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Dr. J. Harris and A. Huntington


EMOTIONS AS ANALYTIC TOOLS: QUALITATIVE RESEARCH, FEELINGS AND PSYCHOTHERAPEUTIC INSIGHT.

INTRODUCTION
All aspects of life have emotional components, including the academic production process that involves us as researchers in actively seeking to understand aspects of human behavior and/ or the world around us. However, mainstream, arguably malestream, approaches to research theorizing and practice have often ignored or marginalised the importance of emotions in the research process
. This is as a result of technical, rational and instrumental responses dominating practice. This approach has been challenged, both explicitly and implicitly, by feminists, post modernists and interpretivist social scientists who have questioned the validity of key concepts, (for example the vision of the researcher as dispassionate, objective observer), thereby providing us with alternative frameworks for research practice (Jaggar 1989;1 Kleinman and Copp 1992 .)2 These have opened a space within which a focus on the emotional labor involved in producing research is legitimate (Bendelow and.Williams 1998)  3. We consider that taking emotions seriously into account requires an ongoing commitment to articulating alternative narratives about the nature of academic production. To be clear, doing so involves critical reflection as a focus on emotions in research is often seen as a specialist concern or marginal interest (Kleinmann and Copp 1992) 4.  Work focused on emotions continues to transgress normative expectations in academia (Jaggar 1989) 5.

When we are involved in researching people’s social lives we are likely to experience a 

range of emotional responses as they (re)present their world to us. As much social research has been conducted with what can be characterized as marginalised or oppressed groups (Hornsby-Smith 1993) 6 who experience extreme conditions of disadvantage, it is unsurprising that researchers come to vividly co-experience participants’ everyday realities. In this way their cause may become our cause. Their anger at discrimination may become our anger. In many ways, the isolation we feel as a result of difference from them may be mirrored by their isolation from the mainstream society of which (to varying degrees) we are a part. However, we may also struggle with our emotional responses if those we study articulate experiences and responses that we find difficult or even impossible to identify with (Condor 1986) 7. The thorny problem of being different to research participants may result in intense isolation experiences or feelings of relief. These emotional responses, we claim, can be used in either positive or negative ways. If used positively, this can become an exercise in acknowledging the differences between the self and the other which may ultimately shape the emerging text
.  However, used negatively, the result may be a spiral of individual despair, uncritical analysis or an inability to complete our projects. As Bordo8 states:


The pleasure and power of ‘difference’ is hard won; it does not freely

bloom, insistently nudging it’s way through the cracks of dominant forms (1993: 199).
As writers focus on the involvement of the researcher as active participant in the production of research (Lee 1993), 9 or articulate new and innovative ways to present the products of research (Mienczakowski 1996)10 consideration of the importance of the researchers’ emotional worlds is brought into sharp focus. If researchers are active participants then they are very likely to have emotional responses. However, acknowledgement of this dimension of academic work often remains invisible. Possibly because any focus on emotions traditionally was, and still largely is, directed at research participants’ experiences of involvement in research projects. If we view academic work as a production process then a lack of focus on the emotional labor involved in the production of knowledge could be see as an example of the dominance of masculinised vision (Hothschild 1975) 12. As feminists have demonstrated (Walby 

1986) 13 emotional labor is often ignored or devalued, across a range of arenas, as it is seen as women’s work. In addition, as Pyke and Agnew (1991) 14 state, the complexity of the debate is often arbitrarily simplified. Deeply entrenched and embedded ideas about the emotionally labile nature of women, (the ‘irrational subject’), serve to ghettoize any discussion of emotions as inevitably suspect if one is interested in producing ‘real’ science. What Jaggar (1989) 15 terms the ‘dumb’ view, (positivist and neo positivist approaches), continues to legitimate the myth that we can somehow access the uncontaminated truth if we edit ourselves out of the process of research production. This means academic exploration of emotions in social research remains difficult. However if we take emotions, and emotional labor, seriously into account then we open a space within which we can explore practical strategies to work with our emotional responses. In addition, we bring to the light aspects of experience that may be particularly problematic for novice researchers or those engaged with substantive topics that are likely to engender strong reactions, (for example sexual abuse of children). 

