperial archive along ithiaml grain to understand colonial politics.
By shifting attention to ‘fact production’, the &ige can be seen as an epistemological
experiment by state power to contain the reality(aiflonial) governance (Stoler 2002a;
2002b; 2009). Other historians such as Patrickelbyawe made similar claims for the archive
as a crucial technology of the liberal state (Jdy@@9; 2003).

As Stoler has noted of the archival turn ‘[tihehdve has been elevated to new theoretical
status, with enough cachet to warrant distincirgl|l worthy of scrutiny of its own’ (Stoler
2002a: 92) and the archive has moved from margioatern to the centre of the discipline of
history. However, contesting archival authorityn@t entirely new. The archival document as
font of truth has been challenged prior to digti®a not least by those using the once novel
technology of the tape recorder to create orabhies, which not only supplemented official,
documentary history, but came to be understood fesing their own historical truths
(Portelli 1991; Perks and Thomson 1998). In paldicthose recording the stories of workers,
women, and other marginalised groups, those whoe Hagen ‘hidden from history’
(Rowbotham 1973), have long challenged the autharfitarchives which exclude certain
voices in the production of particular versionshidtory. Feminists and others have long
created their own archives and ‘herstories’ (foaragle The Lesbian Herstory Archives in
New York; see Nestle 1979; 1990; and also Smith519%Vhat is perhaps new is that
challenges to the archive have come more to thatrgeof the discipline of history.
Antoinette Burton has identified the key role whitle acceptance of oral history (as well as
the internet) has played in the renaissance orsstormed archive, pointing out that ‘[t]he
respectability which oral history has graduallyrgal in the past twenty five years, together
with the emergent phenomenon of the ‘Internet-akige’, have helped to prize open
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canonical notions of what counts as an archive vandt role the provenance of historical
artefacts of all kinds should play in History adisciplinary project” (Burton 2005: 3).

This interest in the archive can be found in malaggs, many different domains, and so is
pervasive and powerful. The foregrounding of thehiate occurs at the same time as the
stability of the archive has been called into goestArguably the friction between and within
disciplines, subdisciplines and interdiscipliness Haeen key here, both destabilizing the
conventional archive and at the same time revealing archive’'s potential. Thus
destabilization has opened up new possibilitiesttier production of knowledge. Examples
here include oral history, colonial historiographystorical anthropology, literary history,
cultural studies, performance studies. As anthiagohas grappled with its colonial origins
and implications in the colonial order, so too haory. Some of this interest can be traced
to the influence of the work of Foucault and Deaar{gfoucault 1972; Derrida 1996) across a
range of disciplines; and perhaps also de Certeaen if less acknowledged (de Certeau
1984; 1988; see also Highmore 2006). More geneth#yrethinking of the archive can be
related to what have been described as various,tuimich manifest differently in different
disciplines: the cultural turn, the narrative tutim biographic turn, the historiographic turn,
the material turn, the anti-foundational turn, teath of the author and so on. History is no
longer the only discipline to have a stake in thdiseussions.

Thus in entitling this paper ‘the archive in questiwe not only intend to gesture to the
current destabilization of the archive, that thehare is now in question — its foundational
and authoritative status is, for many now thoroughlhdermined, but especially for the
discipline of history. But also we askwhich archive is in question? This is because the
archive is not the same for different disciplinethe historical archive is not the same as the
sociological archive, is not the same as the aptilogical archive, the archive of
performance and so on. The concerns, anxietiesrdgjoys, even the dust are not the same.
Absences, exclusions, ethics, practices, methaslsearch strategies, access, disciplinary
status, truth claims, facts, generalisability, diti, all manifest differently — or sometimes not
at all — across the disciplines. The process dfigirg has raised profound methodological
issues across a range of disciplines, not onlptyist

These different and diverse disciplinary approachmsthe archive notwithstanding, a
particular departure point for this paper is theesgence of a debate, mainly in sociology,
though to some extent more broadly across the Issci@nces in the UK, around what has
been termed ‘the reuse of qualitative data’. Tlebale has emerged in particular in response
to changes in the funding process of the main Esciance funding body in the UK, the
Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC). Th&E®ow makes two particular
requirements of those applying for funding. Thestfirequirement is that applicants check
whether analogous data already exists which coeldided in the proposed project. The
second is that that grant recipients agree to \e&chind make available to others data
generated in the course of their project. Thesrentions have led to sociologists debating
the possibilities of ‘re-using qualitative researdh fact, we want to argue that there are also
deep intellectual issues involved in this growimgerest in the archive from sociology.
Whereas during the second half of thé' 2@ntury we can trace a clear demarcation between
past-centred humanities disciplines, and presdeti®d social science ones, we can
increasingly recognise that the social sciencemsbéses have been historical agents. Their
traces, or relics, deposited in archives can nowelael in a way which muddies any clear
boundaries between history and social sciencet{gediscussion in Savage 2010). However,
although such reuse of qualitative data implicitgsumes the process of archiving data and
the existence or creation of an archive, the lagguaf ‘the archive’ is not one that many
sociologists have taken up, or have much recoarseven as they discuss issues about the
storage of and access to ‘data’. Rather the ddbatiate has tended to reiterate common
sociological framings of qualitative research, ihieth primacy is assumed to attach to the
fieldwork encounter. Key concerns have therefoduiled the loss of ‘context’, from oral
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interview to textual transcript, as well as thesla¥ the ethnographic and performative
moment of the interview and all that cannot be am&d in a transcript, and cannot be
archived. Ethical concerns include the feasibitityneaningfully acquiring informed consent
for as yet unknown future use of data, and thelehgés of maintaining anonymity and
confidentiality in the archive. There have beeneothuestions raised about the reuse of
archived qualitative data around representativerssspling, validity and generalisability.
Though we explore these matters further througttmupaper, what we want to highlight here
is the extent to which these concerns testify weaply interesting anxiety of sociologists
towards the archive. We seek to emphasise insteagdssibilities opened up by the very
destabilization of the archive. We resist the fragndf some sociological interventions which
would appear to threaten testabilize the archive through efforts to fix what counts as
context, and knowledge, and who has access tdargdatowledge. Thus a central concern of
this paper will be an exploration of the potenéiatl possible pitfalls of, what one participant
in a series of workshops we organised termed stivéologisation of the archivd'.

All three of the authors of this paper have beewlired in this debate about reuse in various
ways, through publications which have attemptedetbink the debate about the ‘reuse’ of
qualitative data, in developing strategies for megigqualitative data, in visiting and using
archives, and in particular through our involvemienthe series of workshops on ‘Archiving
and Reusing Qualitative Data: Theory, Methods atidck Across Disciplines’, and funded
by the National Centre for Research Methodgny.ncrm.ac.ukin the UK (see endnote 1).
Even though for us, the principle of reuse is ngreblemper se, perhaps because we all
share a historical — as well as a sociological agmation, and even though we might find
some of anxieties about reuse to be exaggeratedarevenonetheless intrigued by this
manifestation of a specifically sociological ‘arehi fever’, and what the sociological
questions which have been posed of the archivetroifgr the existing debate on the archive,
andvice versa, with a view to extending our previous intervensoon reuse (see especially
papers in Barbour and Eley 2007).

(Re)using Qualitative Data

As mentioned already, discussions about reuse woiolegy are commonly traced to
institutional changes. In 1994 the Economic andd&détesearch Council (ESRC) contributed
funding to set up QUALIDATA, the Qualitative Datardhival Resource Centre, at the
University of EsseX.In 1996 the ESRC made changes to its DatasetsyPualhich has since
specified, firstly, that those applying for fundiegould ensure that similar data which could
be used for the research project does not alresidy, eand secondly that those in receipt of
funding should offer their data to QUALIDATA (sin@)03 ESDS Qualidata) for archiving
on completion of their project. Thus these two ésethe setting up of Qualidata and the
changes to the ESRC's datasets policies are afferenced as the departure point for debates
about reuse in the UK.

Terminology: ‘Reusing Qualitative Data’

Although the setting up of Qualidata asaaohive, as well as an archiving support and advice
centre, has been central to the emerging debatéhenreuse of qualitative data, the
terminology, and the trajectory, of the debateiatreresting. To extend earlier reflections on
the nomenclature of this debate (see Moore 20018 nioteworthy that despite the extensive
focus on the archive elsewhere, discussions isab&l sciences have tended to reference the
archive only in passing. Thus despite Qualidat&sus as an archive, the archive remains a
rather ghostly presence in the literature. The i@ohagy is important and is implicated in
how concerns are played out: sociological concéense been framed around ‘the reuse of
qualitative data’, rather than aroutite archive per se. One of the aims of this paper is to
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begin to bring the debate about the reuse of @ikt data into conversation with discussions
about the archive.

