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ABSTRACT

Qualitative market interviews may become trauma-sensitive when ordinary questions about consumption, work, finance,
mobility, identity, professional continuity, or institutional trust intersect with displacement, insecurity, loss, or ongoing threat.
This paper examines the issue through the lens of a shared traumatic reality, in which participants and moderators encounter
the same or related crises. Empirically, it draws on 81 wartime interviews with 100 participants, including displaced Ukrainians

and marketing academics, and is complemented by three psychologist-led moderator debriefs. The analysis identifies break-

down and repair points across the interview pipeline, from distrust and disruption to post-field reactivation. By integrating field
observations, moderator reflection, trauma-informed interviewing, co-constructed inquiry, qualitative ethics, and researcher-
exposure literature, this paper presents TI(C)MI: a flexible, non-clinical framework for trauma-informed, co-constructed market
interviewing. It repositions trauma as a possible condition in the production of ordinary market data and considers bounded
involvement and moderator protection as essential for methodological rigor.

1 | Introduction

Qualitative market interviews are typically designed for stable
field conditions, featuring planned access, neutral moderation,
controlled rapport, predefined prompts, and consent-based risk
management. However, war, displacement, institutional mis-
trust, financial fragility, chronic insecurity, and infrastructural
disruption can transform ordinary market-relevant topics into
trauma-sensitive encounters. This condition is closer to what
clinical psychology calls “shared traumatic reality” when par-
ticipants and moderators share the same or related crisis:
ongoing bidirectional exposure rather than one-way recollec-
tion of past trauma (Pearlman and Saakvitne 1995; Baum 2013;
Freedman and Tuval Mashiach 2018). In such circumstances,
the boundary between “research task” and “lived crisis” blurs,
and emotional tension enters the interview encounter rather

than being pushed to the margins (McLean and Leibing 2007;
Gilmore and Kenny 2014; de Rond 2012, 2025; Anteby 2024).

This condition contradicts the principle of neutral moderation,
which is a fundamental convention of market interviewing.
Neutrality is frequently considered a safeguard against steering,
coercion, and interviewer effects (Tourangeau and Smith 1996;
Durrant et al. 2010; West and Blom 2016; MRS 2024) and
reflects broader traditions of therapeutic neutrality
(Hoffer 1985; Greenberg 1986; Gelso and Kanninen 2017;
Cooper 2022). However, the nature of disclosure and its analytic
utility are shaped by the interviewer's stance, pace, silence,
empathy, and boundary work, even in stable settings (Zhang
and Okazawa 2022). As interviews become trauma-sensitive,
strict neutrality may feel unsafe or dismissive, while over-
involvement may lead to role drift, uncontained disclosure, and
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analytic loss. The methodological task is therefore to try to
maintain neutrality while managing involvement, knowing
when to slow, pause, skip, stop, or redirect in the face of dis-
tress, withdrawal, disruption, or shared vulnerability (Langley
and Klag 2017; Rosales and Babri 2023). Despite these stakes,
trauma remains underrepresented in marketing scholarship,
comprising only 0.4% of articles in Psychology & Marketing over
the past 50 years (Farrell et al. 2024).

This paper addresses this gap by developing a trauma-informed
framework for qualitative market interviews. Its three founda-
tions are the safety logic of trauma-informed care, including the
“4Rs” and field-ready routines (SAMHSA 2014; Fischer
et al. 2019; Wathen et al. 2021); co-construction in qualitative
marketing, in which interviews are viewed as negotiated
meaning-making rather than one-way extraction (Belk 2006;
Lyndon and Edwards 2021; Russ et al. 2024); and an expanded
lens of vulnerability that includes moderator susceptibility,
including numbing, overflow, guilt, and secondary exposure, as
ethical and methodological risk (Hubbard et al. 2001; Baker
et al. 2005; Dickson-Swift et al. 2009; Hill and Sharma 2020;
Mende et al. 2024). The framework also maintains the struc-
tural dimension of trauma-informed work, meaning that in
crisis contexts, distress is not only individual but also socio-
political, infrastructural, and ongoing (Liao et al. 2025).

Empirically, the study uses wartime Ukraine as a revelatory setting
of shared traumatic reality. It examines 81 wartime interviews
from two Ukraine-related qualitative projects: displaced Ukrai-
nians abroad and marketing academics working under missile
threat. Both projects addressed ordinary market-relevant topics
that became potentially activating when intersecting with dis-
placement, insecurity, institutional disruption, and ongoing war.
To capture interviewer-side double exposure and post-field
reactivation, the study also included three psychologist-led mod-
erator debriefs focused on distress arising from interviewing, re-
listening, transcription, analysis, and writing.

The paper aims to specify potentially transferable safeguards
for trauma-sensitive market interviewing by connecting field-
work practices, interpretations developed through moderator
reflection, and recommendations from trauma-informed, co-
constructed, qualitative ethics, and researcher-exposure liter-
ature. Accordingly, the study asks: RQ1: What interactional
challenges arise when qualitative market interviews become
trauma-sensitive under shared traumatic reality, and what
safeguards support ethical and analytically productive dia-
logue? RQ2: How do moderators experience and manage dis-
tress before, during, and after interviews? The paper develops
TI(C)MI as a flexible, non-clinical framework for activating
safeguards when standard market-interview routines become
insufficient.

2 | Literature Review

2.1 | Neutrality and Managed Involvement in
Sensitive Marketing Interviews

Qualitative marketing has long explored emotionally charged
experiences such as homelessness, bereavement, identity dis-
ruption, chronic illness, pandemic fear, and wartime

displacement (Coulter and Ligas 2003; Baker 2006). Sensitive
interviewing involves structural risk of harm (Thompson
et al. 1989; Hill 1995), and research ethics are enacted inter-
actionally rather than accomplished at consent (Dempsey
et al. 2016; Shaw et al. 2019). Interviewer neutrality is therefore
important in marketing to protect participants and the study's
validity by reducing verbal and non-verbal cues that could
influence or bias disclosure (Tourangeau and Smith 1996;
Durrant et al. 2010; West and Blom 2016; MRS 2024). This
approach is similar to therapeutic neutrality (Hoffer 1985;
Greenberg 1986; Gelso and Kanninen 2017). However, disclo-
sure is also dependent on rapport, empathic attunement, and
responsive pacing (Zhang and Okazawa 2022; Schmid
et al. 2024). Trauma-sensitive interviews may find neutrality
unsafe or dismissive, while excessive involvement can lead to
role drift and analytic loss. Thus, method scholarship transi-
tions from “no involvement” to managed involvement and
emphasizes boundary work, emotional labor, and auditable
safeguards (Hubbard et al. 2001; Dickson-Swift et al. 2009;
McLean and Leibing 2007; Gilmore and Kenny 2014; Langley
and Klag 2017; de Rond 2012, 2025; Rosales and Babri 2023).