Within this chapter we will explore ways in which we can usefully attend to the emotional aspects of research practice. This analysis will include reference to theoretical insight and understanding from the therapeutic arena, as it applies to research practice. In summary, we argue that the process of acknowledging the emotional impact of events in our practice enables us to analyze reflexively the differences between the values and experiences of the self and the other. This emotional work, though sometimes painful, enables us to evaluate our practice in far greater depth – tapping into levels of meaning that are not always apparent when we negate the importance of our emotional responses. Similarly, emotions can act as ‘markers’ - as a way of re-living events when analyzing our practice or responding to research subjects. Our contention then, is that emotions not only ‘shape’ interactions between ourselves and research participants, they can be utilized to recollect and relive the detail of significant events:


Interpretations are attained not only through a combination of anthropological 
knowledge and textual scrutiny, but also through the memory of the field 
experience, unwritten yet inscribed in the fieldworker’s being (Okely 1994: 31) 16.
However, this focus on the importance of emotions in research practice does not lead us to romanticize this aspect of experience as the only, or primary, filter to define and understand the world around us. Solipsism and egoism need to be avoided, as we attempt to articulate and explore alternative ways to access and report on the social world (Reinharz 1992) 17. 

SOCIAL RESEARCH AND EMOTIONS
In general, those writing about qualitative research practice recognize that data collection, analysis and subsequent theorizing are highly dependent on the researcher’s personal positioning:


in qualitative research that involves ethnography or in depth interviewing the 
researcher becomes the research instrument, with all the results being filtered 
through 
her perception and understanding of the social situation in which she is 
working ( Dale et al 1988:15) 18.
Research involves the collection, interpretation and representation of information. This

work is influenced by the person of the researcher in many overt and subtle ways. This includes work within research arenas where findings have traditionally been presented 

as if they are hard scientific facts (Shmidt 1993) 20.  If we acknowledge that the person of the researcher is important, within the production process, then we have to ask ourselves questions about the ways in which our ‘person’ is influential in the process of producing research narratives. In addition, we need to ask questions about the impact of external forces as these shape our emotional responses and affect our performance as researchers. The hegemony of research traditions, institutional constraints and the impact of political agendas affect the ways in which we experience and mobilize our emotional responses as we attempt to explore aspects of the social world through research practice. For example, emotions can be used as institutional resources, to achieve instrumental ends when deployed by social actors in specific situations (O’Brien 1992) 21. 

Once we focus on the impact of the self we face a core concern for theorists debating many contemporary social issues, the relationship of structure to agency or the constraints on autonomy (Giddens 1994;22 Plummer 1995) 23 Structure here is taken to equate with rules and resources (Lash 1994)24 whilst agency links to the extent to which individuals can make choices unconstrained by overt or covert processes, either within social institutions of modern society or in terms of their intrapsychic worlds and interpersonal relationships. As Giddens25 states:


Human beings produce society but they do so as historically located actors, and not under conditions of their choosing. (1993: 169)

This assertion is echoed by Plummer 26:


we human beings are social world makers though we do not make our social 
worlds in conditions of our choosing. (1995: 20)
If we consider issues of structure and agency, whether we focus on philosophical, psychological or political explanations of our identities (Glover 1988) 27, we need to acknowledge that academic work is not just an esoteric activity. Research is a potential instrument of emancipation or domination (Bulmer 1982; 28 Giddens 1993) 29. Knowledge is ignored, suppressed or promoted to meet particular agendas (Corea 1989;30 Foucault 1972) 31 within the inevitable hierarchies that exist in unequal societies (Plummer 1995) 32.  Accepting that all knowledge is contingent, partial and open means we need to explore the extent to which our personal commitment to specific ideological or political agendas influences our judgements about the legitimacy of specific accounts of phenomena. As Everitt and Hardiker 33 state:

The structures and processes through which apparently objective facts and subjective experiences are generated and filtered need to be interrogated. (1996: 11)

Again these concerns are as valid when discussing the process of academic production as they are when focusing on the products of production. As Jaggar (1989) 34 states epistemological justification of a hierarchy, wherein reason dominates emotion, defines the space within which knowledge can legitimately be constructed. This serves to silence those:


who are defined as culturally the bearers of emotion and so are perceived as more 
subjective, biased and irrational. (Jaggar 1989: 165) 35.