Context and Reflexivity

Sociological objections to the possibilities of teeise of qualitative data have concentrated in
particular around questions about context andxieftg, both principles at the heart of much
interpretative sociology. Researchers have beerernad about the limits of using data
without full access to the original conditions b&tcreation of the data; the irreproducibility
of the original interview, the face-to-face encasnwith an interviewee; the insufficiency of a
transcript against the ethnographic moment of therview; and the impossibility of ever
adequately archiving the context of data. Effogtdiise at Qualidata and others involved in
archiving to develop protocols for the kinds of adkita to be included alongside transcripts
have been found inadequate. Understanding thevieteras a co-construction of the
researcher and the interviewee, and understandiaginterpretation of the interview as
dependent on the researcher’s reflexive engagewiémthe process, such perspectives find
the notion of archiving and reusing transcriptsgerewith further documentation from the
research process, as at best limited and at warst|most impossible project. Paradoxically,
the insistence on the importance of reflexivity, the mediated process of knowledge
construction, can collapse into the inference ¢imty the ‘original’ researcher who carried out
the interview has access to the true meaning ofetimunter and even its traces in the
transcript. Thus even reflexive and interpretiveislogists are not immune to the fantasy of
the complete archive, and absolute access touktte and this forms part of the resistance to
the creation of a sociological archive, that it ceaver be complete, that it will always be a
site of loss and failure, that it can never be mproduction of a face-to-face interview.
Bearing in mind the discussion of the trend towatds destabilization of the archive more
generally, what then becomes clearer is that #gsstance to the reuse of qualitative data
involves arguments which appear to restabilizeatfohive, and the production of knowledge
based on archival research.

Further grounds for resistance to archiving incladecerns about adequately addressing the
ethical issues raised by depositing transcripténtgrviews in archives (informed consent;
anonymity and confidentiality) and about the roldumding bodies and the related question
of the ‘value’ and ‘value for money’ of archivimgialitative data.

Historians and the Instability of the Archive

Some of the concerns which have emerged in theolsggtal debate around ‘reusing
qualitative data’, are echoed in the growing engag@ of historians with archives not only
as a repository of documents, but also increasiaglgn object of study as they confront the
archive’s incompleteness and instability.

It has been common for historians to treat evideinom documents and to some extent
artefacts deposited in organised repositories @hives or libraries) as taken-for-granted
building blocks for developing their narrativestbé past. Like many of the social scientists
concerned about archiving their research, histerisare generally not — indeed, given that
they study the some time distant past, they cooldconceivably have been — involved in
collecting, cataloguing and preserving the docusantl artefacts they draw on in their work.
Therefore, their study of the past is to some éxteénumscribed by what someone, often a
male administrator in government, religious bodedusinesses, generated, deemed worth
preserving as part of the institutional knowledge anemory of the institutions they worked
for. Not all documents and artefacts find their vrgp the archive or a library and survive.

While most historians accept that the archive ailays be an incomplete window on the

past, challenged by those often marginalised frblistory’, they have become increasingly
inventive in using archival material and unorthodsmurces to write about such lives. In
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researching the recent past, historians are makicrgasing use of the studies written by
social scientists from the late nineteenth centumwards including their archived research
material (see for example Todd 2008). However,ohighs would generally not rely
exclusively on interviews generated by one sucHystbut would draw on as many different
documents or sources as feasible to explore theapdscontextualise a particular source in its
period and historical context. Therefore, histosiamould be interested to understand for
example the interviews compiled as part of a lasgeial science project as a particular
articulation of society or life at a certain timrethe past. As a consequence, historians would
note the contextual information compiled by socgsearchers, but would maintain that such
evidence or traces of past can be understood snpae of a wider picture in which it matters
as much why certain questions were asked, the wagtipns answered, or related to events
and developments at family, community, local, naicand international level. This poses the
guestion of whether there are insufficient traceallow historians to retrace the past lives of
individuals. In her contribution to the first woH@p on 'The Ontology of the Archive’,
Carolyn Steedman reflected on the considerablécisrit she received from other social
historians for writing about the relationship of ste&xs and domestic servants based on
essentially one source, the diary of a master {&taa 2007).

Even though historians are increasingly using umentional sources or are reading existing
sources in innovative ways, the archive remainsialtio historians given the requirement to
document their statements about the past with cgpieferences to documents and artefact in
organised depositories. At the first workshop, 8tewierce highlighted the difficulty in
referring to documents he had surreptitiously asegsduring research in Nigeria (Pierce
2008). The documents in question were stored irctipboard of the office of a local official,
rather than formally archived. Therefore, the aale became how to refer to these
documents. In recent years, international histsriaave faced a similar unexpected problem
when some previously open and accessible documestes withdrawn from the American
National Archives following the 9/11 attacks. Fasthrians, the problem was that of how to
refer to documents which they had previously seehwhich were now no longer available
to other researchers. In trying to overcome thidbj@m some historians posted digital images
of the documents online. Indeed, the revelationt White House email system failed to
archive the emails by staff during the lead-upht® decision to invade Iraq demonstrates, if
such proof were needed, that even governmentalvasshas all depositories of information
and artefacts, are incomplete and instable.

However, this finding raises a number of questimigvant to the re-use of qualitative data
debate. Faced with the challenge of archiving thesearch data, some discussions among
social scientists reflect an assumption that unlges entire research process can be
documented we should not engage in reuse. At thhe same there seems to be a further
assumption that ethically data must be anonymisddat traceable to a particular informant,
and therefore by its very nature incomplete if difeal, raising questions about how much
contextual information should be included as itréases the traceability. Nevertheless, the
work of historians suggests that even incompleteudmntation will provide an invaluable
source for future researchers in ways we cannddigrer anticipate. Apart from more
explicitly political concerns, there has been ditthttention to limits to storing all the
information in organised depositories due to litiitas of space and costs, notwithstanding
the ‘digital age’.

For some, the internet increasingly approximatesibucauldian notion of the archive as the
collection of all potential statements, constabiyng transformed and recast (Foucault 1972:
126-131). While often seen as an extremely veesadpository of documents, facts and
information, the internet constantly changes amaigiorms the information posted. While

some suggest that the internet will never becomerénthan a place to begin and end the
research journey” (Sentilles 2005: 155), and that internet cannot replace the laborious
process of research whether in the field collectimgrmation, interviewing subjects or
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visiting archives or organised depositories of donents and artefacts, for others a thorough
appreciation of the impact of the internet, digitisn projects and web 2.0 technologies
necessitate a rethinking of the archive, makiregstibject of social and historical inquiry.

Anthropology: Field as Archive and Archive as Fiel®

The encounter between history and anthropology Ien particularly productive for
rethinking the archive. In the section which followve trace a number of distinct
contributions which have emerged out of this megtif disciplines and methodological
practices, as approaches to ‘the field’ and to &tehive’ have cross-fertilized each other, and
even merged for anthropologists researching inctilenial archive, which has been their
‘field'.

Historical Anthropology and the Colonial Archive

The archive has been ‘[olne of the most pervasiveiat and cultural technologies of
modernity’ (Highmore 2006: 84) and as such has lwegrral in imagining and defining an
‘other’ — savage, colonial subject, against whom\ttlest can measure its civilisation. Those
who have explored the colonial archive where peshapues of power (and powerlessness)
have been all too blatant have been amongst thetéir challenge the archive. Historical
anthropologists, through their encounters withdblenial archive, have played a key role in
rethinking the archive. Both Ann Laura Stoler (8toR002a; 2002b; 2009) and Nicholas
Dirks (Dirks 2002) have been central figures here.

Stoler has recently distinguished between the comara recognised practice of ‘reading
against the grain’ and the new possibilities openpdby ‘reading along the grain of the
archive’. Stoler characterises the common critigadroach to the colonial archive as an effort
to read colonial archives ‘against the grain’ ofpamial history, empire builders, and the
priority and perceptions of those who wrote thetminking history from the bottom up, the
human agency of the subordinate against the inmpstriactures of those in power (Stoler
2009: 46-47). This kind of approach has resulteccaneful attention to what counts as
knowledge and who has had the power to record theisions of history in colonial
ethnography. Whilst the distinction from readiraohg the grain’ may appear overstated,
nonetheless Stoler’s attention to the organisatipmaers of the archive is instructive:

[e]thnography in and of the colonial archives afterno processes of production,
relations of power in which archives are createduestered, and rearranged. ... Here
| treat archives not as repositories of state pdwgras unquiet movements in a field
of force, as restless alignments and readjustn@nteople and the beliefs to which
they were tethered, as species in which the semskthe affective course through the
seeming abstractions of political rationalitiego{& 2009: 32-33)

This attention to reading along the grain of thehase has also contributed to the move
towards producing ethnographies of the archive.