2.2 | Translating Trauma-Informed Care Into
Interview-Level Safeguards

Trauma-informed care (TIC) was developed in U.S. mental
health and social services settings to prevent re-traumatization
and is often summarized by the 4Rs: realize, recognize,
respond, and resist re-traumatization (SAMHSA 2014; Fischer
et al. 2019). Its extension to education, emergency medicine,
and military systems emphasizes safety, trust, choice, collab-
oration, empowerment, and cultural sensitivity (Berliner and
Kolko 2016; Herzog et al. 2020; Guest 2021; Brown et al. 2022)
and is supported by broader foundations of behavioral health
(Levenson 2017; Hales et al. 2018; Grossman et al. 2021; Liu
et al. 2024). In qualitative research, these principles translate
into procedural safeguards: monitoring power and distress,
setting clear expectations, pacing difficult topics, reiterating
consent, offering choice/stop options, and maintaining
boundaries (Isobel 2021; Alessi and Kahn 2022, 2025; Kdhiri
and Edelman 2023). Qualitative research in marketing has
begun to introduce these safeguards, e.g., distress protocols,
stopping rules, and referral pathways, especially in response to
unexpected sensitivity during otherwise “normal” interviews
(Machin et al. 2022; Shaw et al. 2019). The reviews point out
that trauma-informed approaches are effective as ongoing
micro-practices and not merely as aspirational labels (Bulford
et al. 2024).

2.3 | Researcher Exposure, Vicarious Trauma,
and Project-Level Care

Trauma-informed interviewing should also consider the re-
searcher's exposure. Prolonged engagement with traumatic
material can generate secondary or vicarious trauma, affecting
transcription, analysis, supervision, and the researcher's well-
being (Kiyimba and O'Reilly 2015; Williamson et al. 2020; Smith
et al. 2021). However, researchers’ care is frequently viewed as
an individual responsibility, despite recommendations for
planned debriefs, pacing, check-ins, workload limits, explicit
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well-being plans, and self-care routines in challenging or ex-
treme field contexts (Rager 2005; SVRI 2015; Vincett 2018;
Claus et al. 2019; Sharma et al. 2023; Karcher et al. 2024).
Health-focused qualitative research similarly advocates for
routine check-ins, stopping rules, and post-interview
decompression as essential elements of trauma-informed in-
terviewing (Karmakar and Duggal 2023; Silverio et al. 2022).
Ethnographic studies further show that distress persists through
immersion and “resurfacing,” necessitating planned recovery
and containment both during data collection and post-fieldwork
(McMurray 2021). This project-level perspective is central for
market research because exposure continues beyond the inter-
view phase and may resurface during replay, transcription,
coding, writing, and supervision.

2.4 | Co-Construction and Role Boundaries
Under Shared Traumatic Reality

Marketing interviews are co-constructed interactions in which
interviewer and respondent jointly shape narratives (Thompson
and Haytko 1997; Kozinets 2001). Service-dominant logic sees
interactions as value co-creation (Vargo and Lusch 2004; Merz
et al. 2009), with co-construction specifically denoting the
interactional production of meaning during the interview.
Practical forms include shared note editing, participant
prompts, and closure-based sense-checking (Arnould and
Wallendorf 1994; Cova and Dalli 2009). Reflexive co-production
is accepted in marketing research (Belk 2006; Russ et al. 2024),
but it offers few procedures for dealing with moments of dis-
tress, withdrawal, escalation, or role strain. Shared traumatic
reality widens this gap, as the two parties may be exposed to the
same or a related threat, which affects empathy, boundaries,
and decision-making (Pearlman and Saakvitne 1995; Freedman
and Tuval Mashiach 2018; Baum 2013; Dekel and Baum 2010).
Boundary strain, role slippage, resistance, traces, and absences
are treated as consequential data, not just noise (McLean and
Leibing 2007; Gilmore and Kenny 2014; Cruz 2016;
Anteby 2024) within organizational ethnography. Marketing
vulnerability models tend to position risk predominantly with
participants (Baker et al. 2005; Hill and Sharma 2020; Mende
et al. 2024). However, in cases of shared trauma, moderators
can also experience insecurity, overload, or moral implications
(Schmid et al. 2024) and thus require protection as part of
methodological rigor.

2.5 | Toward a Trauma-Informed, Co-
Constructed Market Interview Framework

The literature offers three necessary but still fragmented
resources for trauma-sensitive market interviewing: trauma-
informed safeguards, co-constructed meaning-making, and
researcher-protection practices. Marketing scholarship has
begun to address trauma in the context of amplifying margin-
alized voices, reducing barriers of mistrust (Crosby et al. 2022;
Nikidehaghani et al. 2022), and facilitating expression in the
absence of direct narration (Bettany 2022). Additional research
has investigated the influence of trauma on marketplace cog-
nition and message reception by examining skepticism and
trust dynamics (Kehle-Forbes et al. 2020; Waites et al. 2023).

Co-creation is not always advantageous. When objectives are
misaligned, roles are unclear, or resources are uneven, co-
destruction of value can occur (Plé and Chumpitaz Ca-
ceres 2010; Echeverri and Ské&lén 2011; Witell et al. 2011;
Plé 2017; Buhalis et al. 2020; Shah et al. 2021). This risk
increases when participants seek relief while moderators
address their distress. What remains underdeveloped is a pro-
tocol for switching to bounded, trauma-informed co-
construction when ordinary market interviews become trauma-
sensitive. TI(C)MI addresses this gap by formalizing safeguards,
co-construction, and moderator protection as a methodological
infrastructure grounded in care-as-rigor, boundary work, and
vicarious trauma guidance.

