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_ABSTRACT - - .- . " . .

b

The present ‘study was designed as -an application of

4 . . ‘:“T'\\ - . R i

Maturana's concepts ' of objectivity 1in ‘parenthesis and
\t’ . ‘ .
languaging An interview setting was used as a c0ntext in

which to -make observations c ncerning couples' interactions.
A hermeneutical methodology was used ﬂmFour couples each’
participated in an in-depth discussion with the researcher
concerning what‘was"distinguished as their decision for’the.
wife to remain at home after the birth: “of their first cﬂ&ld
The ‘study results included consideration oE patterns foE'
languaging and‘étances towards objectivity observed with each

N couple. .and with the researcher. as . well as similarities
which could be’ distinguished among the ‘study couples 'VThe
discussion of study results included the implications of | {‘

, Maturana s theory Eor distinguishing health problems. or

.....

& pathology fn couples not seeking therapy. as well as fbpli—
¢ B

o catiOns of the’ theory Eor\the therapist and the process of-
therapy The applicability of these implications “to inter—n
active contexts which do not involve thera;y was discussedy
briefly A consideration oE how the work oE Bateson and von
Foerster enhances that of Maturana in terms oE the conceptsQ
of languaging and objectivity in parenthesis was included hﬁ”

Finally. a description of- the study couples.‘a discussion of

Maturana s epistemology concerning science.'a considerationi";;tf
' of the applicability oE the hermeneutical approach to thef. .
Ff' interview setting. and a reflection on the nature oE an‘;*_if

application type of research project were pregented -
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STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
Framework for Presenrlng the Problem Statement

This chapter begins with a brief discussion of how_Ehe
current study evolved. As such, the discussion is lntended
to provide a sense of how it was rhat the researcher deeided
on the final format of the study, t;at of apﬁlylng specific
theory to observing couples' intetractions. At the same tilme,
the diseuaslon reflects aome of the understandings vhieh the
researcher had when she began‘lnﬁeracting with the couples;
”““Sbme*ﬂiscusalon of why a theory about blology was chosen Eorl
Observing couples; 1nteractlonskis presented, Eollowed by a
definirlon of the‘ major research concepts. Finally. the

1mportance of the study and the speclftc research questions

are presen%ed
4

&

Evolution of the Study

The researcher s 1initial idea was to condu¢t a study
which Eocused on a content area - that of how couples exper—
ienced their decision for the wife not to 'return, to work
after the birth of their first child. That topic was of
intetest Eor two major reasons Firstly, it was recognlzedh
that societal practices and. attitudessare changing rapidly

| concerning whether' or not women should work when their
childr;; are-;;ung For example, Pistrang (1984) noted that
in the United States during the 20 year period from 1960 to

1980 the percentage of-married working women with children



under six jumped from 19 to 45 percent. Secondiy. the
'researcher noted that the process of beoomlng a parenr is
conceptualized as a ]Jfaﬁrransltlon by many'yho study the
family (Steffensmelar. 1982). Furthermore, some preliminary
réading left’ the researcher with the lmpression that the
decision about a}woman's retutning to HQEF or remaining at
home after the birth of thé First child was a highly cooplex
one., For example, Hock. Gnezda and McBride (1984) lndicatéd
that in the 317 mothers they studied, a conflict often
existed betweén the mothers' beliefs about their infants'
ﬁeeds“and their plans to work outside the home. ,ﬁOr, Pistrang
(1984) reported that for the 63 women in her study who chose
to remain at home following childbirth, those who were highly
lnvolved.lxn their ‘work before the baby‘.ﬁas born reported

‘p‘roblems such as greater lrritability‘ apd lower self estAeem

than those womogfwho had been less involved.

At the _same .time as _thé rasearcherm was eiplorlng tha‘
literature covering the transition to parénthood' and ‘rhe
issue of workiﬁg or remaining atihome af;er childbirth, she
was grappling with the cybernetic perspeotive"presohted‘by_

Keeney (1983) in the book entitled, Aesthetics of cha‘nge '

of particular interest was Keeney's discussion of double_
,description. a term used by Gregory Bateson to indicate that
a double view is necessary to give'a‘sense of relationship.

' Keeney introduced the discussion in tha following wayi



I 4

wWhen two people interact. each membes punctuates the flow
of 'InterAction. If an observer combines the views . of
both individuals, a sense of the whole system will begin
to -.émerge. There are several ways such a .holistic .
description <can be ‘conceptualized. Firstly, the

punctuation generated by each .person can be presented in
a sequential fashion, with .the whole series seen as a
representation of the dyadi¢ system. For example. when
the two:' descriptions 'he nags, 1 withdraw' and ‘'she
withdraws I nag' are collectively viewed, they provide a

quick glimpse of the interactive system. (1983 P. 37).

The researcher had also begun to explore the work of

Maturana (1983) and was interested in the implications of his .

—

characterization' of living systems as. organizationally‘

closed. within the context of these explorations. the

- n

researcher brought forth three major observations concerning

the literature regarding women returning to work or, remaining

. at home after the birth of their first child. First appar—

ently there had been no study oE the actual process by which

the work/non-work decision was made.‘ Secondly, within a wide

range of studies ’that dealt with ~numerous aspects of the

transition to parenthood and working and non-working mothers,

O

. Pistrang, 1984){ the decision about working was treated as

'one made by the wife alone—-even though it occurred within5

' the context of a relationship At best, the husband was

referred to in a most peripheral way .For example, Pistrang

(1984) stated that " the husband's support for the wife 8

. decision to work is an intervening variable which requires-'

'Eurther research attention The third observation brought

»

te-g~ Hock, Gnezda & McBride.v1984 Morgan & Hock I984q &



forth related to method of,datavcolledtion: It ‘was noted

that several studles were conducted in“which input was ob-

tained from husband and wife conceﬁ@ing sdme-aapect oE ‘the . |

B\
transition ‘to parenthood For example. Miller and Sollﬁe

. (1980) had husbands and wives complete separate questibn’

r‘ 5

‘nalres at various times during their' study "Broom (198£)-

indicated that interviews were used as a part of her method—

ology She used the term, interview, to describe a procedure\

in\which the husband and wiEe were: in the ‘same’ room separ*

. ately ranking some material in. the presénce of an "inter—

viewer". Steffensmeier used an interview approach In thiSr

~

case, the husbands and wives in hert study were interviewed
"separately but simultaneously by a male—female pair of

jewers" (1982, p. 322). F/inally. Belsky. Spanier ‘and

structured) interview of each couple as part of their data‘

‘ .

,gathering repertoire. From reviewing various approaches to"
'data collection. the researcher assumed that different rela-w

tionship data would be obtained if she conducted a study in‘”‘

,fwhich each couple interacted in a dialogue with her

‘The researcher 8 interest in doing a study which was an

application of theory was solidified as '-ghe noted that -

~Maturana s theory is becoming increasingly specific about thef

‘nature of families as system"(e g.; Haturana & Tomm. 1986)

Therefore. the main’ consideration in deciding on the study in.

(1983) conducted a -face~to—-face -(although highly‘f'

o

- . LT N - -,
. e - j‘ B e B N




'"its present fornx was the researcher s gnowing interest in

J

‘ understanding relationships and in applying a theory which

;views a human as a living system which is organizationally

) e P
. 1

7closed L vl L e

PurpOseWof"the Study |

Maturana 'S theory consists of a number of interrelated

'“concepts which evolved Erom his work as a’ tuologist p'lhe;”.