Ethnographies of the Archive

The encounters between anthropology, history aedattthive have also produced other
effects which have contributed both to the destadiibn of the archive and to its move to
object of study in its own right. Not only havethigcal anthropologists turned to the colonial
archive as a site of the manifestation and exemfisslonialism, but they have brought an
ethnographic perspective to bear, not only onéhstin the archive, but on the archive itself.
Nicholas Dirks suggested the need for an ‘ethndgyrag the archive’ (Dirks 2002), having
earlier called for a biography of the archive {B8id993). As Dirks reflected:
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But while anthropologists have subjected their vairistories [in the field] to
historical and critical scrutiny, the historian'sigal story is largely untold, shielded
by the fact that while the archive has often seemgditical, it has never appeared
exotic. Travelers’ tales and adventurers’ yarnsehagver rendered the archive a
major source of narrative, and yet the monumeptalitthe archive is enshrined in a
set of assumptions about truth that are fundaméathl to the discipline of history
and to the national foundations of history. Whikede assumptions about truth and
history have been critiqued in relation to histatiwriting (and the use of sources),
they have rarely been examined in relation to theces themselves, except inside
the very historical footnotes that summon the gsatespect for the archive as a
repository of ultimate value. ... The time has coméistoricize the archive. (Dirks
2002: 48)

Dirks’ suggestion that the time was ripe for sterad the archive following anthropologists’
stories of the field has been taken up explicitlyAntoinette Burton’s collectiorchive
Sories. Burton's (2005) collection brings this kind of samility to bear on archives, and her
Archive Sories appears as a version of John Van Maan&alss of the Field (Van Maanen
1988) for historians: ‘Archive Stories aspires ltostrate the possibilities of an ethnographic
approach to those traces which remain legible tasusistory’ (Burton 2005: 20; see also
Kirsch and Rohan 2008). Burton hopes that ‘[ijnquimg this ethnographic re-orientation, we
move resolutely if experimentally beyond naive paisim and utopian deconstruction,
beyond secrecy and revelation, toward a robustgimasive and interpretively responsible
method of critical engagement with the past’ (BarR®05: 21). Here we might note that it is
salutary that Burton turns to ethnography for hrehize stories, rather than for instance to a
reflexive sociology, notwithstanding ethnographgagagement with, including at times
complicity with, the colonial archive.

Though the explicit encounter between history amtirapology, or the archive and the field,
is recent, there is nonetheless now a growing laddyork exploring the ‘ethnography of the
archive’. Burton has stressed that the continumegessity of talking about the backstage of
archives — how they are constructed, policed, eapeed, and manipulated — stems equally
from our sense that even the most sophisticate#f ararchives has not gone far enough in
addressing lingering presumptions about, and attaals to, the claims to objectivity with
which archives have historically been synonymotir{on 2005: 7). In making this point
Burton is stressing that an ethnographic approaebles both the practice of writing stories
of archival encounters, and that it is also an @@gin to the archive. This captures Ann Laura
Stoler’'s account of the epistemological importanéghe ethnographic encounter with the
archive, that ‘archives can no longer be treatetplyi as “sites of storage and conservation”
and their use has to become more “ethnographis™egractive” (Stoler 2002a: 90).

Archiving Ethnography

However yet another twist on the encounter betwdstory and anthropology reverses the
ethnographic approach to the archive, and undeatstathnographies, and the production of
ethnographies, as a process of history-making enpfesent. George Marcus, in his paper
‘The Once and Future Ethnographic Archive’, poititisthe possibility of understanding
anthropology’s ethnographies as themselves cotistituan archive: the idea that
‘anthropology’s century-long accumulation of ethragghic scholarship constitutes an
archive’ — here in both literal and metaphoric ssn@Marcus 1998: 49). Marcus echoes a
common claim for anthropology, that ‘the productarethnography, at the minimum, and at
its most valuable, is the present making of documéar history’ (Marcus 1998: 50). Marcus
provides a compelling account of an innovative eoghlogical initiative, the Human
Relations Area Files (HRAF; settp://www.yale.edu/hraf/ begun in 1937 as a cross-
cultural survey of cultures, to enable the possibif systematic, comparative social science.
The HRAF collected (and continues to collect) etiraphies as books, monographs and

10
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papers and assembles them as a massive cultufsivardVhile holding the full-text
ethnographies, each paragraph of text is also ctmlexhable searching across a range of
categories. Marcus notes how, in this processetimeographic texts were in effect treated as
primary rather than secondary texts: ‘Nothing cduddmore revealing of the heterogeneity of
ethnographic texts than when they were literally ogp and reassembled by the HRAF
archivists preparing them to be used as if theyevpgimary sources’ (Marcus 1998: 52) and
that only in the framework of such a project cotiid cumulation of published ethnography
be considered literally an archive of primary miagiMarcus 1998: 52-53).

Marcus makes a number of further pertinent obsemston the HRAF which are relevant
when thinking about the reuse of qualitative d&ta. instance, referencing canonical studies
in anthropology, Marcus notes that the work of Maliiski or Evans-Pritchard stands both as
a professional archive of the construction of aocaand the emergence of a discipline; and
as accounts, among other accounts, of the Trobidgladders, or Nuer, respectively. Thus
there is an important distinction between hist@iamo may be used to using an archive but
less so to creating one; and social scientistshef gresent such as anthropologists and
sociologists, who not only are involved in the ¢ti@aof the archive, but who inevitably and
unavoidably leave traces of themselves in the wechiAnd as Marcus implies those who get
to leave their traces, are often those who bothstcocted and are constructed as the
professional canon. Marcus also echoes one ofrkietées about the sociological archive —
that the researcher will be found out when theia dare-examined: ‘Most important has been
the trend of the restudy of classic works in cotinacwith new fieldwork among the same
peoples, for example, as in the case of Annetten&/a reconsideration of Trobriand
exchange (1976) and Sharon Hutchinson’s placinfp@fNuer into colonial and postcolonial
history (1995)' (Marcus 1998: 54). Marcus asks \mbetthese studies are more or less
canonical after being restudied, pondering ‘theratwdre these uses of this reconstituted,
more complex and unwieldy sense of the archive’.

However Marcus does not address anthropologists’ f@@lings about the archiving of their
materials. In the UK context, David Zeitlyn notes

Anthropologists have problematic relationshipsrzhiaves. On the one hand, they use
archived material voraciously by applauding PatkBes innovative use of W.H.R
Rivers' unexpurgated field notes in her novels, asithg Malinowski's diaries for
teaching. On the other hand, things become rattitsreht when the question of
archiving their own material arises. The possipilitf granting others access, no
matter how circumscribed or how far postponed anftiture, seems to cause more or
less acute feelings of discomfort and unease.|{e%000)

As an indication of the extent to which the fieldtloe archive has been and continue to be in
constant flux, Pat Caplan noted that her interesthe ethical issues raised by archiving
ethnography postdated the 2003 collection she eediéhe Ethics of Anthropology (Caplan
2008), but which did not involve consideration loé iethical implications of archiving.