3 | Materials and Methods

3.1 | Research Context

Russia's full-scale invasion of Ukraine in February 2022 estab-
lished a persistent shared traumatic reality affecting both daily
life and research. By 2025, approximately 6.9 million Ukrai-
nians had moved abroad, with some 3.7 million internally dis-
placed and some 12.3 million in need of humanitarian
assistance, including 2 million children (UNHCR 2025). As of
early 2024, damage or destruction to 1443 buildings at 177
universities and institutes represented about one-fifth of the
national total (Carter 2024). Teaching continued on disrupted
campuses, in shelters, and over unstable online infrastructure.
This setting provides a particularly relevant context for ana-
lyzing crisis interviewing, given the bidirectional nature of ex-
posure, in which alerts and outages affect both parties.
Operational constraints, such as curfews, fatigue, and connec-
tivity issues, remain constant, and typical prompts may unex-
pectedly become sensitive.

3.2 | Participant Samples

Two war-exposed groups participated (Table 1). Sample 1 (S-1)
comprised 32 displaced Ukrainians settled in Europe or North
America. Recruitment combined diaspora associations and
targeted outreach on Facebook and Telegram, suitable for
mobile, hard-to-reach migrants (Baltar and Brunet 2012).
Sample 2 (S-2) included 68 Ukrainian marketing academics in
administrative and accreditation positions, recruited through
the Ukrainian Union of Marketing Experts and snowball sam-
pling (Biernacki and Waldorf 1981). Both samples were tertiary-
educated and predominantly female. The objective was to
identify potentially transferable safeguards in crisis interviews,
not to compare the two groups.

3.3 | Interviewer Profiles

Three Ukrainian female marketing scholars conducted the
interviews (Table 2): one relocated to Western Europe, while
two stayed in Ukraine, in Kyiv and Lviv. All were both re-
searchers and war-affected residents managing alerts, out-
ages, and ongoing concerns for relatives, colleagues, and
participants. The relocated moderator conducted most in-
terviews because of greater infrastructural stability and
availability across time zones.
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TABLE 1 | Sample description and interview details.

Attribute

S-1: Displaced Ukrainians

S-2: Marketing faculty in Ukraine

Field window Apr-Aug 2024
Personal context
Location during fieldwork

Primary crisis exposure
for loved ones

Gender mix Six men/26 women
Education Tertiary (all)
Interview sessions 30

Unique participants 32

Pre-interview stage
Average interview length 47 min

Post-interview contact

Forced migration; ties in Ukraine
Europe or North America
Loss, displacement/resettlement, worry

33-item survey; consent + opt-in contact

None (gratitude only)

Mar-May 2025
Teaching/administration amid war
Multiple Ukrainian regions

Physical threat, infrastructure damage,
worry for loved ones

16 men/52 women
Tertiary (all)
51
68
27-item survey; consent + opt-in contact
97 min

Ongoing collaboration

Note: “Unique participants” may exceed “interview sessions” because several interviews were conducted in small groups.

TABLE 2 | Moderator profiles and interview details.

Attribute M-1: Displaced

M-2: Kyiv-based M-3: Lviv-based

Field window Apr-Aug 2024 &

Mar-May 2025
Forced migration, ties in
Ukraine

Personal context

Location during Western Europe

fieldwork

Primary crisis Displacement/resettlement,
exposure worry for loved ones
Gender Female
Education Tertiary
Interview sessions 66

Unique participants 82

Apr-Aug 2024 (refugees)
Teaching/administration amid war,

prior relocation experience

Physical threat, infrastructure
damage, prior displacement

Mar-May 2025 (faculty)

Teaching/administration
amid war
Kyiv, Ukraine Lviv, Ukraine
Physical threat,
infrastructure damage

Female Female
Tertiary Tertiary
11 4
13 5

Note: “Unique participants” may exceed “interview sessions” because several interviews were conducted in small groups.

3.4 | Participant Interviews and Post-Field
Moderator Debriefs

Each project began with an online introductory survey that
remained anonymous until the final opt-in contact step. S-1 used a
33-item survey followed by interviews that averaged 47 min to
examine how displaced Ukrainians made sense of life abroad,
focusing on settlement trajectories, housing and work conditions,
financial adaptation, language and institutional navigation, cross-
cultural encounters, Ukrainian identity and tradition-keeping,
diaspora and community support, professional continuity or
downgrading, family responsibilities, and advice for newcomers.
S-2 used a 27-item introductory survey and follow-up interviews
averaging 97 min to examine wartime continuity in marketing
education, including teaching constraints, student motivation,
technological access, curriculum and assessment changes, coop-
eration with business, accreditation pressures, sustainability inte-
gration, and institutional support.

Semi-structured interviews were conducted in Ukrainian via
Zoom, Viber, WhatsApp, and Telegram to reduce outages and
time zone friction. During connection failures, audio-only

options and brief voice or text notes were offered. The con-
sent, in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki, under-
scored voluntariness and the right to pause, skip, stop, or
withdraw without penalty. Data were pseudonymized, en-
crypted, and stored with restricted access (Wiles 2013). Sam-
pling continued until thematic saturation was achieved in each
parent study (Guest et al. 2020). Both studies began as ordinary
interviews on migration adaptation and wartime teaching
rather than as sensitive-topic investigations. Emotionally sen-
sitive moments arose at the intersection of practical topics and
displacement, loss, uncertainty, and ongoing war, managed
through non-clinical, low-interference micro-adjustments.

Following participant interviews and a brief cooling-off
period, each moderator participated in an audio-recorded,
structured online debrief led by a psychologist. Debriefs
covered emotionally significant moments, embodied and
paralinguistic cues, perceived resources before and after in-
terviews, in-session self-regulation, post-session processing,
cumulative load, and methodological insights. Debrief tran-
scripts were anonymized and stored with the same restricted
access as participant data.
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3.5 | Data Analysis

Audio was transcribed via TurboScribe and manually verified.
Transcripts retained paralinguistic annotations, including pau-
ses, overlaps, and audible affect, as well as environmental cues
such as sirens, interruptions, and connection loss. The analysis
integrated two levels. NVivo 15 coding of participant interviews
and moderator debriefs reconstructed interactional signals of
strain or disruption, in situ micro-adjustments, and implications
for interview continuity and analytic usability. A descriptive
analysis employed normalized frequencies per 1000 words for
specific stress-linked discourse categories: pronouns; lexicon
related to death, negative emotions, anger, and body (D'Andrea
et al. 2011; Kleim et al. 2018; Todorov et al. 2020; Yu et al. 2025);
and markers of narrative disorganization or fragmentation
(Auxéméry 2021; Gayraud and Auxéméry 2022, 2025). These
indicators were used solely to triangulate paralinguistic and
interactional observations. They were not employed for diag-
nostic purposes, to assess trauma prevalence, or to deduce
individual psychological states. The complete descriptive values
for participant interviews and moderator debriefs are presented
in Appendix A4.

