Wendy Hollway:

Well I'll pick up right there although I wasn't planning to start there because am I wanted to talk about Wilfred Bion's concept of emotional experience because I think it's serves just as well as affect. I don't want to stipulate distinctions between them, affect-feeling-passion the four that Paul mentioned, I think that for methodological purposes it doesn't matter where we start, we can use what Bion would call the conumbra of meaning and not pin any of these down. I don't think he used the term affect; he uses the term emotional experience. But it sounds very I mean I think he's pretty sure he was informed by Nietzsche and the phenomenologist’s in addition to many others. It is a kind of post-Kleinian psychoanalyst. So I’m going to start with the quota which I was going to end with, this is actually a quote by somebody who was an analysand of Bion’s quite late in his life in Los Angeles, quite late in Bion’s life called James Grotchdan and he's written a book called a ‘beam of intense darkness’, about his legacy and work. He picks up on this idea of psychoanalytic mystic and it’s all I shall say about his link to Bhudasim but I think it's quite interesting that this is bit of thought about emotion reaches outside of Western thought and into Eastern thought, through this notion. So to quote the mystic is that potential aspect of each of us, that spontaneously allows oneself to experience emotion and the truth that emotion carries as its cargo, and I really like that bit. And then become experienced by the experience itself and I think that's why I want affect to be the core motor in the method of understanding as a researcher and coming to know the participants. The specific link that your quote Paul reminds me off is that feeling is not in opposition to knowing in Bion’s work but absolutely his theory of knowing was a theory of emotional experience and how it could become known in what he called alpha elements and be brought in to symbolisational thought. And that goes against obviously the western dualistic tradition of cognition and emotion. And I think that's why it's so useful to start there because it's so thoroughly theorised but also particularly because being a psychoanalyst, a method of working with feeling was absolutely central both to his practice and therefore to his theorising. And I think that's something psychoanalysis can afford research even though of course the message, the psychoanalytic clinical method, has to be significantly adjusted if it's going to be taken out of the clinic and into the field of research. 

So for Bion thinking was an emotional experience necessarily unavoidably and the outcome of thinking remains always doubtful and uncertain. If we knew the outcome we would need to think, the fact that we can pitch ourselves into thinking actually means, or it should mean which is quite important, we don’t know where it's going and therefore is an emotional tension which accompanies the thought it is potentially anxiety provoking. And so the capacity to tolerate uncertainty is hard won as far as Bion’s concerned and its continuous challenge. And I think that came up quite nicely in the workshop that Nick and I were running just now before tea that how much uncertainty we could live with as we thought about the encountered, the research encounter that was introduced to us through Nick’s data. And how we could desist and abstain from pinning things down, way way too soon and to some extent not at all. And this is was Bion's main theme, that to live with constantly dynamic provisional and changing and flowing emotions is a challenge because if we could impose certainty on us on us, it, ourselves it would make us feel better but the quality of knowing that we would achieve as a result would be a lot less creative and less high-quality in all sorts of ways. If we’re ruled by the need for certainty which of course is a possibility that we all resort to at times, when uncertainty gets too much, knowing is compromise. And so Bion has I won't go into the technicalities of it really because I just want to give you a taster but he conceptualises knowing as this continuum between plus K. minus K. And if we impose certainty and therefore closure on thinking and knowing that is at the minus K. the minus knowledge of his continuum. And that's often called knowing about as opposed to knowing off and it is an absolutely crucial distinction I think for researchers. I think positivist research and a lot of its kind of outcomes through social science have been about knowing about, and imposing certainty. When actually that closes down knowledge and it makes it almost impossible to be creative with data. So I want to move in a sense, that's the first half of I want to say that about the concept of emotional experience and the second half of what I want to say what are the implications for research knowing. And a phrase that I over use as a researcher using one such subjectivity as one’s instrument of knowing, because that runs counter to all of our training and people who are even kind of critical sympathetic audience is very worried about all the challenges to validity and fairness, which comes when we use our affective subjectivity as our interment of knowing as researchers. And psychoanalytic epistemology, psychoanalytic practice actually gives us a way of using that with a whole number of safeguards and ways of thinking about the dangers as well as the importance of doing that. Much of which I can't go into, but affective knowing I think the kind of claim the bald claim that I would make without affect meaning is stripped of meaning i.e. there is no meaning ultimately. And there are certain kinds of knowledge which sometimes feel like that to me. I did my undergraduate degree in psychology and very early I developed an aversion to psychology journals which was extremely inconvenient given that I was trying to do my degree in the subject. And I’ve never recovered from that aversion but now at least I understand it and what I understand it as that is that even the titles, let alone going into the articles themselves, are so striped of the vitality that affect could bring to the meanings that they’re try to carry, that I could not use them. I could not find meaning make sense of them, which is possibly one reason why I have been resorting to psychoanalysis as an alternative body of knowing the last kind of 30 years of so because really otherwise I couldn’t have stuck it out. So how do we retain the affect in all the stages of research, so that is obviously starting off with the idea that how we design research projects, how we produce the data we produce, how we use ourselves in that relationship all the way through how we go through stages of analysis, how we write it up so that it's not stripped of meaning as we convey it to the readership or to the audience or whoever it is. So this is a challenge a radical challenge of every single part of the research process and how do we make sure we can trust what comes out of it and even in very critical sympathetic psychosocial circles I find that when I presenting data that has passed through my subjectivity as an instrument the audience is very worried because they say how I know, and they've been taught not to trust what the researcher says, unless the researcher’s may be using the participants words which can be regarded as trustworthy. Well I don't think they are the various complex reasons about the fact that people aren’t transparent to themselves, you know all the clues are there, but of course one has to make sense of them through oneself. 

And so what we’re talking about is a radically different paradigm and it's not going to be popular because of our history as social scientists. But if we follow the proposition that I'm stressing here which is without affect meaning is stripped of its meaning and I know that’s tautologist, it has no vitality we cannot use it to make sense of the world then we have to follow this path.