‘Post-fieldwork Fieldwork’

A further strand of the anthropological encountéhwhe archive which is useful for those
thinking through the reuse of qualitative data barfound in the work of anthropologists who
have written of ‘fieldwork after fieldwork’. Thougimot strictly speaking about a formal
archive, this anthropological literature generaflyolves anthropologists looking back and
reflecting on their own personal ‘archive’ of figldrk and ethnography, and importantly here
reflecting on their changing understanding of thedfvork over time. In this way some
anthropologists have taken their ethnographic ardo the archive/field further, not just
historicising the archive, but historicising theopess of fieldwork, interpretation and the
production of knowledge. Thus while we might be ireded that while history’s usual focus
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is on the temporal and specifically on the pastperaps the past known in the present,
anthropology’s concerns have been more usuallyrgiwte spatially, the focus is the ‘field'.
However an encounter between history and anthrggoleaves us more attentive to the
temporal dimensions of anthropology, not only ffigdwork is carried out in time, and that
the writing up is usually carried oldter, not only ‘at home’, ‘away from the field’, butsal

in a different temporal momenafter fieldwork. Anthropologists, despite the privilegirof
space, with their often long temporal engagemerith their fieldwork, have been well
positioned to realise their changing understandioig$ieldwork over time (McLeod and
Thomson 2009). A number of anthropologists havettari of this. Renato Rosaldo’s is
perhaps the classic account, describing his iniéilire to grasp a ‘headhunters rage’, the
rage of the older lllongot men of northern LuzorhiliBpines, when engulfed in grief
following bereavement, grief so intense they usediterally go ‘head-hunting’ and Kkill
another, unknown, person. For Rosaldo this ragedifisult to comprehend, that is until his
wife, also an anthropologist, was killed in an decit, and his grasp of grief and rage was
profoundly transformed (Rosaldo 1989). Anthony Gohas written of what he has termed
‘post-fieldwork fieldwork’, on the continuous chaw'‘in the field; in the discipline; in the
author himself; and in his views of the disciplitieg field and his earlier analyses of the data’
(Cohen 1992: 339). Specifically he asks the questichow ethnography can be written up
more provisionally, allowing for the future occumoe of such changes, while still preserving
the authority of the text’ (Cohen 1992: 339).

These guestions are certainly of interest to tleogmged in the reuse of qualitative data, and
have recently been taken up in Molly Andrews’ aetdoof her return to her earlier research,
oral histories of political activists. Andrews vest of how what she saw in her interviews was
profoundly transformed following her own experierafebecoming a mother, and how she
became more attentive to those aspects of herctiptsswhere parenthood and families were
foregrounded. Importantly Andrews also reminds fuhe need to avoid taking such readings
as progress narratives, negating any previous mgadior the ‘truth’ of the more recent
analysis: ‘[r]evisiting one’s own data is not soahua journey back in that time, as much as
exploration of that moment from the perspectivéhef present, with all of the knowledge and
experience that one has accumulated in the intargdime since the original data analysis.
But the original study remains important; it repmes the self of the interviewer and
interviewee as they were perceived to be at thahemd' (Andrews 2008: 89). Similarly, a
further example of revisiting data, is Catherinehkéo Riessman, like Andrews another
narrative researcher, has returned to previouspistag attention to the passage of time and
shifting interpretations of the intervening yeamiessman 2002; 2004). McLeod and
Thomson also return to previous research, but Tbamesaccount of her return to transcripts,
and importantly, memories of a focus group, is ratl by her account of sharing this data
with others and of the value of others’ responedhé data. Thus McLeod and Thomson also
point to the limits of individual analysis and teetvalue of collective research (McLeod and
Thomson 2009). Interviews carried out by Broomleatith qualitative researchers shows that
the ideal of the solitary researcher with a unigeitionship with interviewees remains
common (Broom, Cheshire et al 2009).

Thus these accounts of revisiting data over timm] af sharing data with others, offer
important counters to those still upholding theidfability of the researcher-researched
relationship in this way, through pointing to thetability of meaning and interpretation over
time.

Oral History and the Archive
Oral history is perhaps one of the more obviouatioas to which to turn to think through the

question of reusing qualitative data. Thus oraldnisis relevant not just to the extent that it
has been implicated in the destabilisation of ttstokical archive. Oral history offers some
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important methodological and epistemological ingginto thinking through the reuse of
qualitative data (Bornat 2005; Moore 2007). Oradtdrians, in contrast to historians and
sociologists, have been committed to archivingrimésvs and making them available to
others. Perched between sociological interview histbrical data gathering, oral history
appears a hybrid genre, with particular featuregkvhre useful for thinking about the reuse
of qualitative data. Oral history commonly involvadace-to-face interview, which could be
understood as analogous to a sociological intervidawever oral histories are generally
understood as being produced to be archived arsdethus standing in distinct contrast to
the curiously disposable qualitative interview. Toenparison with the oral history interview
reveals the extent to which, perhaps related toth®n of the researchers’ exclusive access
to meaning and interpretation, are notions of osimigrof data in the social sciences (Broom,
Cheshire et al 2009), against oral history’s commaitt to making interviews available freely
to others as part of an historical project.

However while oral history may seem a logical placvhich to turn for insight on the reuse

of qualitative data, as Joanna Bornat has pointedooal historians may not be so interested
in the topic! Bornat speculates that this may beabse for oral historians the notion that
interviews would be archived and reused is takeryfanted (Bornat 2008). Indeed she goes
so far as to suggest that for oral historians thestion of reusing qualitative data may need to
be ‘made strange to historians, to be presented &mew angle, if its potential for exposing

methodological issues as well as new insights filata are to be appreciated.’

The notion that rather than the social sciencemileg from oral history, but rather the
opposite, was also made by Michael Frisch, presid2009-2010) of the Oral History
Association (US) at one of our workshops. Friscineéd on its head the notion that oral
history may offer insights for sociologists and gested that perhaps the social sciences
might come to the rescue of oral history. Whilethe field of oral history there has been
much concentration on methods and processes, ortdhgnoduce interviews, on questions,
on the equipment to use, on release forms, these Heen much less emphasis on
interpretation than in the social sciences. Mudfiegaloan Sangster had also suggested that
oral historians may have something to learn fromidogists, specifically their attention to
ethical issues (Sangster 1994), a point reiterfayedoanna Bornat (Bornat 2005). Frisch also
noted that while the impulse for much oral histbgs been broadly left-wing — the labour
movement, women’s movement etc — that nonethelessliésire to preserve certain stories
could remain quite conservative. For Frisch thdtaligage has thoroughly challenged oral
history, offering possibilities for multiple and meofluid stories. Additionally Frisch suggests
that the digital age now means that in many case twill now be no document, or even
audio cassette, only digital forms and digital ‘ie®) and that the advent of digital
possibilities may remove the need for transcripig allow for searching of audio and visual
materials, without having to transcribe an entiterview.

Thus Frisch’s account of ‘a post-documentary sdlitgitoffered an account of some of the
ways in which technological developments are chgileg our understanding of oral history,
and the qualitative interview. Frisch’s contributsoprovided a reminder that the dilemmas of
audio versus paper transcript may be passing, gherommon existence now of data only
in digital form. He also pointed to the implicat®for archivists, suggesting the need for a
shift from archive management towards more conte@magement — where archivists may be
required to produce more descriptive and narratoemunts of what is in the text.

Ann Cvetkovich, one of our speakers from overspesyided a different perspective on oral
history work, in her bookArchive of Feelings: Trauma, Sexuality and Lesbhian Public

Cultures (Cvetkovich 2003). Cvetkovich set out to descritbe ¢phemeral archives of lesbian
public cultures, thus her 'archive of feelings’ tdslizes the archive more than most. Her
book is an exploration of ‘cultural texts as repm$es of feelings and emotions, which are
encoded not just in the texts themselves, but enpifactices that surround their production
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and reception’ (Cvetkovich 2003: 7). Intriguinglg part of her project, as well as trawling
popular culture for her archive of a lesbian pulsiphere, Cvetkovich also initiated an oral
history project, recording oral histories of (mginésbian) aids activists in her attempt to
construct, record and document histories of los®tkovich identifies herself as a cultural
critic more used to using archives than intervigyimhich makes her account of carrying out
oral history interviews with lesbian AIDS activistery powerful — and a useful counterpoint
to the social scientist who might be a practicedriiewer, but may never have entered an
archive, much less know what to do once there. Kowith's shift from imagining this
archive into being and her account of her own pracbf oral history versus more
conventional archival research is instructive. $fas acutely aware of the distinctiveness of
her project:

My project can't really be appreciated without sogease of how unusual, and hence
experimental, my interviews as a research methedban. At the risk of reinventing
the wheels of oral history, ethnography and everiasscience research, | have
approached an unfamiliar methodology from the wgatpoint of a cultural critic
accustomed to working with an already existing mehmather than creating one. In
fact | came to oral history with a certain amourft resistance given that my
theoretical background had taught me to be suspcid what Joan Scott calls “the
experience of experience”. (Cvetkovich 2003: 165)

Interestingly in (re)presenting the interviews, ke@ich resorted to presenting long extracts
of the interviews, almost without comment, as ifitg the voices speak for themselves,
clearly not a usual approach of a cultural cribcattext, and certainly not one schooled in
Joan Scott’'s account of experience as ‘always &dyrem interpretation and in need of an
interpretation’, as if her skills as textual comiaar could not be applied to texts produced
in the face-to-face encounter of the interview.