4 | Results

Results report the breakdown and repair points that emerged in
both parent projects. Findings are organized by interview stage
and perspective, highlighting signals, moderator micro-
responses, and implications for continuity, boundaries, and
analytic usability.

41 |
4.1.1 |

Participant Side
Recruiting and Intro Survey

The initial strain of introductory surveys was mainly opera-
tional: (i) soft consent without submission and (ii) infra-
structure loss, especially in S-2, where blackouts and
connectivity interruptions led to incomplete or lost survey en-
tries that required re-completion. Moderator responses were
logistical and minimal, comprising brief reminders, intake
monitoring, and resubmission requests. These actions stabilized
the flow but revealed a critical failure of linear assumptions:
one-time completion and smooth progression were not always
sustained amid shared disruption. A second issue arose upon
recontact. The introductory survey's reliance on predefined
categories prompted some participants to request modifications
to earlier questions. This agency gap emerged during the tran-
sition from anonymity to identification.

4.1.2 | Invitation and Screening

The shift from anonymous surveys to identified follow-ups
turned the invitation into a measure of trust. In S-1, some men
raised concerns regarding their reputation for “leaving Uk-
raine,” questioned the study's commissioning, and sought fewer
identifiers, including refusal to be recorded. Women were
generally less cautious upon entry. In S-2, recording en-
countered little contestation due to administrators’ familiarity
with evaluative procedures. Initial concerns centered on insti-
tutional positioning, including the study's initiators, purpose,

and its connection to accreditation bodies or the ministry.
Screening revealed potential “tight” zones that may strain
future interactions: housing, finance, and adaptation (S-1), and
accreditation and institutional support (S-2).

Moderators responded with concise procedural framing,
including purpose, independence, voluntariness, privacy, and
pseudonyms, and offered flexibility in modality upon request
(audio-only, no video, or field notes). Screening served as a
strain map, helping moderators identify high-risk blocks and
adjust sequencing or wording for the live interview. The prac-
tical shift moved from generic reassurance to specific choice
points and reporting boundaries. In contrast, standard consent
language alone frequently failed to alleviate suspicion once
anonymity ended. In S-2, collegial routing (‘one of us’) en-
hanced agreement and increased trust cues, such as sharing a
backup number.

4.1.3 | Interview Opening

Post-contact, openings continued to evoke caution. Refugees
generally initiated interactions with clarification requests,
whereas faculty responded formally, offering concise answers
consistent with accreditation-related communication. Modera-
tors treated openings as recontracting rituals by briefly reiter-
ating the study's origins, emphasizing voluntariness and
independence, addressing privacy and the use of pseudonyms,
and providing a specific time forecast. This typically reduced
vigilance and relaxed formality, particularly in S-2 when the
frame appeared non-evaluative. A recurrent issue involved the
recording configuration, primarily among male participants in
S-1, who declined to record or use video, necessitating audio-
only participation or field notes. These adaptations enabled
continuity but revealed a common failure: when recording
options were not explicitly delineated as choices, initial defen-
siveness could result in negotiations that postponed or hindered
disclosure.

4.1.4 | In-Session Talk Navigation

Strain manifested through clusters of verbal, paralinguistic,
embodied, and environmental cues, such as lowered voice,
prolonged pauses, breath-holding, trembling voice, temporal
distortion, sirens, blackouts, and connection loss. As a second-
ary descriptive verification, normalized discourse indicators
generally corresponded with these interactional observations.
Both participant samples exhibited frequent hedges/repairs,
negative-emotion terms, body references, and time/place
uncertainty (Appendix A4). These indicators are considered
supplementary triangulation rather than diagnostic or inde-
pendent evidence of trauma.

Cue clusters often intensified around recurring tightening
points before moderators adjusted pace or structure (Table 3):
flashbacks to shelling or life-threatening events, fear for chil-
dren, financial insecurity, discrimination, war intrusions, grief
episodes, and anger or profanity-laden venting. Moderators re-
sponded by maintaining silence, offering one-line empathy,
gently anchoring fragmented memories or time references,
allowing anger to peak before restoring structure, and allowing
participants to pause, skip, or return during moments of
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escalation or withdrawal. War intrusions were addressed
through continuity decisions rather than by “pushing through.”
Interviews were paused, resumed, or split and continued later
after the connection was restored. In some cases, dividing the
interview seemed to reduce arousal and restore narrative
coherence. These micro-repairs helped maintain narrative
continuity without positioning moderators as therapists,
thereby supporting ethical workability and analytic usability.

The main negative outcome was time drift. Some participants
used interviews as a space for extensive emotional narration,
substantially exceeding the guide, with one case lasting about
3 h. In these parent projects, boundaries were not always con-
sistently restored, sometimes weakening the structure and
increasing the emotional burden on moderators.

4.1.5 | Interview Closing

Closings exhibited distinctive affective patterns. Refugees fre-
quently showed signs of relief, such as softened voices, slower
speech, and expressions of gratitude, occasionally referring to the
interview as a rare chance to speak Ukrainian or as “closing a
gestalt.” Faculty closings typically signaled a reversion to role-
based control, marked by a structured tone, forward-looking dis-
cussions, and a rapid shift to subsequent actions like materials
exchange, recruitment, or collaboration, sometimes under active
alerts. Moderators viewed closure as a means of interactional
containment: confirming completion, acknowledging effort, briefly
re-establishing boundaries, and, when necessary, clarifying next
steps. Bounded closings helped conclude conversations while
preserving analytic value. S-1 participants often viewed interviews
as a self-contained release, whereas S-2 participants more com-
monly saw them as a chance to regain professional agency.