When exploring the nature of research production we need to question dominant visions and take emotions into account at the ontological, epistemological, theoretical and practical levels. Production of reliable knowledge does not rest on the exclusion of the emotional dimension of human existence. In fact, to the contrary; inclusion of a focus on emotions can enrich the process of producing knowledge. However, it is only possible to assert the importance of emotional labor if we challenge the dominance of the Western philosophical tradition wherein emotions are judged to be anathema to academic production (Jaggar 1989) 36. This is not as easy as may be presumed. Focusing on emotions in social research, especially our own, is problematic in practice (Ellis 1991) 37 as a concern with emotional issues can result in a catch 22 situation for women situated as academics. If we focus on emotions we fit a stigmatized stereotype and may end up positioned below rational cognitive actors in the hierarchy constructed on the basis of dominant conceptions. The irony here is that to fight to be taken seriously is to provide justification for one’s own subjugation but to deny the importance of emotions is to be co-opted into the masculinised mainstream, aligning oneself with those with power as a way to stay safe. The struggle to ‘break out’ (Stanley and Wise 1983; 38 1993) 39 means we have to challenge taken for granted assumptions. To do this we need access to personal and professional resources. In particular, we have to find ways to challenge any internalized oppression we may experience as we struggle to manage potentially stigmatized aspects of our person(al) identities (Goffman 1959).40 If we take just one example, that of lesbians, we can see that the internalization of negative societal messages about homosexuality can fundamentally impact on how any women positioned as a lesbian experiences her sexuality.  In the research arena a focus on emotions is often difficult, as we have to deal with any internalized repression that says this aspect of experience is not a legitimate focus for academics.
If we acknowledge the importance of the emotional dimension we might then work to an alternative hypothesis. We could assert that women’s ability to work with emotions is a strength, not a problem to be overcome (Bordo 1993) 42.  The feminization of emotional labor then means that women have a head start- they are more used to working with the contradictions and tensions of emotional experience. However, in doing this we need to avoid situating women within privileged epistemological territory (May 1996;43 Harris & Paylor 1998 44). Rather, we must assert the importance of a particular form of reflexive practice, focusing upon our emotional and cognitive responses when in role of researcher. This is the operationalization of what has been termed the ‘feminine gaze’ (Hothschild 1975;45 Jaggar 1989)46 and more stereotypical masculinised concerns are key in understanding this converse construct. Through this means, finding ways to consciously work with our emotional responses is a version of ‘good’ practice. However, this is a far more difficult and messy process where repression is real, (arguably in all social institutions within contemporary society across cultures), than can be captured in the sanitized versions of research presented in many academic texts. Yet to omit this level of experience leaves us without language of expression or cultural markers when we engage in research activity. Perhaps the contradictory and ambiguous feelings likely to be engendered when we take emotions seriously, that link to our experiences of being powerful and powerless (Bordo 1993) 47 are a block to integrating a focus on emotions as analytic tools in routine ways.

EXPLORING EMOTION IN QUALITATIVE RESEARCH 

At the practical level emotion, especially recollected traumatic emotion, can be a useful analytic tool when undertaking fieldwork (Harris 1997) 48. However, conceptions of emotion and feelings are contested at the definitional level. As Jaggar (1989) 49 states, defining emotions is difficult as the term is used to describe diverse phenomenon in ordinary usage. Identification and discussion of emotion is a culturally and historically specific project. In addition as O’Brien (1992) 50 argues emotions are usually analyzed as individual artifacts or expressions of systemic relations, rarely both. As well as these definitional difficulties, attempts to delineate the differences between emotions and feelings are evident. However, consensus is lacking as to how emotions and feelings differ. The subject of emotion is, in general, dealt with in the literature in two ways. Firstly, the subject is treated as an abstract concept, which although it acknowledges that ‘feelings’ are intrinsically linked, still manages to speak of emotion without addressing the impact of the former upon researcher and fellow participants. For example, within an exploration of ‘feminist fractured foundationalist epistemology positions’, Stanley and Wise51 claim that:


Emotions, the product of the mind, can be separated, at least at the level of 
theoretical discussion, from feelings, rooted in the responses of the body; cold 
and pain are feelings, love and envy are emotions. (Stanley & Wise 1983: 196)
This position reflects Jaggar’s (1989) 52 stance in that she argues that emotion and feeling are often conflated as synonymous. For Jaggar, (1989) 53 ‘feelings’ often link to physiological sensations whilst ‘emotions’, although associated with physiological responses, include more conscious aspects. This mean they are not easily divorced from other human faculties like cognition. 

Stanley and Wise (1983)54 acknowledge that separation for theoretical purposes is ‘by no means simple’, but why should we wish to attempt to understand either emotions or 

feelings in isolation? These issues of course, depend entirely upon particular definitions of ‘emotions’ or ‘feelings’. Stanley and Wise seem to imply that ‘emotions’ are somehow more ‘pure’ than ‘feelings’; that perhaps ‘feelings’ could be considered also to be experienced by animals whereas ‘emotions’ could not? Their definition then, implies that whilst ‘emotions’ might be considered theoretical ‘meat’, ‘feelings’ are comprised of raw animalistic urges which are not amenable to study. How could we understand an emotional response in isolation from the feelings that generated it and further, why should we wish to do so? We would argue that both ‘feelings’ and ‘emotions’ are data and therefore should both be considered ‘meat’. 

Setting aside for one moment, whether we can and should operationalise this stance (and how it is done) there is the more pertinent issue of why ‘feeling’ and ‘emotion’ is discussed in ways which do not acknowledge how they affect the researcher and the process of the research in general. Therefore, whilst some feminists have acknowledged the importance of ‘emotion’ and the sin of its omission from Cartesian ontology, (Stanley and Wise 1983) 55, the more practical issues of how emotion and feeling affect the research process have not been addressed and the issue of their usefulness has been largely ignored. This is rather curious, since ‘emotion’ in some feminist texts is linked to very fundamental issues such as ontology and epistemology (Stanley and Wise 1983) 56 and indeed Jaggar suggests:


…that emotions may be helpful and even necessary rather than inimical to the 
construction of knowledge (Jaggar 1989: 153) 57 .
So, the importance of emotion is acknowledged within some feminist texts but it would seem that the discussion of its effects, impacts and possible coping strategies are missing from the debate. Why is this so? It would seem that one reason is that the debate concerning emotion takes place at a level largely divorced from the practicalities of empirical research and therefore does not engage with the applicability of derived theory or its usefulness for such purposes. Alison Jaggar (1989) 58 for example puts forward an eloquent case for the importance of emotion in feminist epistemology, but concentrates almost exclusively upon the ways in which emotion is defined by authors without considering what the effects of using one definition over another might be within empirical research projects. The only hint that this is an interactive process is contained within this quotation:

Just as observation directs, shapes and partially defines emotion, so too emotion directs, shapes and even partially defines observation. Observation is 
not simply a passive process of absorbing impressions or recording stimuli; instead it is an activity of selection and interpretation. What is selected and how it is 
interpreted are influenced by emotional attitudes (Jaggar 1989: 160) 59.
There are similar curiously curtailed debates in the literature from the sociology of the emotions. Arlie Russell Hochschild (1975) 60 structured her debate of feelings and emotion around the idea of ‘images of actors’ which, she claimed, were divided into ‘conscious \ cognitive’ and ‘unconscious \ emotional’. However, she did not appear to admit of the possibility of the ‘sentient actor’ which she proposed. This now rather dated work obviously still has implications today for the ways in which emotion is discussed, or is invisible, within the literature, since the focus is exclusively the ‘researched’. This is a second criticism of existing literature on emotions: the ‘feelings’ and ‘emotions’ discussed are entirely those of the researched group and no mention is made of the researcher’s emotions at all, let alone whether there might be some usefulness in the latter as data. Notable exceptions to the limited discussion of the practical implications of a focus on emotions and feelings are available (Ellis 1991; 61 Ellis et al 1997) 62. However these are problematic in that these accounts can be said to unhelpfully sit within the romantic philosophical tradition
. The focus is explication of personal experience in ways that are problematic on two levels. First, it obscures the extent to which emotions may be political and social constructs (O’Brien 1992) 63. Second, the approach advocated is likely to be emotionally demanding and time consuming in ways that raise questions about the boundary between research and therapy. Whether we believe approaches like interactive interviewing (Ellis et al 1997)64 are morally defensible, practically feasible or sound research practice is open to question even if we accept the importance of focusing on emotions in social research. However, a focus on emotions, as a key source of insight about social life, may clear lead us to experiment with imaginative ways to undertake research that may produce different sorts of knowledge about the world around us (Bendelow and Williams 1998)65. 

Overall the most detailed discussion of the effects of emotional encounters in the field is to be found in the more broadly based fieldwork literature. The best of these for our purposes is Kleinman and Copp (1993) 66 which takes the issue of the researcher’s emotions as its central topic. In fact, there are very few places in which these issues are discussed in general and even fewer where authors are prepared to be honest about such issues as feeling angry towards participants (Kleinmann and Copp 1993) 67. However, the authors’ major contribution to the field is undoubtedly that they not only give emotions and feelings pride of place in their writing but they acknowledge the ways in which the researcher’s feelings and emotions can be used for the purposes of data analysis:

As I look back, my anger served as an inequality detector. This detector however, is fallible; we should use it to test whether or not we are witnessing an injustice. But we can only test this hypothesis if we first acknowledge such feelings as anger. Facing my worst fear, that I was unempathic, led me to articulate my analytic position and explain why it fit the data better than some other perspective (Kleinman & Copp 1993:51) 68.
Engaging with the emotional effects of ethnographic fieldwork is traumatic and reliving experiences through the notes can be equally distressing. It is also still comparatively 

rare that authors include descriptions and analyses of intense emotions experienced in fieldwork. However, doing so is crucial if we are truly to call ourselves participants in settings, (Hammersley & Atkinson 1983) 69. Acknowledging the emotional effects of such fieldwork encounters enables us to relive our time in the field in a vivid manner. 

This tapping into the experiences at the level of emotions is a powerful tool for the analysis and subsequent reanalyzes of field notes. Our argument is that researching in this way enhances understanding of ‘everyday’ social relations of groups. In addition, actively reflecting on our emotional responses, whilst in the field, allows us to systematically record our responses as they happen. These can be a source of rich analytic insight later, as previously discussed. They can also provide the readers of the products of research with valuable indicators about the process of conducting any piece of work. For example, Huntington ‘s (forthcoming) 70 field notes from a research project (focused on children and families social work practitioners’ responses to changing employment conditions and work practices) describe the processes in detail:

I feel swamped and inadequate as a researcher. I don’t feel I am keeping up with what is happening and find it difficult dealing with the conflictual accounts I am being presented with. I get confused as I am sympathetic to individual interviewees but when I try to analyze what I think is going on and relate it to a wider picture I just feel lost. When I do feel like I am getting a grip on what is happening it quickly slips away. This feels hopeless. Am I mirroring some of the atmosphere in the children and families division, as people at all levels struggle to make sense of what are often imposed changes in ways that allow them to actually continue to work in the authority and possibly in social work. Alternatively, am I reading things in the way I am because that is how I feel about social work?
Such active reflection can provide us with a valuable source of information and analytic tool that is not confined to work in the field. We can engage in a similar process when engaged in interviewing people, whether individually or in focus groups. This allows us to monitor our responses, as we develop the ability to trust yet remain skeptical of our reactions, as a route to generating better quality data for analysis. Making use of researcher’s emotions and feelings as data, and the important ways in which doing so can enrich research reports and writings, would move the debates within feminist thinking and the sociology of the emotions out from the level of theory and into the realms of practice. Such a move could only be mutually beneficial. It is clear that the benefits of this approach to research practice are being actively explored by sociologists undertaking empirical research in a number of areas (e.g. Newton 1998) 71.