It is also worth noting, and is only apparent frim appendix, that Cvetkovich planned to
contribute the oral histories to an archive, toas#ipthe recordings with the Lesbian Herstory
Archives in New York. But she does not write furtlé the meanings of contributing to an
archive, which despite her position as culturatagsher, was surely as unusual as actually
carrying out the interviews. Perhaps in the contéxdocumenting lesbian cultures, this does
not seem to need further comment.

Performances Studies and the Archiving of Performace

While history, oral history and anthropology hateig been incredibly useful for thinking
about reuse, they are perhaps not quite sufficiatwithstanding arguments that archived
transcripts, fieldnotes, research proposal, repams research questions, are not the
ethnographic encounter itself, but rather its tsaedd need to be treated as such, rather than
as inadequate substitutes for the ‘original reseanconetheless it is the case that the
confrontation with an archived interview transcigptikely to remind us of the absence of the
original and the impossibility of its retrieval. i given the status of the qualitative interview
in sociology, one of the concerns about reuse msntie impossibility of archiving the
ethnographic moment of the interview. History’s cem with the archive, even destabilised,
is less focussed on this. Frisch gestured to thisnwhe pointed to the orality of interviews
and the anxiety of loss with the transcript.

As already noted, the anxiety about loss of context key issue in the debate over reuse of
qualitative data. While performance studies mayrsa@ unlikely site for insight into this
anxiety, its origins ‘between theatre and anthroggl (Schechner 1985) suggest why it may
be a productive location. As an ethnography of tieegperformance studies begins to be
suggestive as a way of thinking about the perfosaaand performativity, of an interview,
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and how it may be archived, and the affect and ceffeof the aftermath of the
interview/performance, and how the traces of théerilew may be apprehended.
Furthermore, as the nomenclature of performancgiesty rather than (say) theatre studies,
might indicate, performance studies has many osdtpnies, and its remit is broad, even if too
broad for some. Thus performance studies mightidel but not be restricted to the study of
formal theatre. The influence of anthropology hasugght an interest in ritual and in non-
Western performance. While performance and theatight suggest a special domain,
separate to that of everyday life, many of thoselired in the emergence of performance
studies have had a profound interest in the (id&g@ndence of theatre on everyday life
(Read 1993).

In her contribution to the first workshop, HelereSiwater explored several issues arising
from these insights from performance studies (Fwesér 2008). Firstly, Freshwater
discussed the idea of the archiving of performarsteh as theatre and the ‘remains’ of
performances, by provocatively turning to the Lo@hamberlain’s archive of theatre
censorship, as a site for tracing the remains ajplvhich were never performed. Secondly,
her paper opened up a whole field of possibilitersthinking about one of the key concerns
of sociologists around reuse, that of ‘not beingréh when the ‘original’ interview was
carried out, and of how to deal with the absenass$ lack of ‘context’ which are then
understood to surround a transcript (see also fuash 2003).

If we understand the interview as performative,shveater's paper points to the field of
theatre studies as offering insights for workingotlgh anxieties about the possibilities of
archiving this ‘performance’. This is also true fperformance art. In his paper at the
concluding conference, Arjen Mulder recounted tfieres of himself and colleagues to think
about their accidental archive of videos of perfance art from the V2_Institute for the
Unstable MediaHttp://www.v2.nl), and the question of how to bring the archiveealgain,
how to ‘restage’ the performance, and its trace#) rchival in the more conventional sense
of dusty videosas well as the affective dimensions of performance art whigre always
intended to be ephemeral. This paper gesturededdidy itself as an archive in need of
restaging.

Peggy Phelan’s work and particularly her account‘ldie Ontology of Performance:
Representation without Reproduction’ begins toraodie articulation of these issues, and some
lifelines to those sociologists concerned abouttvidiéermed the loss of context, and unease
about the ‘unarchivability’ of the performance. Rkelan insists:

Performance's only life is in the present. Perforoes cannot be saved, recorded,
documented, or otherwise participate in the citooha of representationsof
representations: once it does it becomes sometitimgr than performance. To the
degree that performance attempts to enter the egpobd reproduction it betrays and
lessens the promise of its own ontology. Perforra@nbeing, like the ontology of
subjectivity proposed here, becomes itself thradighppearance. (Phelan 1993: 146)

While this account of the transience of the perfomoe and the impossibility of recording it,
might appear to offer succour to those sociologmt® would like to refuse the archive,
Phelan offers no easy get out insisting also tihabes no good, however, to simply refuse to
write about the performance because of this inedslepgransformation’ (Phelan 1993: 148).
In the case of the qualitative interview, the aftath is the analysis and eventually its
archiving. However, the analysis of qualitativeeiview necessarily relies on a record
(transcript, memory) of the interaction betweereagsher and informant. This is particularly
true in the cases where the interviews have beemlumbed by a team of researchers.
Therefore, similar problems about irreproducibitifythe context of the interview exist within
the context of the established and well regulatettite of using qualitative interviews
within collaborative projects in the social sciesick is telling that the debate over ‘reuse’ has
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emerged in response to the challenge of archivesgarch material rather than about existing
research methodology. ‘Reuse’ is not entirely ‘neiivit is almost akin to a host of other
practices, nevertheless it is also not entirelysdnme as these. For example, many researchers
retain qualitative research material beyond the afral particular project suggesting that they
can imagine ‘reusing’ the material themselves. Minetess, the ephemeral nature of the
interview as a performance presents a challengé botthe researcher ‘reusing’ the
qualitative data and those conducting qualitatiterviews. This observation leads us back to
the archive as the site where the subject of thisedy — the researcher planning to ‘reuse’
qualitative data — may encounter transcripts, cang information and researchers’ notes.

A Sociological History of the Archive

In the context of these anthropological engagemewith the archive, sociological
interventions in the field of archiving are alseefud to trace, and as we shall see, not least,
because unlike anthropologists, much sociologitarvention here has not actually explicitly
referenced or engaged with the archive. Interelstirand like with anthropology, some of
initial engagements with the archive have come fthenperspective of sociological history.
To begin we point to interventions from Osborne &edtherstone, two key social theorists.
In 1999 Thomas Osborne percipiently suggested @ fal sociology in rethinking the
archive:

One might imagine, indeed, a sociological historfy soch places of storage,
deposition, testimony and administration; a histiigt would also be a history of the
relevant agents of the archive. It would be a nystd at least two kinds of people —
archivists and historians — who tend to inhabithsdecy, dark, forbidding places.
(Osborne 1999: 52)

Yet tellingly it is not sociologyer se that could produce an account of the archive ailier
a hybrid figure,sociological history. Relatedly, Osborne understands the archive asce pla
for historians and archivists, but apparently maicogists proper. Osborne continued:

Such agents of the archive should not necessaeilgden in the terms of liberal
historiography; that is, as conscientious, unassgragents of culture as opposed to
power. [...] Our historical sociology of the archimeuld do better to see things more
in the technological terms of the sociology of poweor those who work in the
historical disciplines, the archive is akin to tlaboratory of the natural scientist.
Perhaps the archive is even akin to what Bruno uratwould call acentre of
calculation (Latour, 1988: 72-5); except that what goes onetlieless likely to be
calculation as such than a certain art of depasitpreservation and — for both the
archivist and the historian, if more so the latterinterpretation. Acentre of
interpretation, then; that is what the archive is. (Osborne 1829italics in original)

Here Osborne’s argument is interesting, not so nfaechhis focus on power, but rather
because of his curiously legislative account of dhghive (‘a centre of interpretation, then;
that is what the archive is’) and, significantlietpeople who might be concerned with the
archive — that is the archivist and the historiawhe have differentiated roles — deposition
and preservation the role of the archivist, we migler; and interpretation the job of the
historian. Despite the transformations broughtugtodigital technologies, Osborne still sees
roles only for the historian and the archivist, bot crucially, for the producers of archival
material be they governments, businesses, indilsdoa indeed, sociologists under the
imprimatur of a funding council as agents in hisdelo And the sociologist, or sociological
historian, seems to remain outside of the arcHaking in, observing, or interpreting, or
interpreting the historian’s interpretations. Samly, and equally curiously, Michael
Featherstone’s interrogation of the archive andiitsertain future, in his question ‘who will
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archive cultures in the future — the state, or ¢dbgporations, or the public?’ (Featherstone
2000: 167), suggests that the sociologist or acaddoes not quite belong to any of these
categories, and appears to leave out the posgilofita role for the academic, historian,
anthropologist, sociologist etc, in archiving coftuYet Osborne and Featherstone seem to
leave the archive quite intact as a repository.