;central purpose of this study was to make an application of

\..two of Maturana 8 concepts in observing couple s interaction

in an interview setting Thus. the interview setting pro—

vided a congext Eor generating observations concerning each

’ 1 B v

couple s interaction es they discussed a particular topic

\

-
-

: Four couples were interviewed concerning what the researcher f

¥ !

distinguished as . their vdecision" for the wife not to return

to- work aiger the birth oE their Eirst child In summary..‘f';

"the research was designed to Eocus on the \domain of the

‘observer and her observations.f In additiOn. since the study ‘

"“was intended that the researcher make observations oE both a

L

theoretical and a practioa} nature frp‘ﬁf,garﬂ}'”vaj‘]j:ffpéé?iﬂJ
(RS ' Sl e T

“dfDefinitibh*°fjﬂéﬂdf'Researéh*coﬁgepgsﬁf’

e ; Y - o Co e ,%@
' Ma éirana 's ideas-are-receiving attention in the field of

s, ' . o e
: o ol

‘.fwas d°313“°d 33 3" aPplication of theoretical concepts,}ipo;**»



"family therapy. For example. Keeney (1983) made considerable':7
Llreference to Maturana's theory in his eonrt to describe anl
‘epiSQemology concerning change and. to apply it to the Eamily“ﬁ,‘
{therapy situation Further Maturana s assertions concerning

;.objectivity are noted in The Invented Reality a collectiont‘

Ay

fc;oha"articlesv' which ' discuss the‘w constructivist ‘ view o
‘(Watzlawick 1984) ' Deii (1985) a Eamily therapist with a
oy 5 “'reputation éor conceptual clarity., reced?ly published an '
' 'd‘article which directly compares Maturana with Bateson, a.
,“systems theorist whose ideas have had considerable acceptanceﬂ.
‘“in Eamily therapy circles Dell explained how many of the
‘videas of Bateson and Maturana arei compatible but also

h"described a major way in vhich Maturana s theory goes beyond

'”s‘lthat of Bateson = by delineating an ontology. or theory about -

o L
&

'.jour nature as humans Finally. Tomm (Boscolo. Cecchin. o

Maturana..& Non Foerster.’1984, Maturana, 1983 Maturana &

- Tomm.( 1986..& Tomm & White. 1986) has done ‘much“.to makea;‘.pj"

uv

Canadian therapists aware oE Maturana s work ":_5'%5"§’ o
~ ‘Ag daon L ‘;",e . v \“ et " R iw o : . = .
3 : - .“‘q.. ,,uv N

fnoe all the reaction to Maturana s work has been posi-v?*g{

tive. For example. Simon (1985) cited one senior Eamilyo?ﬁ”f

»f”?}ﬁcherapist who Stated that when Haturana "talks as a biologist S
A A
[’“fashe is on safe ground But I do not think he hhs much to say,r,ﬁj

4

’“"?f{fﬂthat is relevant to Eamiiy therapy" (p 34) However. at\the,_“b

:a“\°ﬁePher;extreme.«Deli has written that Haturana s "breakthrough’f‘"f

km"7fhffin_understanding living systems is coﬁparable in magnitude toval5}




. a new Eormat called the Forum

(RN

‘ﬂj5objectivity in parenthesis.

R ) } R o B
E . . . L ! o0
' ., . v e
. ' o '
i | .
v
'
.

‘Einstein's theory of relativity " (p- 34). In addition,’
f;interest in Maturana s tgeory is* not 1imited to famiiy

, ‘»therapy For example Simon (1986) notes’ that in’ about 1984

Werner Erhard creator of est training, sponsored Maturana to.

-

do: a lecture tour and a critique of’ the est training program

[
o,

As a result of . ideas from Maturana and others concerning such

'issues .as how we know reality.,the est training program took;

S

e

o "

' A\

A good deal oE the excitement about Maturana s work may

“'rest on agreeing with Maturana s assertion that he has .
created a_‘"'metatheory .o Maturana contends his theoryn‘
‘c‘fgoffers a general way of understanding the Eunctioning of‘f

syatems as diverse as amoeba a pack oE wolvas. and the board;‘

[

"of directOrs of IBM"»(Simon. 1985 p «34) The researcherf,

Y

:t‘bhose to ﬁocus on two concepts from within Maturana s metaf7'
.uiitheory—~objectivity n parenthesis and languagihg——Since‘“
hhfthese two concepts were distinguished as being highly rele—f*
‘{vant for observing human interaction;l These concepts willgf
o ve discussed._ineeeonsiderable detailQ when' the theoreticalfﬁ
‘{fframework oE the study is presented For the present.{;hfi

Vhfldefinition for each term will be given, beginning with f

o

Haturana asserts that there are two possible 'ways to?_f

'f,f?fexplain the world One can use objectivity (also caliedgi~




g

obJectivity without parenthesis) in which objects ace - view'd
as existing independent of the observe@} ‘ot one can “’
objectivity with (or in) parenthesis in which the stance 19 o
.taken that "existence“is bound‘ to the actions oE the
observerJ (Maturana & lomm. 1986) . ‘In'other words, in this

second stance the observer is seen as bringing Eorth his.

B world The importance of these two epistengogical stanceS'

‘objectivity in parenthesis will Eunction in a way whic_
| This objectivity with parenthesis stance has ‘an "acceptanc

-unique, is Maturana '8 argument concerning the biologicajﬁ

s that they have different consequences for how one behaves ;7

IE a:’ person believes that objects exist independent of him.ul

he will resort to an independent object to validate what he§.

| says (his explanations) ' For example. a teacher may citeﬂg

~some ultimate reEerence book to show why a particular poinx}

is the truth On the other hand a, person operating inﬁr‘

. accepts another s . reality as legitimate Eor that person

of others“ tone about it which does not seem new What is

:'fimpossibility that an objective world can exist for us asv

humans.y This point will be pursued more Eully in the;

literature review




W

' manner: °

,“‘involved !,si"", "5h,,f"*

term in Maturana 8 deEinition of languaging. that oE con—
sensuality ‘For;'the presenf - an - oyerall definition of

languaging will be presented

Languaging ‘is defined by MatUrana»;in* the following

L]
u,

’ . f
- . N ' , o
' . . oo

Languaging is not a means to transmit knowledge or

information. - Languaging is a manner of coexistence, a
manner, of living together in recursive coordinations of

consensual actions ' ‘'such that the structure ‘of  the

participants change iJl a ‘manner contingent upon .. their
‘participation Ain it . ... Therefore. language is a social
phenomenon in which the  flow  of the rtecurrent inter-
‘actions between organisms ‘that it entalls, corstitutes
. the domain of ‘existence of the ‘participants as the domain

" .of their realization as living systems.‘(Mendez. Coddou.i

& Maturana. 1986 p 18) _

A key point implied by this definition is that languaging

‘Maturana points out that no single word or gesture is neces—

sarily languaging To identify languaging any person must

A

o B
. L .

At this point it should be noted that aﬂthough Haturana si

“‘”.‘between humans 1is in no way restricted to words. in Eact.'

v

‘r;observel“a' sequencei.ofl interactions and determine‘ that;
consensual coordination ‘”of‘f consenéual coordination Cof

'L9~actions is indeed taking place between (or among) the people ;yf

"'*j*interactions. the researcher chose to Eocus on verbal inter-ﬂ R

1t'ﬁn”actions in the interview analysis.‘,The decision was madeﬂfor_s'

"‘lfdefinition oE 1anguaging is in no way restricted to verbalfﬂdiﬁfgf
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practical reasons due ‘to the volume oE data anticipated Erom .

the intetviews, - i - B

i {

B 7\!

Importancg of the;Studywm
The present study was an application,of theory to the
,_observation of couples as they reElect on a liEe transition‘

' which they are undergoing without having sought therapy As

'such.‘the study extended application of Maturanaqs concepts

'to a domain other than therapy Secondly. the context of
_the. study was an interview setting. therefore; the study was
designed to aecount Eor both the researcher as observer and
Lfor bhe couples ‘being interviewed Thus.4 a reflection on
the researcher s characteristic stance .on- objectivity and

her languaging during the interviews is considered to be an

integral part ‘of the study The double ;Eocus——that of\\

‘ﬂcouple system and researcher——is reElected in the researchj [

}questions

.,'--.‘- LY

The study questions which follow were designed to be as?