4.2 | Moderator Side

4.2.1 | Clarifying Objectives

Moderators noted anticipatory alertness in an objective setting
and recognized the potential emotional challenges of inter-
viewing in wartime. Ukraine-based moderators characterized
the baseline working conditions as psychologically abnormal,
especially during interviews conducted amid bombardment,
alerts, or unstable infrastructure. Objective setting evolved into
risk calibration, which involved preparing for distress, pre-
identifying potential tightening points, and clarifying how to
maintain the interviewer role during emotional shifts in the
session. Moderators reported feeling less destabilized when
such calibration was explicit. In contrast, when interviews were
initially viewed as “normal,” moderators later described stron-
ger guilt cognitions (‘I caused this’), heightened emotional load,
and greater difficulty maintaining role boundaries.

4.2.2 | Recruiting, Scheduling, and Screening

Moderators identified coordination, rather than the interview
encounter itself, as a primary source of burden. Wartime vola-
tility disrupted scheduling on messaging apps and Zoom,
resulting in no-shows, time zone confusion, last-minute chan-
ges, and wasted mobilization efforts when participants failed to
appear after moderators had emotionally prepared for the

session. Stress was compounded by delays between survey
completion and recontact (‘By the time you did, a Ukrainian
person had already wound themselves up...’) or by disruption
with moral import (‘An air raid started,” ‘T have other problems
here’). This was addressed through standardization (consistent
outreach language and procedures), redundancy (timely con-
firmations and fast-rescheduling protocols), and structural off-
loading (delegating coordination tasks wherever possible).
These practices helped stabilize participation and reduce an-
ticipatory strain. However, when coordination remained con-
centrated on a single moderator, the interview pipeline itself
became a chronic stress amplifier, potentially leading to in-
session depletion.

4.2.3 | Guide Design and Moderator Readiness

Moderator readiness was not only cognitive, in the sense of
knowing the guide, but also embodied and moral. Planned
interview durations of 60-90 min were frequently extended,
necessitating prolonged concentration. Displaced moderators
described feelings of survival guilt, contrasting their own stable
internet and physical safety with the alerts and infrastructural
disruptions their colleagues or participants faced. This first
resulted in maximal accommodation in scheduling: “any time
slot works.” Another aspect of preparedness was calibrating
appearance to convey professionalism and seriousness while
remaining approachable and empathetic to participants’ hard-
ships. Two self-protection strategies were identified during
fieldwork. The first was guide flexibility as an internal naviga-
tion plan, enabling moderators to reorder blocks or shift to less
activating topics when escalation was detected. The second
involved capacity regulation, replacing early over-
accommodation with limits on daily interviews, increased
spacing throughout the week, and refusal of late-night or
weekend slots unless unavoidable. These capacity rules reduced
cumulative depletion once adopted, though they typically
appeared only after an initial overload period.

4.24 | Interview Opening

Openings heightened the anticipatory load because moderators
needed to maintain the interview frame while monitoring
background threats such as sirens, unstable connectivity, par-
ticipant guardedness, and potential vulnerability. A further
difficulty was the risk of sliding from interviewer into helper,
especially when participants displayed distress early in the
session. Moderators ensured stability by implementing
rehearsed opening routines, setting clear time boundaries,
controlling pacing, adopting a slower tempo, regulating
breathing, and using the initial minutes for framing. These
routines helped reduce immediate anxiety and limited guilt-
driven improvisation during the interview.

4.25 | In-Session Talk Navigation

Moderators experienced double exposure both cognitively and
physically, reporting chills or goosebumps, muscle tension,
chest tightness, headaches, and reduced concentration, espe-
cially when narratives involved children, loss, danger, or mor-
ally challenging events. Guilt (‘I caused this’) and a perceived
obligation to “fix” the situation intensified role strain.
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Moderators employed in-the-moment self-regulation tech-
niques such as internal grounding (e.g., attention to immediate
surroundings), cognitive distancing (e.g., ‘imagining another
interviewer’), and self-instruction to maintain focus on the
interview task. However, the most protective option of termi-
nating, pausing, or substantially shortening uncontained ses-
sions was not consistently implemented. The main negative
effect was boundary strain, marked by significant interview
overruns and associated with depletion, intrusive empathy, and
self-blame. These episodes indicate that escalation without a
clear containment frame may compromise both moderator well-
being and interview structure.

4.2.6 | Interview Closing

Moral residue, in the form of unresolved distress, intrusive em-
pathy, and ambiguity over whether termination of the interview
was abandonment versus continuation was overextension, was
frequently reported by moderators post-disconnection. This was
followed by an emotional decline after the call. Decompression
was done privately and ad hoc, with no prescribed post-call rou-
tine. It involved crying, a short rest, talking to close people, and
basic recovery practices such as walking and sleeping. These
practices provided temporary relief but shifted processing to the
private sphere rather than to team or institutional support, thereby
increasing the cumulative burden.

4.2.7 | Post-Field

Routine research tasks generated an extra layer of exposure.
Replaying recordings, reading transcripts, and re-entering nar-
ratives during coding and writing reactivated distress, especially
following interviews that included crying, panic-like escalation,
war intrusions, or moral exhaustion. Coping without built-in
protection was improvised: re-listening for accuracy could
increase distress, while limiting exposure could hinder analytic
processing. Clinician-led debriefs occurred post-fieldwork,
serving as retrospective containment rather than as proactive
protection. Moderator debriefs included stress-related discourse
descriptors such as negative-emotion terms, body references,
hedges/repairs, and time/place uncertainty, similar to partici-
pants’ interviews (see Appendix A4).

5 | Discussion
5.1 | Introducing TI(C)MI

The findings indicate that trauma sensitivity extends beyond
explicitly traumatic topics. It may arise when ordinary market-
related questions intersect with loss, insecurity, infrastructural
disruption, or shared threat. During these moments, the inter-
view serves as a space for participants and moderators to
negotiate what can be articulated, omitted, interrupted, cor-
rected, or concluded securely.

We therefore present TI(C)MI, pronounced “tick me,” as a
flexible, non-clinical, trauma-informed, co-constructed market
interview framework activated when distress, disruption,
withdrawal, boundary strain, or shared vulnerability render
ordinary moderation insufficient. TI(C)MI is practice-derived
and literature-informed. Table 4 categorizes each component as

field-observed practice (F), interpretive extension from moder-
ator reflection and psychologist-led debriefs (I), or literature-
informed recommendation (L). The Ukrainian case is viewed as
a revealing context rather than a universal crisis model. The
framework serves as a transferable safeguard structure that
necessitates contextual adaptation and further testing.
Appendices A1-A3 present implementation tools, including
core scripts and screeners, rapid-response maps, and brief non-
clinical stabilization techniques.