Osborne and Featherstone pay careful attentiohet@tchive and everyday life, particularly
taking up the possibilities, and challenges, thatihternet opens up for archiving, which as
we have noted, concerns many, and animates matheadiscussions and anxieties around
the archive (and there is now no doubt a raft aficdogical research on the various
manifestations of digitisation in contemporary Jiféet neither specifically addresses the
more direct challenges (or even opportunities) that archive might pose for sociologists
(Osborne 1999; Featherstone 2000; 2006).

These reflections are due, we contend, to the dmmoimmn of a particular sociological
orientation towards the present and future, whsalnicertain about how to handle the dirt and
detritus of the past. The expansion of the post seaial sciences was linked to the rise of
interview and survey methods which insisted onrthugipacity to ask new and original
questions linked to the specific concerns of thewking social scientist. John Goldthorpe
(1991) famously insisted on separating the concefnsocial scientists who were able to
collect original data to test their arguments, digtorians who have to make to do with
whatever relics of the past remain, which are ofteperfect from a social science point of
view. This perspective defines the archive as d kihresidual store, of marginal interest to
the practicing, future oriented social scientist.

Yet, there was always a problem with this accoutiich was that since this future oriented
social science insisted on the ability to abstdata from context, so that it could be storied,
circulated and re-analysed, then it was vital thafs archived. ESDS Qualidata was formed
in 1994 as an archive of qualitative sociologicalad significantly initiated as an attempt to
‘rescue’ some of the founding studies of the digogpof sociology, before they were thrown
away. This act of archiving was important therefasea means of defining a tradition and
canon. But it was not apparently important for $beiologist to end up in the archive, amidst
its mess, not just studying/interpreting the arehiv general, or creating the archive, as a
means of defining a teleological discipline. Thstidiction here might be understood as that
between a historical sociology and a history ofidogy. The fact that two such prominent
and thoughtful writers as Osborne and Featherstmrexlook ESDS Qualidata and the
implication of sociologists and archives, perhaggsdess about any limitations of their work,
and more about the marginal status of the arcmae'r@use’ in sociology. Thus more generic
sociological engagements with archiving and speatiff digitisation perhaps, seem to remain
quite distinct from the more specific concerns ofme sociologists about the archiving of
sociology itself. And it is to these discussiongttive turn next.

And in this way we are posing the question of wihatould mean to reformulate our interest
in ‘reuse’ around ‘the sociologisation of the axehi

From (Re)using Qualitative Data to the ‘Sociologis#gon of the Archive’?

Following these reflections on how the archive basn taken up across a range of domains,
we want to return to the matter of the reuse ofitpive data. More specifically we want to
move from more general discussion of methodologimahceptual and ethical debates about
reuse, to two recent examples of reuse. Firstlyyddtvans and Pat Thane's reuse of Dennis
Marsden’s interviews with lone mothers now archietdualidata (Evans and Thane 2006)
and then work by one of the authors on changingsdl@entities, drawing on data in the Mass
Observation Archive (Savage 2007). Both, we suggEshonstrate the benefits of looking to
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archived data for understanding social changeén2t century. We summarise what these
two case studies involve, as well as offering fertheflections on these in the light of our
discussions on the archive thus far. It is worttingpin advance that both (re)studies involve
considerable attention to the methodological ctemed research process of the academics
who gathered the data which was reused.

Evans and Thane (2006) Secondary Analysis of Derigrsden’s‘Mothers Alone’

Tanya Evans and Pat Thane, both self-identifietbhigms, set out to research attitudes to and
experiences of lone motherhood through tH& @tury, through re-examining data from 116
interviews carried out by Dennis Marsden in the a860s, and held at Qualidata (Evans and
Thane 2006). While Evans and Thane’s central coneexrs unmarried motherhood, they
were very quickly drawn in to thinking methodolagjly about how Marsden carried out the
research. The authors note a number of ways inhmtiey understand Marsden’s work to
depart from current good practice in social redgaincluding that he did not record
interviews but rather made notes from memory onitlerviews, and made recordings of
these notes. They also note that he did not gétenwrconsent for the interviews, although he
does appear to have acquired verbal consent. Redeorthis decision include women'’s
anxieties that he would report them for benefitiftaEvans and Thane note their particular
surprise at some of Marsden’s personal commente@women he was interviewing, and in
particular his comments where he was ‘disparagbayatheir appearance, their homes, their
language’. They continue ‘[SJometimes the desaipi provide useful context, about the
women and about Marsden’s own attitudes and thbeedime, but sometimes they are of a
kind that would now be thought unacceptable’. Evand Thane were able to have some
correspondence with Dennis Marsden before he dibdre he acknowledged limitations in
his approach to consent and to his attention tagenhough they say he was less accepting
of any suggestion that he would have been seeniddlenclass by interviewees or that
‘gender dynamics really affected the interviews’.

Yet just as Evans and Thane worry about Marsdee®hous and assumptions, so we too are
concerned with their teleological framing, in whiphst practices are evaluated in terms of
their conformity to present practices. It is ceiainteresting to note how quickly written
informed consent has come to seem axiomatic; h@nirtiplications of particular ways of
taking up feminist interventions around researchhodology have become mainstream, that
we can take for granted the notion that being whitale and possibly seen, if not quite
identifying as, middle-class would impact signifitig on the process of the interviews.

Thus while the historical contingency of Marsdemisthods is easier to view from the present
moment, it may be more difficult to develop the sgmerspective on one’s own contemporary
work. Furthermore it seems possible to speculadé ¢bntemporary researchers might still
make disparaging remarks about interviewees, thangbe comments may or may not get
written down, depending on the researchers’ awaeenieor instance one could imagine a
researcher using a reflexive masculinity to apptarbe knowing, while nonetheless
perpetuating very old forms of sexism. So altho&gfans and Thane’s account of reuse of
data is interesting for understanding single mdtbed, and so may encourage others, their
critigue of Marsden’s methods and observations, etaally feed into anxiety about reuse.

While Evans and Thane’s research offers a challémgecounts which suggest the newness
of single motherhood from the 1970s onwards, detnainsg the potential of reusing
qualitative data, their use of Marsden'’s reseamthsimay at the same time deter others from
archiving their data — and exposing their researcd®ves to scrutiny. Their (re)use of
fieldnotes might precisely confirm researchers’iatigs about being archived. The authors’
account of Marsden’s apparent gender, class, rhliedness, could be understood as every
researcher’s nightmare, with the assumption theh sevelations would thoroughly tarnish
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one’s reputation and one’s research; althoughnbtsclear that this has been the situation in
Marsden’s case.

These concerns about the use of fieldnotes servertind us that such challenges are
unlikely to commonly face the historian in the aveh- this is the sociologist’s archive fever,
the fear of being found out in the archive. Thusi@ogical anxieties around the archive are
often more about the possibility that reuse willdanthe authority and validity of the
‘original’ research — and the original researcHgociologists cannot take the archive for
granted in a way that maybe historians have onea lable to. This is because sociologists
are confronted with the challenge of making andtrdouting to the archive, and indeed of
being archived themselves, of finding themselvethaarchive, and worse, of being found
(out) in the archive. That it is not the archivattiill be destabilised, but an academic career,
years in the making, might be hastily undone.

We turn now to our second example of reuse, reBeecaried out by one of the authors,
Savage, using the Mass Observation Archive at thigdusity of Sussex. Again we note how
an engagement with secondary analysis can quiciay dhe researcher into an engagement
with methods. We might note that Mass-Observatoarn interesting archive in that it was
rescued from almost complete neglect from the 19&@kse 1970s to become one of the most
widely used sources for analyses of social andu@lltchange in Britain since 1937. It is
striking that whereas it is predominantly histosamho use the archival material from the
first phase of Mass-Observation (from 1937 to 19%5)s predominantly sociologists who
examine the more recent archival material which tbeesn deposited since 1981 when the
Mass-Observation resumed its practice of sendirigDinectives. Thus Savage’s interest in
comparing archival sources from both the old and parts of the archive is particularly
interesting in muddying the divide between histangl social science.