‘broad as possible so that the researcher would be open toﬂj

Y i

Athe °b39fV8t19ﬂ9 she C°U1d bring forth as a result ofhﬁf;"

i»fexperiencing and analyzing the interviews
”}lGeneraf‘Researchfpuegfidh§l f]ffkw
The general research questions-which arise from.the pur— = =




K pbse-oE the study are as follows: . oo -

1. Wwhat .Characterizes the. werbal ‘languaging used' by each

»

couple during the interview itself and in what .they bring
forth concerning how they arrived at their current situ—

. Q‘N"‘ . .. atlion of having the wiEe remain at home°

2. Can similarities be identified among the couples in terms |

of the verbal 1angueging they use during the interview‘

discussion and in what they bring Eorth concerning how

they arrived at their current situation oE having the

KN

, : ﬁwife remain at home’ P : B

P

i \ \ | h!
.30 whatQ-characteriies"the verbal . langueging between the
) researcher and each of the coupleS?

\Q;T‘Can a- characteristic stance 'towards objectivity be\

Mr’,“e~,* identified Eor the participants in each interview° . ((

(R

i.$}f.Can similarities be identified among the eight husbandsbﬁ

,“:and wives in terms of their stances towards objectivity?

“ﬁ6;:fDoes the researcher use e consistent stance towards
\T‘fobjectivity throughout the study interviews? o

T

or -anization-of‘ithe_ﬁemé_“’“fm Chapterd

Ll Lo Ty

The next chapter will present an overall theoretical

framework for the study 'by considering 'various aspects of

Coa,




Maturana 8 theory as it applies to the two study coneepts

"ﬂgét. the hermeneutical methodology and‘ speclflcs oE the

-

" research design wlll be discussed The\ study results qs

they relate to objectivity Ln parenthesis and languaglng £n

G . L]

‘the study couples and the researcher will be presented ‘in ,«/;”

\ /\___,'..—,

the subsequent chapter.‘ The Einal chapter withfrov;de a
;discussion"of‘ impllcatlons 0?7 Maturana s: theory ”Aduﬂﬂai
.omparison of Maturana s work with that of both Bateson and
von Foerster " The chapter will conclude wlth some final

obServations which were brought forth Erom the process of "-

Lheory application f‘ SR f‘f‘y ‘ . “y "{3‘

. ‘ . - o ' ‘ i e :
. ' ' 1 f : f Yo " .
2 ‘ RS | o L

-/e‘ -z



REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE

t fFrahework for the Literature Review

fﬁ Thls chapter Ls deslgned to focus solely on Maturana's

ft§%§¥y' "This approach‘vas taken for several reasons. Flrst.
elthough the study relates to‘the application of two’ specific
theoretical concepts.“thosé concepts cannot be considered 1in
‘ lisolation since there are several prerequisite understendipgs
‘involved 1in Eully comprehendlng them. Also, considerable
fexplanatlon 1s tequired to treat -the concepts themselves in

an adequete'manner: In add;thn. it was decided to leave the

N !

- comparison-of Maturana's -work with that of others to the last

Sy

chapter ln'dtdg?\ge highlight Maturana's theory as the basis

fof'the project. \Finally. as .might be expected, there is no
further dlscussixfy of the iiteranﬂre qcoecernlng the post~
partum wefk deelsioh since it was deemed that the introduc-
torygghaptefxpfeseﬁteg the salient issues asﬂthey relate to

the current study. ‘ o
i ”‘(:

R '.;

. . .v , \\n /“ " ' .
' Maturana's Theory: Languaging and Objectivity

in Parenthesis in Context

he;-folloeing theopetleal diéé:ssion is basically a
rebrganizafion'snd a clerification of material presenteé in
the research‘ptoposal with -the exception of the addition of

‘.criteria for assessing objectivity in parenthesis and an ex—‘
‘ ,pansien oﬁ the section on languaging and 1ts relationship to
emotighing | '

£;<l;?f
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It is 1important to note at_ the onset that Maturana's

v

theory evolved directly from hls work as a blologlst Early

in his career,. . Maturana partlclpated in experlments wlth

e

frogs which were done at M. I.T. 1n the 1950°'s. Thét research

t

set

the dlrectfon for Maturana's work. Slmon (1985)

explained as follows:

\
the

In the process of studying the frog's retina, the M.I.T.

team discovered that the frog's eye consisted of whole
sets of specialized cells. Among these- were some asym-
metrical, edge receptors that could respond to flies
moving across the frog's field of wvision from left to
right but not from rilght to left. It was as 1f the
various structures in the frog's eye each had a 'mind of
its own'. Perception was not a matter of a picture of
the},world somehow coming in and tecording 1ltself in the
frog's brain. .The frog had no access to the reality of
the world, but only to reallty as filtered through 1its
sensory, apparatus. \

The M.I.T. experlmentroffered neurophysiologists a new

kind of metaphor for understanding how perception takes

place: 'It puts a glgantic question mark on the distinc-
tion we draw between perception and illusion,' Maturana
says today. Instead of perception being understood on
the model of a photogréphic camera conveying information
to a receptor, a shift was made to see the organlsm as
an informationally clgsed system which never ‘takes in'
information from.outside in any direct way. Rather what
it percelves is always determined by the nature of 1its
own structure. (p 34) ,

1] {D

The preceding quote descrlbes how Maturana s study oE

Erog s nervous system led him to conclude that perception

is structurally determined. Such understandlngs are neceg—

.sary to appreciate Maturana's vlew of languaging and objec-

tivity in parenthesis. The discussion of such prerequlsite

understandings will continue in the subsequent sectiong.
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Prereguisite Understandings: The Observer and

His Distinctions

]
A

The word reality comes £rom the Latin noun res meaning
'thing'. The fundamental operation that an observer can
perform is an operation of distinction, the specification
of an entity by operationally cleaving it from a back-
ground. Furthermore, that which results from an opera-
. tion of distinction and can thus be distinguished is a
~thing with the properties that the operation of distinc-
tion specifies, .and which exists in the space that these
properties establish. Reality, therefore, is the domain
of things, and, in thls sense, that which can be distin—
guished is real. Thus stated, there is no question about-
what reality \is: Tt 1is a domain specified by the
operations of the observer. (Maturana, 1978, p. 595).

-

‘The preceding quotation - emphasizes that reality 1is
brought forth by - the observer. as was discussed when the
concept of objectivity with parenthesis was introduced'in.the
initial chapter. However,hthe quotation adds to.the concep—
tualization of ;the ohserver byv stating that the observer
‘distinguishes//thingd"\or entities. And, of course, these
distinctions are made in language Accordqing to 'Maturana.