TI(C)MI organizes safeguards across pre-field, during-
interview, and post-field procedures. Its logic is managed
involvement: neutrality remains necessary for limiting steering
and coercion, while bounded co-construction provides partici-
pants with choice and control without dissolving analytic pur-
pose, role limits, or procedural containment. Pre-field routines
implement “realize” and early “recognize” by mapping sensitive
areas, allowing participant input, and creating low-burden
readiness checks that do not require trauma disclosure. Rou-
tines in interviews enact “recognize” and “respond” through
repeatable scripts, pause/skip/stop options, brief non-clinical
empathy, grounding questions, disruption management, and
closure-as-containment. Post-field routines mitigate re-
traumatization (‘resist’) by extending protection to replay,
transcription, coding, writing, and supervision. TI(C)MI,
therefore, considers safety, agency, and moderator protection as
essential components of data-quality infrastructure rather than
optional considerations.

5.2 | Theoretical Contributions

Initially, the study repositions trauma in qualitative marketing
research from an exceptional subject of investigation to a pos-
sible condition of ordinary market data production. Marketing
methods typically consider trauma relevant only when the topic
is explicitly sensitive, the population is predefined as vulnera-
ble, or the context is evidently extreme. We shift attention from
researching trauma to recognizing when ordinary market
questions become trauma-sensitive due to loss, fear, shame,
insecurity, or ongoing threat. This extends understanding of
marketing vulnerability beyond consumer traits, market posi-
tions, and service-system disadvantages (Baker et al. 2005; Hill
and Sharma 2020; Mende et al. 2024) by showing how vulner-
ability can be activated, intensified, or contained during the
interview encounter.

Secondly, the study integrates shared traumatic reality into
qualitative marketing methods as a condition that shapes data
production, rather than as a mere contextual background.
Building on clinical scholarship (Pearlman and Saakvitne 1995;
Baum 2013; Freedman and Tuval Mashiach 2018), we show the
methodological relevance of shared threat for marketing
research, which may affect the nature of inquiries, the process
of disclosure, the emergence of silence or fragmentation, the
repair of interruptions, and the subsequent interpretation of
material. This extends debates on crisis and fieldwork that
consider emotion, absence, resistance, and disruption as having
consequences for knowledge production (McLean and
Leibing 2007; Gilmore and Kenny 2014; Cruz 2016; de
Rond 2012, 2025; Anteby 2024).

Psychology & Marketing, 2026



(senunuo))
uonejaidrsiur
onnaderay) proAe {(SA0W dINJONIIS
papunoq (¢v pue -0}-uInjal pue ‘Iapurwal Aoearrd
UuonoONIISU0I-0d sdoay v seorpuaddy) sond ‘uonsonb Surpunoid ‘uinyax/drys do3s 10
pue asde[[od 9101 oYM uonezIfiqess [eorurp-uou  /osned ‘Ayjedws SUI[-OUO ‘QIUATIS) ‘I91B[ UINIDI ‘OPOW YOIIMS
1/1/4 MOT] MIIAIIUI S9AISSAId  pue s3draos asuodsar pidey  39s Iredal [BOIUI[O-UOU [BWITUIW 9S() ‘1op1o a3ueyo ‘drys ‘osned e} jediaeN Suung
apowr Yojms
w)l pappe-juedonred 1o ‘dogs ‘drys ‘osned
Jurery 98parmouroe ‘suonidniisjul 0} 1y311 9y} JO UOTJBRWLIFUOD
MITAIUI oY) SuIzI[Iqe)s JziewIou ‘(sdajs Jxou pue ‘Opowt 9A19021 ‘as[nd ssauIpeal
orym Appomb drysisumo swmn/siydu /3urpiodal ‘owr ‘syydu ‘osodind) /310Jwod Junae)s 93o[dwod MITATIUT
1/1/4 -00 pue isnn spring  /9sodind :3dros pein s g Joenuoo,, d[qereadar asn ‘opowr parrgjard wiguo) uado Suung
a1qissod uaym sjo[s puaxyaam/Iysiu
-91] JO SOUBPIOAE PUEB ‘SMIIAIS)UIL
usamjaq Suroeds ‘Aep 1ad
urens Arepunoq pue SMIIAIIUT PATWI] Surpnjour
“JJUIp 9]OI ‘pPROLISAO S9INPAIX ‘sopnx Ayroeded 19s (y3Iy st urens
pue JSII [edISo[OpoyloUW € Sk (1v xtpuaddy) o[nx  J1 arnsodxa 2onpai1 10 ‘dems ‘Aeop SSQUIpeal
1/1/4 91nsodx? J0jeropowt syea1],  Suroed pue pIed Jodyd-JoS ‘0T-0 O9Ud-J[as s 09 oduro) — 10)BIOPOIN proy-a1d
SWo)I pappe
-juedonied ploq sweyl X 19)Je
SosUI uren}s uaym feuonerddo  (Tv xrpuaddy) sydios DIL sond drys/esned paquis (xk YIm
1/1 90101 pue A19Jes SaeN -0I0TWI pue 9pIng pairels swll Suneande Afrenusjod JIen — opm3 udsaq proy-a1d
S1IE3S y3ry st urens j1 Jurouanbas
MITAIUI 9Y) 9I0J3q UTeN)S ydepe {(Sunm ur onunuod 0T-0 os[nd ssaurpeail
sojedoniue pue ‘uoneredaid (Tv x1puaddy) 10 ‘Opoul UOJIMS ‘I9je[ oWINSal) /3I0Jwod 939[dwod ‘saouaisgard
[BUOIOUIS PI)Sem uonewiguod  ue[d aredaid (Zurnpoyosal [ennau dryjs/asned sjeorpur {(3x91 U9910S
1/1/4 s9onpa1 9oadsar sreudis Jo-Aep pue 19U210S OT-0 13p50 ‘KIqerreae jo-Aep WIuo) /OIpNE/03PIA) SpoW SO0 pue 9IAU] proy-a1d
SSQUQAISURJOP 19)e] (1Tv x1puaddy) o1doy 10 uonsenb e ppe
SONPaI pue UOTIBIYUPI [00} uonsanb PoOpoou UM SYO0[q I9pIoal  :93e}s 10BIUO0D [eUlf AY) JB A[UO KsaIns onur
1/1/4 a103oq £K31001d1091 Spring -e-ppe pue AoAIns-onuy ‘swa)r paroyne-juedonted j1osu];  ur-ido (A[snowAuoue puodsoy pue JmIoay pley-a1d
suondo
(1Tv x1puaddy) o[npayosai/asned 10 I0jeIOpOUT
arnsodxs ewner; paredardun sSe[y uonONIISUOD dnyoeq ® Anuapr Surpiom
ojur Sunjup woj suonssanb -00 pue ewiner) juedronted Surmbar suonsanb Jepy S9A1399[q0
1/1 Lreurpio,, syuaasig M prag 2ano3(qo ‘swall Suneanoe Arenusjod depy — Aurerd ploy-a1d
Surpunoan sI9)3ew 1 AYMm ydrros/joo], SUOI}O® J0JBIIPOIN suondo juedonieg MSelL aseyq
"[020301d MIIATUT JOYIBUI PJONIISUOD-0D ‘pIULIOfUI-BWNGIL, (TN(D)LL | + ATAV.L