Savage (2007) ‘Changing Social Class IdentitiesHost-War Britain: Perspectives from
Mass Observation’

We refer here particularly to the paper ‘Changingi& Class Identities in Post-War Britain:
Perspectives from Mass Observation’ (Savage 200u?),also to earlier papers such as
‘Revisiting Classic Studies’ (Savage 2005) whichvas on research at the Qualidata archive,
as well as his forthcoming book (Savage 2010). #an8 and Thane reuse data to examine
claims about the newness of single motherhood,gher reuses data to examine the idea
common to much contemporary social theory, thatscldentities have waned in importance
over recent decades. Like Evans and Thane, Savage to the archive to investigate this
claim using primary historical data. The researstises qualitative data collected by Mass-
Observation which asks about the social class ittEnbf correspondents of its directives in
two different points in time, 1948 and 1990. In &ialysis Savage demonstrates that although
there were no major shifts in the numbers of cpoadents calling themselves working class
or middle class, or emphasising their ambivaleasgldentities, there were major changes in
the form that class was narrated. In the earligtogemiddle class Mass-Observers were
ambivalent about talking about class, becauseeined vulgar. By 1990, middle class Mass-
Observers were much more able and confident imnlabout class, which they did not see
as the ascribed product of their birth and upbriggWhereas Mass-Observers of the 1940s
saw class as something they had no control overwdnich defined them by their birth and
upbringing, those in 1990s preferred to talk alibeir mobility between classes. Thus, in
contrast to survey data which suggests relativeilgyain class identities over time —
according to Savage qualitative data suggests esalggs in the class 'labels' people use
(middle and working class, most notably) but manethe forms through which class is
articulated.

Here the notions of form and context are suggegtige also Stoler 2002b on ‘the content in
the form’ in the archive). Though in this instar®&vage applies form and content to the data
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and its contextual information, we might stretch tiotion of form to encompass an analysis
of the form of the archive itself. Savage refusesriotion that Mass-Observation is simply a
repository of data, and reads its changing forntsa#f an object of historical and sociological
interest.

We would like to step back and compare the appesmatt both papers to reuse for
methodological purposes. In particular, readingé¢hside by side, we are struck by how the
paper which (re)uses the Mass Observation datanespeonsiderable energy providing an
account of thearchive, and its specificities. In the other, comparaliterdion is focused on
the researcher, and his fieldnotes. The point here really is hiowusing data from Mass
Observation the role of the researcher, and perbapa who the researcher is, is in part
obscured by the archive. Or rather, and partioularl the case of MO, the archive, or
archivist, plays a key role in structuring the dathich accrues in the archive. Dorothy
Sheridan, who has been involved with the MOA sitihgeearly 1970s and is now Director of
the contemporary Mass Observation Project, everentlagl provocative point at one of the
workshops, that we might consider the archivighadirst user of the data, and the researcher
as always a second user, a point that is partiguldear when thinking about Mass
Observation as an archive. With the MOA, some tiives are commissioned by researchers,
and some are generated from within the archivethlyarchivist, any distinction between
archivist and researcher, primary and secondary, psenary and secondary data, between
use and reuse even, is increasingly undermined.

This point is important because it links to theusngnts of Savage and Burrows (2007) about
the reconfiguration of social research in the digige. During the early and middle decades
of the 28" century, social research was largely done by wekns (such as Mass-Observers)
and the distinction between researcher and ressdrghs opaque. During the last decades of
20" century, a striking professionalisation of theiabresearch process took place as social
scientists insisted that their privileged toolstéidy the survey and the interview), allied to
their capacity for the theoretical framing of rasba questions, gave them analytical
privileges. Today, with the proliferation of diditdevices for routinely collecting and storing
information, crowd-sourcing methods allow volungence again to have a heightened role
in the research process. The archive is part dfeitienical infrastructure for social research.

However in the paper drawing on Marsden’s reseaitol,archive is more obscured, the
researcher foregrounded (perhaps not least becdube exigencies of space, it is a more
condensed piece than that by Savage). Nonethelessmight suggest that the very
idiosyncratic nature of MO productively compels explanation of the archive, whereas
Qualidata, with its concern to be a standardisatbma repository of social science data,
risks either remaining unmarked — or contrarily rolegermined by its implication in ESRC
disciplinary regimes, in both senses of the teriscigline’.

While there are many accounts of Mass Observasiea for example Hubble 2006), the story
of Qualidata has not been so explicated, and penvapld benefit from this. For the moment
we just have the provocative contradictions of @izdh as child of Paul Thompson’'s
altruistic urge to share The Edwardians, or Qu#dides offspring of the ESRC, and neo-
liberal moves in Higher Education, towards valuerfmney, audit and bureaucratisation, and
Qualidata as rescuer of data of pioneering sodistegor creator and canoniser of the
founding fathers of a discipline. Paul Thompsonal dnistorian in the Department of
Sociology at the University of Essex, was a keyelribehind the setting up of Qualidata.
Thompson was responsible for the major iconic silliyEdwardians, and was keen that the
amazing data collected be made available to othlerfias recounted how:

[tlhe experience of this project was the origintbé idea for creating a national

archive for fieldwork data, which led to the seftinp of Qualidata in 1994. It was
equally the seedbed for my own subsequent beliethan crucial potential of
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secondary analysis in qualitative research (Thomp26000). We very quickly
realized that our interview material could be valeafor far more people than
ourselves, and we were able to use a store cupliodngé Department of Sociology
[at the University of Essex] for it. We created t@eal History Archive there.’
(Thompson 2004: 83-84)

The apparent easy dovetailing of an altruistic umgghare data with a neoliberal agenda in
the management of HE would benefit from some furteasing out and a more thorough

genealogy of Qualidata would arguably be usefulriderstanding the data that is there, and
how it comes to be there.

However Qualidata and Mass Observation are no fotige only key resources for social
scientists or even historians. More recent disonssiabout the role and position of the
archive have shaped and been shaped by a numimhesf emerging and already existing
archives. The Inventing Adulthoods projebttp://ww.lsbu.ac.uk/inventingadulthoolidias
produced an archive of data from a qualitative ituainal study over ten years of the lives of
young people from 1996-2006 in England and Norttestand (See Henderson, Holland et al
2007; Thomson 2009). A number of members of therting Adulthoods team were also
involved in producing a feasibility study on qualive longitudinal research for the ESRC
(Holland, Thomson et al 2004) , which emphasisedithportance of archiving and sharing
such data. This report formed the basis for the E&8hding stream which has led to the
Timescapes project (see also Mason 2007). The Tapes project, directed by Bren Neale at
the University of Leeds and co-directed by Jandtardd at London South Bank University
(www.timescapes.leeds.ac)uls the first major qualitative longitudinal syutb be funded in
the UK by the ESRC, with seven different projecxplering changing family and other
personal relationships over time (see also Adantkelp et al 2008; Shirani and Weller
2010). Importantly Timescapes has a specific rémiarchive the data gathered, a project
being developed by Libby Bishop with Ben Ryan. Atlier emerging archive is the Lifespan
Collection at Royal Holloway University of Londoht{p://lifespancollection.org.uk/led by
Toni Bifulco, working with Graham Smith, Ananay Atar and Leonie Hannan, amongst
others. This is an ambitious plan to try and aretaad make available for reuse an enormous
collection of data from research funded by the MadResearch Council, and initially led by
George Brown, over a ten year period spanning @804 and 1990s, on depression in
families. The material covers three generationdaofilies living in North London, and
includes interviews with over 500 family memberdl &f these collections merit their own
stories, though we note two things here: the inmaignt of oral historians in both Timescapes
and the Lifespan Collection (Joanna Bornat and &@ratSmith respectively), and the
importance of qualitative longitudinal researchatbof these projects, both of these points
highlighting the importance of a sensitivity to fgonality in relation to archiving projects.

At the same time, these reflections about the eectviould not be complete without offering
some further reflections on the recent use or raisarchival material by historians and
sociologists.

Sampling, Validity and ‘Juicy Quote Syndrome’

At one of the events held as part of this seriedkkeMsavage made further methodological
reflections on the process of working in the Madss@&vation Archive (Savage 2008).
Bringing explicitly sociological questions to thechive, Savage reflected on a number of
inter-related issues of key concern to sociologissnely, sampling and validity. He pointed
out that, given the scale of some archived qualé¢atiatasets, a key challenge is how to
choose which accounts to examine and which noerdstingly his attention, and that of
others, such as Michael Frisch, is drawn, not &ddbk of the archive which seems to leave
sociologists anxious, but to the very oppositethi sheer scale of data available for reuse
once one opens up to the possibility. And Mass @asen is a case in point. There may be
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up to 500 responses to directives in the currentPM®ach response might be several
thousand words in length, raising the questionayf then to ‘sample’. One strategy is to try
and read all the available data so that the reseaoan present themselves as an expert on alll
of it, although with a large data set this mighquiee the recoding of the data. However it is
not always possible, or even desirable, to readhallavailable data. Given that qualitative
data rarely starts out with a claim to being a eepntative sample, there is little virtue in
reading all the data in an archive or collectiomwdver the issue of sampling can also be
understood as related to whether one intends tesfowre on content or on form. An interest
in content might require the reading of extenswatbes of data, however if the research is
concerned with the kinds of discourses or narrativat are deployed, then ‘theoretical’ or
‘purposive’ samples would work.