R people Eunction in objectivity without parenthesis because
they do not recognize that the objects or’ entities which seem

-
real were, 1in .fact. brought forth by themselves in their

0 Ianguaging.

Maturana asserts that we can distinguish or bring forth
‘two kinds of unities. simple or composite .unities. A‘simﬁle
unity is a unity which we distinguish as a whole and there-

- fore, we ‘don't enter intovvfurther distinctions yabout its
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components. ‘an exempie.'we night-say‘that the Smtth family
didn't wish to parttclpate in a‘partlculer study. However,

.the observer‘q13t1ngu1shes componentsvwhen‘he distingulshes
a composlte un1t9 For example. we might comment tnat

~Mr. Smlth was williqg to participate in\ﬁthe study while
Mcs. Smith was not. 1In this case, the husband and wife are
components of the conrosite unity, family Haturana (1984)
commented that 1n a composite unity there are components and

» relations between components. The components remaln as such

only if they hold ‘those relations that integrate the

composlte unity which was dlstingulshed 1n1tlally . In .the

\

last example given, the husognd and wife do not exist‘ as

such outsideé the distinction "family".
fﬁ rerequisite Undgrstendlngs Concerning__

TN The Physiological Domain
. ~ ) 3

Lo —

Maturana defined organization’'as "the relations between

. - ‘ | | |
, compongents that define a composite unity as a composite unity

of a partlcuﬁar kind (Matﬁrana;' 1980 P xix). Maturana

stated that living systems are compostte unities charac-'

terized by an autopoietic organtzation ' Autopoletlc organi-

zation refers to the manner in which a living system maln-'
tains its autonomy (Matutana.-1981). The term autopoiesie .
‘was coined by Maturana and Varela (1980) ‘and 'means  "self '

"producing". Tnerefore. what characterizes a living system 1is

o«
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a selE producing organization Maturana stated that "living
systems are networks oE molecular produqtions such that the

molecules produced produce the network that produced them

(Maturana, 1984); Therefore. the system~is thermodynamicallyV

open but . closed in ‘terms of molecular production. This

systemic closure can’ be thought oE as a recursive condition

because self production must go on Eor the organism to be
’distinguished as that system Also. organization :rjan in—

o variant because as’ soon as it changes. something els arises.

! ,1\

In Maturana s terminology. structure is'defined asi"the‘

\

, actual components (all their properties included). together
with the actual relations that concretely realize a. system
as-a particular,memoer’of a class oﬁycomposite unities to
which it belongs‘byiits organiéation" (1971. p.VZQ),tlséveral

pbints ab0ut structure deserve further mention. ~ First,

Maturana noted tﬂat living systems are composite unities '

which are undert - continuous structural change He stated that

'"whether we are obviously interacting or not we are - under

)

'continuous structural change because ‘we are in a continuous;

process’ of autopoiesis" (Haturana. 1984) Second. because

I

‘1iving systems are . organizationally closed. any change‘they

‘

undergo is determined by their structure. i. e"t the way theyn
are made and’not by anything with which they interact rhis .
situation is called.structure determinism Third. a. living_

systemninteracts;through.its-Compdnents For example. the

. . o,
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. Y,,‘

endocrine and nervous systems’ interact with each other to
perform important regulatory Eunctions It is worth noting.:
however. that when a socilal system such as a family. work -
"team. etc. 1is distinguished the individual is a component
of each: composite unity distinguished ‘ In the case of human
in}eraction. it is most accurate to Isay that a composite“

unity (e.g., the family, work team, etc.) interacts‘through‘

its components, 1i.e., 'the. individuals. who comprise the.hd

system ‘brought forth by the .distinction. Therefore. the
term, composite unity.,will he~used when social systems are . '

being discussed.

~

In conclusion, the understandings'related to organi;ation h

and structure will form the basis for the ensuing consideraff

/

tion of - how humans interact and for much of the discussion

of the implications of Maturana s theory which occutrs in the”

1y

'Einal chapter

-

' A Prereguisite Understanding Concerning
., : The Sgcia (Interactiona ) Domain

Maturana (1986) discussed the term "ontogenic structural

drift" and’ used the following analogy of a drifting boat tovf,.ﬁ”

;explain the concept

4It is said that (a boat is drifting when it slides S

floating on the sea without rudder and oars, following a .

course that is generated moment aEter moment An its en—;L-‘
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L FIGURE 1. The Processes of ,Ontogenic Structural. Drift and
S " Coontogeny ‘ o - T
‘ " ' 4 I A ¢ "“ \
\‘ “\o ' ' ' ~ ' f - ) " ' ‘ ’.
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'counter with thexwaves and vind that impinge on’ it and
.+~ which' lasts as long ‘as ‘it remalns’ floating (COnserves
.ﬁadaptation) ‘and keeps' the: shape .of the boat (conserves
‘organization) SR what happens, with ‘the generation of
the 'course -followed "by a drifting boat 1s the- general
case . for ‘the generation of the course -followed by the :
S structural changes ' of . any. strutcture determined system
“.that, the observer distinguishes in,his ‘or- her praxis of
‘ living (p. 31) o ‘

\

L@

‘ Figure 1 is an illustration of the processes involved in
ontogenic structural drift and in coontogeny as they apply
l'to humans (Maturana & Tomm. 19863 “ The Eirst circle repre—'
“sents person A interacting with a medium w,hich does not o
:include another person A is'tonserving autopoietic organi—.

zation and adaptation to the medium as indicated by the

H

intact circle and the double arcows respectively Maturana'

L

states that an organism S ontogeny is this history of inter—

S

action with conservation of organization and adaptation to “‘

a

. . ~

its medium‘ Personal existence requires a history determined

-by structure and is contingent upon conserving organization

and adaptation IE this conservation is lost. disintegrationk,ﬂF

OCCUfS f.';hj: ;,)g“_f_.fﬁﬂ,“.V ;f .'dfi} 7‘”11.f .“;,/‘.I,i
The Eirst pair of circles represents two people. A and B
°\.Note that each is conserving organization and correspondenceei”ur;
Eiwith the medium gIE the structures oE these people mateh.
-they will interact recurrently They will be structurally
lv'g'coupled Maturana described the, prqcess‘.ofxlstructural

- coupling as Eollows'; ;;ilff;gﬂﬁzi 7‘h° .




‘:Each element of the behavior of one. organism L atts as
a trigger or, perturbation for another ‘'Thus"’ the ‘behavior.
.+ of" organism A perturbs organism ‘B, triggering in it .an
.- internal change of state that’ establishes in it a. new
i structural background Eor its  further - interactions  and.
' »"generates a. behavior that ‘in turn"” perturbs organism A
which .....perturbs organism B which .:. 'and so on in, a

recursive manner until the process stops Cl978 p 52)
i} RO ‘ Q‘

\‘ . .-‘. . . ‘\_

Thus, A and ﬁ become part of each other s medium as repre—f

‘Qfsented in Figure l by the double arrows between the two L

£, L.

'fThey change iJ; a manner contingent upon their interactionsh

) with each other The final shapes. ‘A and B represent people“

'1n

that have undergone structural changes Killustrated by theirf
"changed ,shapes and seen by an observer as changes ~in‘

5 behavior) as a result oE perturbing each other as parg of_
feach other s medium | | | T :

Coontogeny. then. is the history oE interaction of two or

\\..'1

: more organisms which is contingent upon the organisms con—f

. ‘;serving their autopoiesis and their adaptation to the mediumf

'Ff(which includes each other) "'Lf3@~7‘ﬁ@+f,qlﬁ557

In the following discussion. Maturan‘*f*yy

afhstructural coupling of individuals within a system leads toﬁ
‘ Vstable patterns of in eraction or'to the disintegration off

that system. ‘yfﬁh

:";‘;Human beings'change their behavior in a mahner contingent?
-+ to‘the interactions that: they ‘undergo as  components ‘of .
a'*h-the social - systems ‘that they integrate. and ‘the . social.’
¢;fsystems that - ‘they - integrate change -as they change theiry
;*%manner of bringing them Eorth as a result of their*




o behavioral changes o, All this occurs 1Jl a manner that
‘,V_am”” either leads 'to the stebilization oE some - dynamic pattern
- L oE interpersonal interactions in. the composition of a
. fﬁ social system, or.to- ‘the. disintegration of this pattern B
o 'because - of the- breakdown of such interactions ‘and" the - S
e appearence‘ of something 'else.. (Mendez. Coddou.it&- ‘“\
AT Maturana. 1986 p 13) o ¥ .”‘ L

S m_"v‘,';

This discussion oE stability of interactional patterns end

d*i of disintegration will be taken up again when languaging end

/,.4
i
Vo v 'y

o emotioning are considered ‘Jf f-j S‘}f,\Q‘ffﬁj‘1»fyg V,;,H‘A-J“\”

Lo N s - e
e L . «
o P T . ‘ !