Psychology & Marketing, 2026



K1repd onAreue sjosjoid pue

a1qissod uaym SIoquISU

ures) pasodxa-ss9 sso1oe s3d100x9
JS9IABAY 9Y) AINQLUSIP ‘SaLIepunoq
JUISUOD YI3YD-d1 SISPIIUIPI

‘[01U0d TedIY1d susyiduaIs jseur {(puod3s dANBIIRU “ISIN y10dax
1/1 ‘A1)U9-91 dAnB[NWIND S)TWIT uerd Sunum ssed-omJ, 0udpIAd) Suniim ssed-om) asn — pue QLIM PIey-1sod
Y31y sI urens 103e1dpouwt
J1 9sned s3{00[q 3I0YS UI 9p0Od
Aiqrsesy ‘syuowidos Aaeay oejor ‘Aerdar ded
onAreue uiaraesaid ofrym ISIPO9YD ISIJ  {[BT)UASS sso[un Ae[da1 orpne/oapia 9pod pue
T/1 arnsodxa Arepuodas saonpay  -iduosuen; pue deo-Aejdey PIOAE ‘MIIAJI JsIy-)dLIosuen) asn) — 9qUIOSUBI], PIoy-1s0d
papasu
uapinq J1 Surnpayos 10 opm$ jdepe ‘urens
I0jerdpowr oy} Jurznyearid JIojeropou pue ‘swa[qoid Arepunoq
uey} I9yjel peo| [BUONOUId ‘s193311) MU dTeYS (SAJB[NUWINIJE
1/1/4 pue Surured] saNqIsIq jdwoid o[ppny  21nsodxd udYM SJSIIGIP JOLIq PlOH — J[ppny 1994 pIo1-1s0d
papaau st
MITAIIUT j10ddns jeym ‘Quin) JXaU PIpIOAE IO
JX3U 9} OJUI I9A0AIIRD paidepe 2q prnoys yeym ‘opmsg oy} JotIgap
SOMPaI pUE S$AJB[NWNIIL refdwoy  ur paduryod Jeym ‘SSSIISIP PIIBAIIOR JIojeropouwt
/4 J1 210Joq onpisal sainide)  OWSW 1IOYS IO JOU-IJIOA JeyM :OWSUI UTUWI-G PIOIIY — SrerpawrwI] PIey-1sod
,,(191ABIY SSQIISIP 19)J8 UONOIUUOISIP sooua1dja1d dn-morjoy AJLrero
Surpus a1039q 10 ‘Qwres 9y} ‘1)yS1  1dniqe proae {sdols JXoU SZLIBWIWINS ‘osind SSUIPEII/}IOFWOD JIXD
[onuod juedronted s910)s91 [99] NoA op ‘}1eIS dY) 0) 9UuQIu0d J[NOLIIp a8pamousoe  9jerdwiod (Jurssrur st juejroduwil MITAT)UT
1/1/4 pUE UOIIB[BISY 9)e[ s0onpay  paredwo),, :3d11os Sursor) Apgouiq 9urod dojs wguo) SurpAue 19YPYM ULIFU0) 3soD Suung
pastwoxduwod st
£)37eS 10 90URIAY0D UAYM  YSNnoIy}
uondaoxa pastaoxduur (zv x1puaddy) Surysnd,, proae ‘uondnisip MITAINUIL
ue uey} Jayjer [0d0joid 3d11os j11ds/ewnsar JUSWNIO0P {9[Npaydsal 10 asned a3 11ds {Ixa3/0Ipne 0} YOIIMS uondnisip
1/d oy} jo 1red uondnisip saeN pue [0%0301d uondnisiq $10JW09/K19Jes 9JeIpawll J09Y)  ‘I9)e[ awnsal Afrerodwa) dois Jdeuey gunng
Surpunoan sI9)3ewW 1 AYM 3drros/joo], SUOIIO® J0JRIIPOIN suondo juedroniedg JSselL aseyq
(ponunuo)d) | v ATIAVL

Psychology & Marketing, 2026

10



Thirdly, the study redefines neutrality as flexible managed
involvement. Survey and interview traditions prioritize neu-
trality to protect validity and minimize interviewer effects
(Tourangeau and Smith 1996; Durrant et al. 2010; West and
Blom 2016), whereas qualitative marketing has accepted inter-
views as co-constructed interactions (Thompson and
Haytko 1997; Kozinets 2001; Belk 2006; Russ et al. 2024). TI(C)
MI is a middle ground between disinterested neutrality and
overinvolvement. When interviews become trauma-sensitive,
the researcher does not abandon neutrality in favor of therapy
but instead activates bounded involvement through flexible,
non-clinical routines. Co-construction is thus conceptualized as
shared agency within a protected analytic frame.

Finally, the study reframes interviewer vulnerability from a well-
being issue to a component of methodological rigor. Scholarship
on researcher exposure addresses emotional labor, vicarious
trauma, and post-field reactivation (Hubbard et al. 2001; Dickson-
Swift et al. 2009; Kiyimba and O'Reilly 2015; Williamson
et al. 2020; McMurray 2021; Karcher et al. 2024). TI(C)MI expands
this literature on qualitative marketing methods by demonstrating
that moderator overload, guilt, numbing, intrusive empathy, and
replay distress can influence boundaries, decision-making, analy-
sis, and interpretation. Moderator protection is therefore integral
to the methodological framework that ensures data quality and
analytic credibility.