WORKING WITH EMOTIONS: LESSONS FROM PSYCHOTHERAPEUTIC PRACTICE
If we accept that managing, containing and working with emotions is a legitimate part of the research process then we need to focus on practical strategies to operationalise this intention. Exploration of bodies of literature, situated within differing professional domains, provides us with a rich source of information with which to explore the ways in which we might manage our emotions and use them as analytic tools. We do not have to reinvent the wheel. However, to mine other theoretical seams requires that we have some basic understanding of what might be useful to us as there are many approaches to therapeutic practice. Major schisms are as evident in approaches to theory and practice in the therapeutic arena as they are in the world of research. As Clarkson (1994) 72 highlights there are three major psychotherapeutic traditions; psychoanalytic, behavioral and humanistic/existential. These traditions have differing philosophical antecedents, theoretical explanations for emotional and psychological experiences, practical approaches to therapeutic work and differing goals in practice. In addition all three traditions are internally inconsistent, as theorists have modified original concepts and approaches to practice. For example, Freudian theory has been redefined in ways that lead to major schisms within the psychoanalytic community:


There is nothing in psychoanalysis, from its most general principles to its most

specific observations, that can be said to be universally accepted (Frosh 1987: 1,) 73.

Ultimately defining and working with therapeutic theory for practice is as political as working with theory for research practice. In both arenas some approaches are presented as if they are core, or mainstream, whilst others are seen as marginal or peripheral (Watson 1993; 74 Reinharz 1992) 75.Although clearly identified traditions are evident in either the research arena (May 1996) 76 or the therapeutic arena (Clarkson 1994)77 not all approaches are afforded the same status or legitimacy. This is not just linked to the applicability or usefulness of approaches but also reflects more primal concerns that link to how we treat the ‘other’, that is those who we cannot see reflected in ourselves. As Clarkson (1994) 78 identifies, when discussing differing approaches to therapeutic work:


It is also true that issues of power, ideology, money, status, employability and 
snobbery play a significant part in such territorial axis. (p.7)

A concern echoed by May (1996) 79 when he discusses contemporary definitions of the self. These are often framed in oppositional terms and this practice can easily lead to oppressive acts at a time when:


striving for identity through difference is now a common act. (p.222)

In this instance, the focus will be on exploration of the application of one approach to therapeutic practice that is familiar to one of the authors
. This does not imply that this approach is more valid or applicable than others. It is an expression of the ‘art of the possible’ (De Vaus 1985) 80. This means that it provides a vehicle to discuss issues of interest if we want to move beyond articulating the rationale for attending to emotions and the benefits of doing this. It provides us with tools to focus on how this might be done rather than why it might be necessary to do it. Those with other training or experience, for example social workers or counselors, might then actively reflect on the skills and knowledge that they might transfer if they occupy the role of social researcher and want to take emotions seriously into account in their practice.

Psychodrama psychotherapy is a humanistic and existential approach devised by J. L. Moreno at the beginning of the 20th century (Marineau 1989;81 Hare and Hare 1996) 82. Other therapeutic modalities that rest in this tradition include gestalt therapy, transactional analysis and Rogerian counseling. Within this tradition, as opposed to psychoanalytic or behavioral frameworks, self-realization and self responsibility are primary goals and the biological, social and creative needs of the individual are a focus of concern (Clarkson 1994) 83. More specifically, the roots of psychodramatic approaches reflect Moreno’s interest in existential philosophy and human science. Recognition of the paradoxical nature of human experience underpins Moreno’s synthesis of humanistic and natural scientific approaches, logical empiricism and descriptive process-orientated interpretative concerns. This led to a focus on interiority and introspection, as well as exteriority, when theorizing the nature of the self, identity and roles (Kellerman 1992) 84.  Moreno attempted to articulate an integrative approach to understand the human condition. This attempt at synthesis has a continuing influence as non-psychodramatists often assess this therapeutic modality as atheoretical or idiosyncratic (Kellerman 1992) 85. However, Moreno was clearly working to articulate a theory of human relationships that is relevant for today. For example, for psychodramatist’s the assumption that a definitive version of reality can be accessed is problematic as we con-construct narratives in the encounter of I and thou:

… psychodramatic truth: this truth does not aim at any precise demonstration of 

facts, but at a subjective representation of reality (Marineau 1989: xiv) 86.

The locus of human relationships is the I-Thou relationship that defines existence (Holmes 1992) 87.  Psychodramatists are primarily interested in actionanalysis, not psychoanalysis, as they work with the experiences we construct in the spaces between us as people (Kellerman 1992) 88.  This means that they are interested in addressing issues of power and privilege (Williams 1989; 891991) 90.  There is no such thing as the neutral, objective, dispassionate, but interested observer who can assess the ‘truth’ of particular narratives. We are all interested participants as we are inevitably born into a ‘with world’. A world which from conception encompasses others and one within which people are inevitably required to deal with the complexities of relating to others on the basis of their multiple roles. Each moment of our encounters in the world is defined by context, social, historical, economic or cultural issues, as well as our memory traces from the past, conscious or unconscious, and our sense of the present and the future (Kellerman 1992) 91. Mind and body, spirit and senses, emotions and cognitive abilities are all important as we take, play and create roles within situated and specific social contexts. People are complex, dynamic systems, not rational actors, interacting in physical, temporal and social contexts. Within this framework the ability to tolerate ambiguity and uncertainty is an important asset when walking in a chaotic and complex world. Attending to our emotional responses is then a core aspect of managing the roles we have in the world.

This conception of the nature of human interactions clearly reflects non-positivist approaches to social science. However, the difference evident across traditions that offer a challenge to the dominance of positivism, render more meaningful comparisons difficult within the context of this chapter. In this instance we will now focus on the application of therapeutic understanding in the research context. In general, a number of key concepts might be useful as we work with emotions as researchers: 

1. Acknowledgement that even if we engage in interpersonal interaction on the basis of hierarchical role relationships, (for example, therapist and client or researcher and research partner), we hold reciprocal roles as equal human beings (Williams 1991) 92. 

2.  Cognitive exploration of emotions enriches our understanding of interpersonal processes and our own responses. We can use our emotions and cognition to understand the world around us (Kellerman 1992) 93. 

3. We can develop the ability to reflect actively on our own emotional responses, even whilst we are experience them (Holmes 1992) 94. Feelings, emotional responses, do not have to detrimentally influence the exercise of our intellectual ability.

4. Tension and conflict in human relationships is inevitable. Experiencing difficult emotional responses is normal within everyday human relations. The key, as we interact with others, is to own rather than justify our feelings (Kellerman 1992 95 Blatner 1994) 96. 

5. Understanding something of our own emotional landscape, including our past experiences and the impact these may have for us in the here and now, is not self-indulgent. Rather, it allows us to understand and yet be free of the past. Knowing how we come to be as we are facilitates our active management of emotional responses.

UTILIZING EMOTIONS WITHIN THE RESEARCH PROCESS

Within a research context there are a number of ways in which we might apply these lessons. At the most pragmatic level, we might usefully reflect on the ways we can facilitate interviewees’ narratives to ensure both they and we get the most out of the time spent together. We might reflect on the ways in which we can make the rhetoric of partnership and participation in the research process real; that is, ensuring that we treat people as active participants not passive objects. For example, creating space for interviewees to discuss what is important for them, taking their concerns seriously into account, attending to non verbal as well as verbal cues in interactions or ensuring that respondents understand the boundaries of the interaction, may all facilitate the collection of high quality information as they have an impact on the emotional tenor of the interaction.  Additionally, attending to the emotional component of interviews, when engaged in the interaction and when transcribing and analyzing material, may highlight points of particular impact in the narratives. For example, signs of emotions may include overt expression (the loss of emotional control, crying), problems answering questions (repeated requests for restatement of questions), self reporting of emotional impact (‘this is really difficult as it still hurts’), problems narrating their account (fragmented and seemingly random discussion of events). These indicators may in turn alert us to significant aspects of accounts to which we need to pay particular attention.