:\At“thisfﬁoint the consideration oE prerequisite under~}
, standings is complete Maturana s description oE 'how we L

2SI i

" bring £ rth entities.Wthe nature oE those entities.‘and how f.gﬁ
3 'K ’ ‘.
&omposi{e entities can interact and yet remain intact pro—”3‘~¢~

.’ vides the background Eor Eurther discussion oE the concepts

oE objectivity in parenthesis and 1anguaging

therefore. d

closed.f

This

8)

(Mendez. Coddou & Maturana} 1986.s
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[

‘ 'is one Qf Maturana s major contributions—-providing a bio—phv'

logical rationale Eor the position that we are unable to
‘:know a world other than one we bring Eorth IE his work is
;‘conaidered seriously 'by philosophers and therapists (e £. .hd
‘Von Glaserfeld 1984) it may,help to: bring about a signifi—

'xcant change in the perspectives which some of theun hold |

R Mendez. Coddou. and Maturana stated the Eollowing

~The different intermediate models (struct falist, stra-
tegist..interactionalist. constructivist) Of the systemic
paradigm, put an end to the notion of o en ended lineal’

. .causation. Yet, somehow they - cont e dealing with.
;'objectivity without parenthesis.‘and in 'all .of them the
C Justifications under which the pawer to decide is ‘clailmed
_continues - being some pretended privileged access 'to an
ultimate. obJective reality. Indeed, even constructivists
‘who claim that" reality is invented, propose fitness of
experience as a way of ‘knowing"'. what is correct and what

- 1s 1incorrect .(in -von Glasserf€ld  [sic] words '1984, .

"breakdown)in experience reveal the unfit, the invalid,

- and, force us to correct our model’'). -Placing’ objectivityf
~ in, parenthesis produces something qualitatively different

\ffrom that. We. human beings; cannot make any claim about: |

an objective reality because ‘such a ‘claim ‘can. only be

‘”made 'in. - language, which . is where reality arisesi

(Maturana, 1978), 'nor can- we. claim an privileged access “"

-ffg;fto an, objective reality independent of the: speaker as a

criterion of validation of what is the case (health or‘p”‘

“?;Eillness. normality or abnormality). ' For. these reasons;
~othe notion of fitness of experience does not apply. itw
,fimplies .an’. objective reality (1986 pp 37 38) R

H'L{Maturana recognizes 'that objects arise in languaging o

Therefore. rather than saying there is' no objectivity.q7

Maturana puts a parenthesis (for some' reason. a singleq;;

SRR . A L B
e A, ; S . S : [ . 3 o . . L 1 L
. ) R . . . i . A L e o . '
. PR e . S e - : : BT ) '
‘e L e : ' : s ' A !
, Do A
)
+
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viany reference we make to objects such as: "goodness" "apple"

"troubled Eamily" these objects do not exist independent

—

.of us but are. brought Eorth by us.- I S

‘Observing ijectivity in Parenthesis'

dimensions related to functioning in objectivity in paren— 3

“'bracket) around objectivityvas a way of signalling that in

Mendez. Coddou, and Maturana (1986) distinguished several‘

‘ thesis First ’ the individual ‘who 1is operating in objec~

tivity in parenthesis will not validate his arguments by

‘making reEerence to sbme objective- reality ‘ Second ’éthat
“'individuaL accepts responsibility for what he brings Forth.

Third, . for the individual _operating 1in ob;@ctivity with

parenthesis,: "diEEerent views orﬁ‘notions become legitimate_ g

even if their consequences are not equally desirable Eor alli

'observers", (Mendez,_ Coddou, & Maturana.. 1986 'p' ll),w

. ﬁinally. the person functioning in objectivity in parenthesis

L

, there is nO'ﬁeed of mutual negation because there is no. truthifﬁt?:
to defend.‘there is awereness that a disagreement ‘can only;f'}
'T'be overcome by coexisting in another domain of distinctions:[ L
‘_fwhere it does not arise" (Mendez.\Coddou. & Haturana.‘1986.ff*:f?
‘l‘ 11) : These four dis%inctions of objectivity with paren—ﬁijnﬁ
‘ithesis will be used in the discussion oE research questionsff,ﬂﬁi

'*gdealing with the characteristic stances towards ObJectIVithpr}fi

“'"admits the multiversa .;;; with objectivity in parenthesis“prnQ




25

: in the study couples and the cesearcher. - o
5§¥'Concépts‘Related to Languaging - . o

‘The Igtended Meaning oE Consensualitx

Languaglng was defined previously as the consensual co—

‘?ordination of consensual coordination of actions - As such,u
it' 1s a- "coordination of coordination" E However.‘ because
"the adjective. consensual 1s a vital part ‘of Maturana 's
- definltlon of languaging. 1t w111 ‘be - ‘dealt wlth First. In,a
,March 1986 workshop Maturana presented ' the . following‘

B clarificatlon oE consensual

V‘Living together always - resulfgr in coordinations .'of
. actions that I call consensuaI——consensual coordina—
'Aftions of actions. And ‘I call them consensual 1ntention—
‘ally - because I can ‘hear - consensual in two ways. ' Of
. course," these ‘are coordinations that have been- going
‘together e An/ the ‘same:direction’ through ‘the recurren&
..:interaction But I call:them consensual also: because this
. 18 'what ‘we understand 1n daily living by consensus “For.
- .example, -in' this - room & -consensus - has' been established
‘«Athtough the : process of being together this morning about:
" the ' distr ution of . seats ... »Just .came about through
T fﬁliving together. Is different from agreement Ifryou
SR ‘*‘<“H~‘~said‘to a. Eriend 'I'm,going to sit here. ‘Let -us. agree
ol o< that  I'm’ sitting with you;* ;that's not consensus.»that'
f\agreement ‘The . mechanism' 1s different., ‘In" agreement,
you rQQUire the explicit statement Of . what . will “be the
7" case." In-'a’ cohsensus,’' the. case results from living
»”lﬁtogether (Haturana & Tomm.»1986) N

‘fﬂﬁThis oommentary could 1ead one to assume that consensuality

"13 some sort of 1mplicit agreement However, that does not

‘-"l.'_-‘;__-"."seem to be Haturana s intention at _‘all The m°1'e useEul

\ '"fggdisninction arises Erom the statementa ‘at ggggggggs_raaulsa_




26

' from 11ving together.)

4

s -
” ' N

To Eurther ciarify the term. Maturana stated that con~

sensuality refers to the history oE the interaction (Maturana
. N {“
& Tomm, 1986) IE an observer sees ‘coordinated behavior :

! which results Erom two or more organisms repeatedly perturb~

ing each other. that is consensual behavior (This is as

—

L opposed to coordinated behavior which is the result of other :
things such as instinct) It seems like a fine point. how— o
ever. if the term consensual is associated in any'way with

the idea oE actual agreement among the organisms as opposed“

to understanding it in relation 'to the ﬁistory oE the inter—"

[

action. as the observer sees it considerable confusion canp‘
result; For~examp1e. a couple that comes for therapy‘stating
tthey are unhappy because they argue Erequently and have done
' 80 for the past 20 years are consensually coordinating their"
f i y"vibehaviors as much as a couple that lives together in what ann

’»observer would distinguish as ar “harmonious" relationship

‘The process is the same Eor both.couples i e.. as a result'

. . i
' . . oY '»,

- of iiving together. (their history\of interaction) when the‘A fv

'tlwife acts ixx a certain way. the husband now responds in a i N

r v B

?fspecific way and vice versa._ . ‘;=“'f"”“ g'a1&~tm;‘ﬂm,qmy“~» A

A b ST ey Ty
o ‘.‘:‘ 'AV - ‘.4’,.""--' ‘ . ‘ ;'w . ’A-"“ '. ‘. : ». ' “l H“ " ‘ “““:‘ ‘ "H,“v J» \vbl ‘i‘“ . L o ":' [l’ [‘;I"(‘ AYd "
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Languaging. When the observer sees a consensual coordination
gof actions;  he :sees. linguistic .actions. .In other words,
taking note of the neanlng of consensuality as just’ dis~—
cussed, two or more organisms ere observednto‘be coordinating
~ their actions ds a result of thetr history of having inter-
-acted together. Bees worklng together in a bee colony.would
be antexample, .However, linguistic actlons‘are not ‘the sene
as%&anguaglnglbecquse they do not involve a coordination of
'“conduct’ about a coordination of conduct :(Ma;urana. 1984) .
The recursion which must be noted 1in order to observe

languaging will be dlséussed‘now.