5.3 | Practical Implications

TI(C)MI provides qualitative market researchers with a low-
tech protocol for maintaining interview flow during moments of
distress or disruption. It facilitates predictable contracting, ex-
plicit choice points, participant-authored input, bounded em-
pathy, structured closing, and post-field exposure management,
thereby diminishing dependence on individual interviewer
intuition. For universities and supervision, the framework
broadens market research training beyond standard guides,
recruitment, and neutral moderation to include recognizing
distress signals, managing interruptions, using pause/skip/
stop options, safely concluding interviews, and safeguarding
themselves during replay and analysis. TI(C)MI provides
psychologists and ethics boards with clarity on the areas where
specialist input is beneficial for research teams, including cue
recognition, escalation thresholds, referral pathways, debrief-
ing routines, recording alternatives, disruption procedures,
and moderator protection.

5.4 | Limitations and Future Research

TI(C)MI is derived from practice and informed by the literature
but lacks experimental validation. The small number of mod-
erator debriefs limits assertions about interviewer-side experi-
ence; they served to identify exposure mechanisms rather than
assess prevalence. Future studies should incorporate larger
moderator teams, real-time micro-debriefs, and forward-looking
field notes. The framework originated in wartime Ukraine, an
extreme case of an ongoing shared traumatic reality. Transfer-
ability should be assessed in contexts where vulnerability
is episodic, asymmetrical, culturally distinct, or less overtly

shared. Future research should investigate the impact of spe-
cific safeguard combinations, including choice points, starred
guides, bounded closure, replay limits, and peer debriefs, on
participant comfort, interview continuity, analytic usability, and
moderator well-being. Future research should refine thresholds
for transitioning from standard interviewing to TI(C)MI and for
identifying when safeguarded interviewing necessitates a clini-
cal partnership.

6 | Conclusions

Qualitative market interviews may become trauma-sensitive
when standard questions about consumption, work, mobility,
identity, finance, or institutional trust intersect with shared
threat. This article introduces TI(C)MI as a trauma-informed,
co-constructed framework for recognizing these moments and
activating bounded safeguards without transforming market
research into therapy. By linking field-observed breakdown and
repair points with trauma-informed care, co-constructed inter-
viewing, qualitative ethics, and researcher-exposure literature,
the framework repositions trauma as a possible condition of
ordinary market data production. Its central contribution is to
render participant agency, bounded moderator involvement,
and moderator protection as auditable elements of methodo-
logical rigor.
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Appendix Al

Pre-field practical tools and scripts

Tool

How to prepare it

How to use it in practice

Objective grid with “trauma” and
“co-construction” flags

Introductory survey with “add-a-
question” box

Comfort/readiness pulse (0-10)

Starred interview guide with TIC
scripts

60 second moderator readiness
self-check

Create a three-column table containing: (1)
market-research questions, (2) analytic objectives,
and (3) trauma/co-construction flags. Mark with
a % any potentially activating item that may
intersect with loss, threat, shame, stigma, etc.
Bold items that may benefit from participant
phrasing.

Combine short, close-ended items with one
optional prompt: “Is there a question or topic you
would like us to include in the interview?”

Use four sliders or radio button items assessing:
overall current strain, topic-specific concern,
reluctance to talk that day, and comfort with
recording. Use consistent anchors, with higher
scores indicating greater strain or discomfort.

Start with the agreed-upon interview flow, insert
participant-authored items, and place a % next to
every potentially activating question. Add the TIC
script after each Y item.

Prepare a visible card stating: "My current strain
(0-10): _. If = 7 — pause/swap/shorten/
reschedule.”

During the team kick-off, decide which % items
are optional, may be reordered, or can be
postponed. Identify a backup moderator and agree
on pause, substitution, and rescheduling options.

After data downloading, bold any viable
participant-authored question(s) or topic(s) in the
interview guide so that they are explicitly
acknowledged during the interview.

Attach the pulse to the scheduling message or
administer it during the day-off confirmation. Any
score >7 should trigger an immediate offer to
reschedule, shorten the session, change the mode,
or continue at another time.

Keep the guide printed or opened on a secondary
monitor. Before introducing a % item, attent to the
participant's verbal, paralinguistic, and embodied
cues. If strain becomes apparent, use the TIC
script.

Immediately before the call, the moderator should
complete the honest self-check. If the score is 7 or
higher, the interview should be delayed, shortened,
rescheduled, or redirected to a backup moderator.
The incident should be briefly recorded in the
moderator memo.

Note: These tools are low-burden readiness and planning instruments. They are not intended to assess trauma, establish psychological diagnoses, or require participants or

moderators to disclose traumatic experiences.
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Appendix A4

Descriptive discourse indicators by participant sample and moderator debriefs (rates per 1000 words; presence across interviews)

Indicator S-1 rate/1k S-1 presence (%) S-2 rate/1k S-2 presence (%) M rate/1k M presence (%)
First-person singular 201.94 96.6 289.84 100.0 171.85 100.0
First-person plural 66.83 96.6 262.64 100.0 52.52 100.0
Death-related 1.04 44.8 2.75 50.9 4.29 66.7
Negative emotion 20.83 93.1 17.63 100.0 16.08 100.0
Anger-related 1.78 41.4 2.46 67.9 2.86 66.7
Body-anatomy 33.39 96.6 38.34 100.0 13.58 100.0
Body-symptoms 12.81 62.1 4.71 83.0 13.58 100.0
Hedges/repairs 211.14 100.0 353.84 100.0 163.27 100.0
Time/place uncertainty 10.98 72.4 34.38 96.2 15.01 100.0

Note: Indicators are diagnostic-neutral descriptors used only for triangulation with paralinguistic and interactional observations. Rates are normalized by the total number
of words in each corpus, while presence indicates the percentage of analyzed texts containing each indicator. The number of analyzed texts may differ from the number of
interview sessions because recordings that could not be reliably transcribed due to highly fragmented speech were excluded, whereas interviews interrupted and resumed
in separate sessions were analyzed as distinct transcript segments. S-1 = displaced Ukrainians; S-2 = marketing faculty; M = moderators.
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