At another level, attention to our own emotional responses within interactions, including the work we do with the products of our face to face contact with research participants, provides us with further opportunities to reflect on and work with emotions as analytic tools. For example within interviews we may actively reflect on the feelings generated for us and attempt to work and learn through them. In this way we may access differing levels of understanding through the formulation of further questions that link to our understanding of our emotional as well as cognitive responses. This may lead us to gather more comprehensive, or different, sorts of data as well as increase our sense of achievement and personal well being. This could have particular salience within certain sensitive or difficult fields that inevitably exact an emotional toll upon us (for example, research into self-harm or loss and death). Furthermore, attention to our own emotional responses outside interviews may enable us to continue with difficult or emotionally draining research work. This could become part of a structured self-preservation program whereby simple strategies such as taking a walk or a bath act as balm to aid the conservation of our mental health. Our emotions can become ‘sounding boards’ (Harris 1997: 7) 97 – a means of creatively analyzing and evaluating our work, from a position of grounded safety.

Ultimately, our goal should move from the justificatory position in relation to utilizing emotions in the production of research which has to date dogged the field, towards discussion and debate concerning the best means and mediums for portrayal of such data. Indeed, we have little to lose and everything to gain from such a move.

CONCLUDING COMMENTS

Whether we decide to actively work with the emotional aspects of research practice is a theoretical and personal decision that links to our beliefs about epistemological, methodological and pragmatic questions about how we come to know the social world. To focus on the affective components of research requires that we restore the emotional dimension to conceptions of rationality and challenge the assertion that objectivity and unemotionality are synonymous. As Cook and Fonow 98 assert:

this aspect of epistemology involves not only acknowledgement of the affective dimension of research, but also recognition that emotions serve as a source of insight or a signal of rupture in social reality. (1991:9)
Operationalising this stance suggests that we must resist attempts to consign discussion of emotions to the ‘feminine’ sphere as it demeans their importance within the production of good research. Emotions affect all human beings at all stages of the life course and there is every reason to suppose that they are as important within the production processes described here as they are in everyday life. Understanding and analyzing emotional responses therefore, facilitates access to deep meanings, hidden agendas and ultimately ‘thick description’ (Geertz 1993.10) 99.  The effort of working analytically with emotions is justified both in terms of the quality of work we produce and in terms of the importance of maintaining our own emotional well being.

NOTES

� As Wincup (this volume) states, denial of the feeling element of research work, and the emotional labor needed to mange this, are common practice in mainstream accounts of the research production process which need to be challenged.  . 


� This idea, we freely acknowledge has parallels with one element of ‘emotional intelligence’ (Goleman 1996). Goleman describes how ‘marshalling emotions in the service of a goal is essential for paying attention, for self-motivation and mastery, and for creativity'’(Goleman 1996.43). Clearly, Goleman does not stretch the idea as far as we do below, in as much as we claim here that the emotional ‘memory’ of fieldwork can assist in the production of rich. accurately empathic texts. (See Goleman, D. (1996) Emotional Intelligence; Why it can matter more than IQ. Bloomsbury Publishing Company, London, for further details).


� We would like to clarify that our understanding of this term focuses on the anti-enlightenment approach to experience that stressed the importance of the non-rational or even irrational aspects of human behavior. Although feelings, imagination and experience are important they are not the only filter to understanding the world. In additional, personal experience needs to be understood with reference to the inevitably political aspects of living if we are to do more than focus on the individual alone.


� Annie Huntington has almost completed her training as a psychodramatist.
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