L3N

\
.....

To Qbserve‘Languaging You Must Observe a Flrgt,Recurslon;

Y
The nervous systens of human beings are complex enough'to
allow them to structurally couple in ways which the o@;;ﬁ’gf
- A i

.wlll see as a-"coordination of coordination". . This coordi-

-

%natlon of coordinatlon is called a Eirst recursion. 1In other

words. -if and when the observer notes consensual coordination'

of eonsensual coordination' of actions, languaging has"

occurr An example may serve to 111ustrate Suppose two
°%

siblings ' have come to repeatedly push and shoveteach other
L.as a. way oE relating to each’ other Their new stepmother
‘-arrives on .the scene and raises her eyebrow at’ !he Eirst

sequence of pushing and shoving An observer notices that

‘the boy$~simp1y look at the new stepmother as she ‘does so.
i R g

. . : . A
Qﬁ'
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The observer returns ter the stepmother arfd boys have 1lived

together for several onths. If the observer notices that
the .boys begin to “push and shove and then look at ‘thelr
stepﬁother. that observer would be seeing the three€ coordi-
nating their actlons by looking at each other, 1If the mother
then ralses her eyebrow and the boys stop pushing each other
and s;t,down, another coordination of actions has occurred.
The total érocess of (a) the three people's looking at each
! other and (Q%) the boys' sittlng in response to the step—
mother s ralsed eyebrow is an example of languaging among the
three of them. It arose through their being together in
repeeted‘lnteractlon and 1s seenras a coordtoatloh‘of coor—
dination. (This e;ample was desigﬁed to.illustrate nonverbal
languaging 1in otder to. emphasize Maturana's polht' that
languaging 1is a phenomenon which arises in the 1interactive

ot social domalh and 1is notvregtrlcted to words.)

From the initial deftnition gilven and the preceding dis-

cussion of languaging. it 1is reaglly apparent‘that Maturana's

meaning 1s considerably different from 'the'.définltion' of
language in common usage. He states that words are usuelly

viewed\es a means of communicating about things which are

A

—

* independent of us. However. this view is based on looking l

at the nervous system as being,capable of building a model of

ot a.representation of an objective reality (Maturana & Tomm,. -

1986)". Of couree: Maturana's work-as a biologist led him‘to.
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assert that the closed nature of the nervous system would' not

allow for any such process. _Ingtead. he proposed that lan—-

guaging arises out of our stfucturalicoupling‘at the momenv

‘when that first recursion 1s observed (the coordlnation of

coordinatlon). ,,Also. he noted that objects arlse . in lan-

BAdN

guage, . (e.g., words such as, treeu goodness, and hat).

According to Maturana, words are tokens for the coordination

of coordination which took place 1in evolving‘théée vords.

FQr example, a mother and a Vety young child may be walking

‘along and‘looking at things together; In the prqceés the

child may come to say the word.’tree. If the child does. the

word (or object) "tree" arises as a result of their having~

interacted togethér and represents that(ﬁi:sensual coordina—

ions which were

-

| involved in the interactlon.

~Operations in Langua in

. Observing, Thinking, and Self Reflection

()

Maturana has had a keen 1nterest in explicating how the_

phenomenon of lagguaging arises. Howevet. rathet than seeing

‘too many “instances 1in which 've:bal langudaging arises, an

observer. would most often see usiglréady opérating in verbal

languaginé aé -we  live our everyday. lives. As previously

stated. what we do when we Eunction as observers, ourselves,

1s make distlnctions ,aboub objects (unities, entities).

L
y

e
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(These\oojects‘arose'in languaging. The previous discussion
of the_hord ?tree" arising as a result of the coordination

of actions between'. the mother and the child 'provides. an
example of ‘that situation.) A distinction, then, Ais a
"summary ;tatement" (Maturana & Tomm, 1986). .For ~example,
if someone watching the prevlously suggested Eamily situation
(stepmother and boys) heard one child say to his stepmother.
"you look angry". that would be an example of the child's
functioning as an observer by making a,distinction concerning
the mother's éacial expression. Therefore, to see observing
you must see a 'second recursion. In such a situation we see
someone distinguishing objects land the oojects themselves

arose in a consensual coordination of ~consensual coordination

which is languaging)

\ . —

\
\

‘Our ‘everyday' experience with languaging is also that
often ' we see people doing things more complex than ‘Just

making observations \uch as "you look-angry" or. "pass the‘

_butter".:'when we see others distinguishing distinctions._for

'example; when someone talks aloud about the relationship i

among certain ideas we ‘observe a third recursion (a disttrc~-

-

tion of distinctions) 't follows that if a person distin-.

guishes distinctions. sel reflection is occurring When this

is done aloud again an ob erver would see a third recursion

Au@um%ary»chart of Maturana's overall'theorx as presented !
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at a recent workshop (Maturana & 'Tomm., 1986) is shown "in
‘Figure 2 u1 order to help conceptualize languaging as its

’ meaning 1is intended by ﬂaturana.

Languaging and Emotioning

One of Maturana's latest 1interests is in exa&ng ‘the

reiationship between languaging"and emotioning. . . The pre-—
liminary explication of this relationship occurs in a recent
,paper by Maturana ‘and two Chilean family therapists (Mendez.

Coddou, & Maturana, 1986). In that paper, the authors did

not speak of the phenomenon of emotioning as ~such but’

referred to emotiona1 f1ow and stated:

‘We 1anguage through our bodies in the- flow of inter-
actions that constitute language, and ﬁ?r bodyhoodsd are
in a continuous change that 'follows a
‘'upon our 1interactions in language: we become our con-

versations and we generate the conversations that we

. become‘(Mendez. Coddou, & Maturana, 198&@;p,'i9),

| Maturana and’ Tomm (1986) are Eirst to use the gerund
"emotioning" They use emotioning to mean a consensual co—
’ordination of emotions which can be observed in individuals

,(Again., consensual refers to a coordination oE emotions

¢

burse contingent,

©

: arising Erom recurrent interaction as opposed to from some—"

cthin& else ) Their thesis is that two things are occurring

jrin interaction—-a continuous flow of emotions. and the con~'.

"-sensual coordination of consensual coordination of actions

-—

I

ao
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’FfGURE,Z. ‘Overview of Major Conceptélln ﬁatuqaﬁé's Theory

\

fﬁ of Cognition (Maturana & Tomm, '1986).