Despite concern about the apparent lack of ‘cohtxarchived qualitative data, arguably

such data tends to carry much more contextual nmdon than the quantitative surveys to
which archived qualitative has been compared. Wasgth bearing in mind that many surveys

were initially intended as one-off enquiries and intended for reuse, and that the practice of
secondary analysis of quantitative data, though wel established, does not have an overly
long history (Arber and Dale 1980). Furthermohe intention was to strip quantitative data
of its context, in order to make it reusable witkivat paradigm of research. However it is
precisely the messiness of MO that makes it noverg valuable resource for researchers,
historians and other social commentators.

What, then, is the value of working with more ‘mgatata sources? Consider, for example,
the case of Mass-Observation, set up in 1937 byatiteropologist, Tom Harrisson, the
surrealist poet, Charles Madge, and the photographumphrey Jennings, to elicit the
accounts of large numbers of observers about a&rahgveryday issues. The mass observers
wrote diaries, compiled long letters in responséedicectives’, and became involved in
collective ethnographic projects (see for examp&fi€ld 2005; Hubble 2007). Although
being widely used during the Second World War taggacivilian morale, during the later
1940s survey researchers (notably Abrams 1951yedacorn on Mass-Observation. It had a
hopelessly un-representative sample (since itsexgritvere predominantly drawn from the
literate members of the ‘chattering classes’), udambyncratic methods, and had no quality
control over its data. By contrast, the nationahgle survey, increasingly being deployed by
Government, was held up as offering a much momoigs and systematic account of social
indicators and public opinion. Probably so. Butapd60 years later, the proliferation of data
held at the Mass-Observation Archive at the Unitersf Sussex is the subject of huge
interest by historians who are able to exploitdatextual detail to provide rich, personalised,
and evocative accounts of social change in the lmigelars of the 20century as they were
articulated by the Mass-Observers themselves faldison 1975 on civilian morale in the
Second World War; Summerfield 1998 on gender matati Kynaston 2007 on the culture of
post war austerity Britain). Precisely because mextnaneous material is included in these
sources, it is possible for later researchersrtd fhaterial of value in them. By contrast, we
usually have only the cell counts generated inamrse to the structured questions asked by
market research surveys, and these offer littlpedor extensive re-analysis. The process of
stripping out and making comparable limits the ptte of later researchers to use the data in
imaginative ways.

At the same time, while eschewing the necessitydoeven meaningfulness of, total reading
of the data, Savage also warned against the danfj§tscy quotes syndrome’, perhaps the
latest fever to stalk the archive. It was perhdyiss much more than the matters of sampling
and validity, which produced the ambiguous exposdihe sociologisation of the archive’
from Ann Cvetkovich at one of the workshops. (Tée, ‘juicy quote syndrome’ is arguably
as much a problem when working with one’s own Wit materials as when working with
the archival artefacts of others’ research.) ‘Juipyote syndrome’ could be understood
alongside Stoler’s, and others’, concerns aboutrtiieing’ of the archive, of an ‘extractive’
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approach to the archive. Stoler's unease abouxtaactive approach to the archive is that this
might remain within the logic of the archive, amgghore the ways in which the archive itself
orders the material within its realm, and the puBses of knowledge production (see
Highmore 2006: 86-87). Stoler's suggested shifinfroeading against the grain’ to ‘reading
along the grain’, from ‘archive-as-source’ to ‘aratas-subject’ echoes suggested shifts from
‘content to form’ (Savage 2005), and attentionhe messiness of MO (Savage 2010) and
Moore’s attention to recontexualisation (Moore 2007

Furthermore, though cultural theorists such as Kowéth may not use terms such as
theoretical and purposive sampling, arguably thegage in some version of this when
choosing fragments to write about. Jane Gallopelvas developed a fully articulated version
of ‘anecdotal theory’ (Gallop 2002), which mighbpide one response to any anxieties about
‘juicy quote syndrome’. Lisa Baraitser also sulgeenecdotes to a process of systemic
reflection, which scrutinises in some considerathgail that which might otherwise be
rendered marginal (Baraister 2009). Walter Benj&nifrcades Project would provide
another engagement with the question of fragmerdséstoricity (Benjamin 1999)

Conclusion: Reusing Qualitative Data or Generatingand Using Archives?

A key concern is that archived data has lost itstexd, or that even if some contextual
information is provided, that this will not quite lenough, that in any case the transcript of an
interview, with no matter how much metadata attdchall never have all its context, that a
transcript is not an interview, and of course, euleit never can be. It is something else,
perhaps an artefact of the research process. Esewhhas been argued that the data has
been recontextualised in a new project (Moore 2007 not that data does not have context,
that it has lost a context, but the context isstable, that in the process of being reused the
context changes and shifts. Thus we might undedstahjust the new research project as part
of the context, but also tlechive as the context for the transcript as researcfeatte

Much might be gained for instance by a thoroughdirga and comparison of the Mass
Observation, Qualidata, and Timescapes archivesgahd against their grains — Stoler after
all may have overstated the distinctions. A focus tbe archive, on Qualidata, Mass
Observation and the emerging Timescapes and Lifiedpehives, precisely aarchives, and
drawing on the resources of those more used tdvatalesearch might help to address some
concerns about lack of context, if we come to usiderd and appreciate the archive as
context. At the same time, while we might begimtalerstand the archive as itself the context
for the interview transcript or other documents amaterials to be found there, we also need
to remind ourselves of the instability of the awehiAs Geiger is only too aware of, the
movement of documents into and out of the archagethe political regime changes, or even
through by the making available of government doenits after the thirty-year rule.

But we cannot determine the future uses of theiagchVe cannot know how it will be used.
Or perhaps more pointedly, if indeed it will ever iised. For some this is a question of value,
of economic value: is the expensive work of araigviualitative datavorth it given the
actual low level of reuse; or do we imagine/hopat fieuse as a practice will become more
common over time and so be worth it in the futu®eif we fail to archive our data, does it
suggest that we think that contemporary socioldgiwark is of no future value, is
disposable?

So it is important to find processes not to clo$etloe archive in/to the future; and to
acknowledge that we cannot know what contextuabrinftion will be useful, and that
researchers in the future may have access to daatérformation of which we are currently
unaware. The historicity of some moments is no¢meined in advance, but precisely open to
the future. Some examples of this research incl@dgti Lather's interviews with women
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with AIDS, planned and carried out just before rattoviral drugs were first released (in the
US anyway), changing the experience of AIDS for ynéioather and Smithies 1997) or
speculative research, for instance, research pthané carried out by the Morgan Centre at
the University of Manchester on Gay and Lesbianrfidge’, exploring the meanings and
significance of legitimating same-sex relationshapsl which began just as the legislation on
civil partnership (the Civil Partnership Act 2004gs introduced more quickly than was
anticipated in the UK) (see
http://www.socialsciences.manchester.ac.uk/morganeesearch/gay-lesbian-
marriage/index.html). For sociologists and other social scientists, begin to fully
comprehend the implications of the archive, linec@mmunication with other disciplines
and professional practices need to be sustainede ref qualitative data is not entirely new, it
is not necessary to start from scratch. The useerofis such as sampling, theoretical and
purposive, ‘juicy quote syndrome’, form and conjerdntext, reading against and along the
grain as just some of the approaches to the archiwggest the possibilities of productive
cross-fertilisation, and that encounters within aetlveen disciplines over the archive, might
not be one way traffic, other disciplines too midpeinefit from the ‘sociologisation of the
archive’.

Notes

! For one particularly innovative and award-winnirgite, see My Brighton and Hove at
http://www.mybrightonandhove.org.ukihe My Brighton and Hove website was discussed by Jack
Latimer in his account of community archives at Warkshop on ‘The Epistemology of the Archive’
See also

> Even before the current financial crisis, the Aicem National Archives significantly reduced its
opening hours to researchers in an attempt toasisc

® The question of whether we are seeing a ‘socieligin of the archive’ came from Ann Cvetkovich
during the two workshops ‘Methods and Archives’ ahlde Epistemology of the Archive’, University
of Sussex, 10-11 November 2008; see
http://www.cresc.ac.uk/events/archived/archiveséneex.html

4 Seehttp://www.esds.ac.uk/qualidata/about/introductsp.
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