Domain DA Operation Mechanlsm-///

-

"Effective Action  Physical Survival Structural couﬁitng‘k

(Cognition) ' ' with - conservation  “%€
- . : . ) , - . i
b B . aué@poiesls
Lthu;sticVAbtion So;ialization Consensual cootdination
of actlons
“Languaging % " 1st Recursion -ConsenSualhcoordination
. S ' . . . of consensual coordinaé‘
tion of actions
' ‘Obseriing *Y_‘ . 2nd Recqfsibn- g Diéttnguishing bbjects N
e ',‘ ‘ i ﬁ ‘ . “ ’ | Co ' ," ' -. .
-Thinking * " 3rd Recursion Distinguishing

distinctions

* -Thése three domains occur in languaging w_‘;‘
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K‘which is 1anguaging’ Assume that when person A makes .apkg

”comment to person B (interactive domain) that comment is a'h

perturbation of B's closed nervo& \§ystem (physiologicall

}‘§domain) B's nervous system will be in'a certain state which 5

| an observer would see as a. particular emotion (In this“ﬁl

respect. Maturana and Tomm (1986) commented that there are;;

'7“we11 known mechanisms in the nervous syFtem so that when you[;

~change emotional domains»it s like changing brains “ Theyc :

K

'compared the physiological changes in the brain as being 1ike o

‘switching a network of railway tracks so the whole operation‘ﬂ

of the system changes ) The emotional(posture of each person;'

ol o
“V(physiological domain) specifies thefdomain oE operational-bk
R |

hcoherences in which peOple can operate in languaging '{So; -

E B's response (languaging) will then act as a perturbation Eor;.'

";‘relationships :}f17ifq" L"kaipa AR R LR

A and so on so that an observer will see emotioning (a con—“w

‘v‘sensual coordination oE emotions) Thus. their discussion

$

’h‘of the braiding between emotioning and languaging adds to thefﬁf

'aunderstanding of how stable patternsfof behavior develop in,,f

:
" f

To conclude. Maturana warned that it is important to

"fkeep the physiological and social domains separate in orderﬂf

t-to comprehend languaging and emotioning.\] He recommended;ffu

"‘*that

\

':"uIn order to understand the braiding oE emotioning andg-‘

fflanguaging we have to keep these two, domains separate and

r



o Languag ing Ana%emotioning:‘ .'Theory 'cdncerhmg* the ‘Femmx

3.

i realize that there are certain‘phenomena taking place in

the social domain and certain. taking place in the physio-
ggical domain and you are not reducing ‘one to the other .
t

butyou are shouing the generative’ relationship between
the two (Maturana & Tomm. 1986) ' L . ‘

\ . .
y
Yo \ o ' Ll

r

Recently. Mendez. éoddou,, and Maturana have .discussed

. o

ftheAentity. family, and what constitutes its organization

s

[l

nThey describe how the family is brought’Eorth as follows

N o . . W

‘A Eamily exist {sic] only as it is . realized in the domain -

of existence of families,' and that, as we have ‘said’

already, 1s an emotional domain, the. domain of the pas*'¢
¢ dion {willingness, desire) for living together ‘that we :
' human beings .(afnd many ‘animals) ‘have. Therefore. a ’

family, ‘whatever its characteristics &s a particular kind .
.. of family, will be conserved only as 'long- as this passion

”gis conserved in "its members. ‘At the same time,: it ' is_'”;

»this passion what ‘allows .a group of persons to. constitute
-a new ‘family of 'a different kind when the' family that.
~they originally. integrated disintegrates If this pas-

sion 1is ‘absent or is lost, there is no possibility fop a
w ‘grOup oE people to constitute a. family (1986 pp 34— 35)

'l

o
on .

‘This passion for liVing together occurs through xhe languag—'n

L ing within “a Eamily ' Therefore,‘ the organization of the

“';:jconversations"‘ (Mendez. Coddou.“ & Maturana, 1986. p;' 35)

'Conversations can be considered to be patterns of languaging

S

. tﬁBy describing the Eamily entity and its organization in this

sbetween emotions and languaging in the family Wf?"pf

S L Lo

; :

one Fuceer aspect ‘of theix dtscusston 1o of selevanés "

el I
. JI
L ‘ ‘

tfamily is its "network of several kinds of criss—crossing f;~h

'f)f;Way, Hendez. Coddou.‘and Haturana have shown the relationship

- SN -;‘
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e o .5 to the study. that. of the typology of conversétions whichwv

,

hey have begun to~develop,z Haturana and Tomm (1986) viewedhi

the typology as a more encompassing description of languagingg .
:‘and emotioning BV’ date.‘the three types of conversationsﬂi
.which have been distinguished areuconversations for coordinae"v
tion of action whi‘ch take place when the members of the B
B f.family are in objectivity in parenthesis. and conversations.,"
of mutual characteristics.; accusations and recriminations'.
'when the family‘ members do not operate 111 objectivity in
parenthesis Mendez. Coddou. and Maturana (1986) indicated'

J

.that the therapist must listennto the network of conversa—w

)

5-7,' “. tions which define the family and attend to the following

{If what is brought forth is a: network of conversationst

for - - mutual characterizations." accusations and
C j.mrecriminations. that‘ are . deemed objective. Wwhat ~ is
. "l-wbrougpt forth, 1is a family defined as a. network of -

,_conversations that' entail impossible demands: that give

. 'rise. to emotions ‘that: contradict  the mutual acceptancejm
.- that 1is the base  of family ‘coexistence ‘through the
passion for living together (p 24) _;.. Lo :

. 4°Since the study was of couples who were not undergoing\&j

b R

‘;fifw:-*lel.theraPY.,the conVersatibns for coordination of actions will

— ;~ﬂ.?be described further In this type» of conversation. the

:nguaging iwf about specific actions. .fo example.“ja.fﬂ

o question about whether or not supper will be prepared by

I

'-chrtain time is just that.‘ It is not intended or seen -as an{ij'
Jﬁﬁf{ﬂaccusation that supper will not be ready on time etc. Indi—fﬁf

'fifividuals vho operate in objeCt1V1tY in parenthesis d°“ t havegﬂﬂ

‘%"n.
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access'to the truth and therefore, don t claim to know what,

d‘another person 1s llke or wlll do.. Thus. "therapeutlcesuc—

- cess 1n the domain "'of human relations conslsts 1n helplng the‘,

Y

‘fconsultlng person or persons ‘to operate de facto -or through-

awarene‘s with objectlvity 1n parenthesis in thelr domaln of‘

‘~_coexistence" (Mendez. Coddou & Maturana 1986 p 43) "

v
A

The comprehensive discusslon of Maturana 8’ theory as 1t
(}

‘relates to the study concepts of obJectlvlty in parenthesla

and languaging ls complete As can be seen, these two"

concepts are embedded in a complex theory whlch evolves Erom“

understan ing _the nature oE_ our biology The‘ speclfic"

.‘methodol“

_in" the next chapteru ‘ .4*~—~fﬂ~m““

" of the study . will begin H1U1 a presentatlon oEt~

poamt



) ._‘:'}ontogeny during the interviewf'.

- METHOD =~ - L (
. o<1e‘ral‘l Methodological'v-Appr'oach O

The' overall‘ research methodology: used Ca“ best ‘be .

classified as . an. hermeneutical (interpretive) ‘one. Palmer'

\:i
(1969) described the hermgneutical approach as Eollows

(One) 18 not 80 much a knower as. an experiencer. the
.+ encounter 18 not ' a conceptual, grasping of something but |
'an. event 1inswhich ‘4 world opens 1itself up to (one)
"Insofar as each interpreter stands in a new horizon' the

event . that cog.;s gto lanhguage in ‘the hermeutical exper— L

. 1ence" i ._ etdfing) new .that emerges. something that did .
. not. :Eﬂe In this event, grounded in 1inguis~
. ‘tical 'ie possible by the dialectical encounter. '
‘with the n of the transmitted text, the hermeneu-
tical exper erice Einds its Eulfillment (p. 209)

rIn proposing the present study.' the rese_archer ‘ma'de‘ the'

N

following points .as_ .to why the,study Seemed ‘to 'suit' la‘

hermeneutical methodology Of major significance wgs - that'p‘

”the researcher intended to function in objectivity in paren-— ‘

"thesis which meant that the research questions were worded o

7

,‘ !so as to reflect an interest in experiencing with the couples
"»rather than in kﬁ/ing what the couples should ot would talk | -

“_‘:jabout i the ‘ interview‘ setting ‘ Also. - the researcher IRERNEH

$

"li“tﬁnded t° be open tO ths_ experience of each person during.'!"".,jf"
| ;the interview She recognized that the husband and wife'_“""“
_‘“_'would ach have a legitimate reality concerning their
'Ini,situation and that also they would bring Eorth a reality:,.;,."'.‘;NL.“-.v‘,:‘:f'
'."together thro<ugh their 1anguaging.= The study also seemed to
suit the hermeneutical methodology because the researcher‘.;w"

""‘f"""f‘j"recognized that as ahe and each couple underwent ‘a co-

something new would emerge—r"';




that particular moment in time Finally. it was recognized

—

y that ' the analysis and reporting of the data would be an
“interpretation and, ,consistent with the"iobjectivity An
_ parenthesis intent that product would be because oE the
‘.researcher s dialogue with ' the data. - As such it would
jnecessarily be the result of who she is (her current struc— h:‘
.ture) .and’ would be the only analysis and interpretation o
"possible with her furrent structure Also._consistent\with
the objectivity in parenthesis intent it 'was recognized that
‘since the analysis and interpretation would be brought Eorth d‘
.= | by the observer. they would be her responsibil%ty To con-ve
' clude, ‘the- ;selection oE the concepts of objectivity in )
j, parenthesis and languaging as the theoretical Eocus for “the.
"‘study necessitated the search for a’ methodology which would
i:focus on eXplanation rather than on prediction and control,p}t"

I v

'[nthe hermeneutical approach seemed highly suitable for that n

»

purpose . SR R
"t-The*lnterview.priterian'f
Several criteria were established Eor the selection of
,‘families'rfor this study cOUples were to be married
;f currently living together. and have a healthy Eirst born

‘d'dffinfant between the ages of three to twelve monthsu This aae

?

' irange for the infant was chosen because it was felt that
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each couple would have had\adequate opportunity by this time

to re——examine their employment decision in light of the now ',

very real addition to their family Finally.‘trre wife must :

ﬁ

! have worked at least twenty hours per week ‘some,, time during

"the pregnancy or 1mmediately before it I‘t was believed that

j

‘es,tablishing this criterion w?ld help ensure that each

_couple selected would have had \the.. be\st chance Df exper—“v
! N

iencing a distinct change between' the woman 8 previous

\
experience of wor)ting outs ide the home and the chilidcare :
responsibilities ;'u‘f:“; ";.4\\‘\f < Cea
o ’ o .'l ‘ ,‘ » ,“ ‘ .‘_\“.' ..\ . . ‘ \' ] 5 . ’ .
All study couples met the criteria \of be}ng married.
living together. and having a heel thy \ft'stborn infant

,between the ages of three to twelve month

women (Melanie and Veronica) worked at least 20 hours per

‘l\vc\ ‘of the : |

‘-\.

B week during their pregnancy One woman (Anna) had« (orked

o before she married and moved to Calgary three months prior

l

to becoming pregnant She looked for work before and after
Mrried She discontinued her search after the first

”; few weeks of her pregnancy because she felt ill due Z\é the

p‘i‘egnancy The remaining woman. Jill., left a full time‘ 'job

and wor“ked part time for a period before and during her
pregnancy but did not consistently meet the 20 hour per week
study criterion.- ‘rhese four women and their hquands were

inclnded in the study because it was concluded that the

criterion of at least 20 hours per week of employment was an



é' ,‘“ B SR SENRY PITE L
| | ' RPN
arbitrary distinction which did ndg agfect the observatipn

. " of languaging and objecthLtY 10 parenthesms 10 the couples
o B e '

and in the observer R m \[MI; .

I ety e , ),

The Couples Intenviewed "3“')
, \l . B Ty

Vb W o
P i
Co V! [ ' ' AR/

professionals and asking them to inform appropriate‘familiesf

|‘,“

‘ about the study A brieE inEormation sheet concerhing they

‘study was provided (The information sheet is included in\

' ;. [N ' ‘ ‘ ) '
T gw\ . The study couples were obtained by approaching health

- Appendix ). Health professionals were used as the source”

.o—_—

,&f}‘ N “its preliminary stages the -researcher had used a more

informal method of asking acquaintances if they knew of any

1

oo .~ for obtaining couples since. ‘when the study proposal was in‘

. couples ’w"r might be ~interested _in, being interviewed‘

: concerning their decision Eor the wife to remain at homeg

e
W I_-\..~ . /

the écguaintances who knew of suitable couples reported
L a\ hesitancy on the part of the couples to Eind out ‘more

,t

about the proposed research study g

‘f that health professionals known to the researcher would be- e

~

approached and asked to inform couples about the study andf

n,

,-.hi,Lemaze instructor It seemed that the couples had esta-??%ffd

w‘blished a. trusting relationship with their health profes471{1f

after the birth oE their first child In all- three casesf; :

{
b

o
i

| Thus. it was decided"w‘ff

- “to ascertain their willingness to participate Two cpuplesa_,h

were obtained Erom general practitioners and two Erom a..:ﬁ;}




'study was;eXpiained again and the couples signed a consent
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sional.. In that context, when the study Iinformation was

presented to ‘them by that health profésslonhl. they were

.. willing to be contacted by the researcher in order to obtain

more information’ concerning the project.

" A hbllot interview was conducted 1in order to 'g1vé the

2

researcher. ‘expeflence with the :'unstructured ' 1intecrview

approach. The pilot 1wterv1ew was 1ncluded 1in the study

~ Tesults slnce it seemed @uitabie.‘ Three other couples were -

intérviewedﬁ; FThe réfeqrcher had proposed that since each
interview would be. quite ektensive. data from four éouples
likely would be sufficlent to discuss the research questions
adequaté{y.and this was distinguished to be the case.) When
the 1interviews were belng arranged over 'thé phone, the
husbgpd or\wLEe_Qas told that the purpose of the interview
was tdlﬁélp‘ﬁhe researcher obtainkan uﬁderstandlng of thélr
expefience as a couple of deciding to have the wife remain é%
home after the bitth of their first baby. %&qh gouple was

interviewed in their home with |their Reby present and a.time

convenient to them. Before Feginning* the ' interview,, the

s

" form for the interview to be j:diotaped. (The consent form

~is ihcluded'ln the Appendix II). Each couple‘was'told-that-

. after -the preghancy;.ﬁhesé,thné

since- they. may¥ have discussed.nanQIdr réconsideted the
dgqision béfore ;the ﬂregnancy during the pregnancy, ‘and
time periods would be used

&

r T
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by the'researcher to gulide the coupld/ln reflecting on thetr

experience. The interviews ranged from one and one half to

0 N

-

two hours 1in duration.

At the beginning of each‘ interview, thel couples were
asked to suggest names for themselves to be used in descrgbl
ing their interview. Two of the couples were asked for the
suggested names atv the end of the interview. One couple‘
chose Bl&ly (for Billy the Kld) and Veronica while the other“
couple suggested Jack and J1i11. The other two couples were
'telephoned the. day Eollowing the interview to request thelr‘
names. One wife suggested Melanie and Joe; the other wife
sald she would leave rt:up to the researcher The regearcher
chose to call that couple Anna and A?drew after considerable
contsmplation of names she felt ;oulz reflect the ‘couple as
_they presented themselves to her. Andrew< was ‘chosen' to
reflect the stalwart spirit which she sau in the‘husband andwh

Anna to reflect the gentle, supportive person which Anna

seemed to: be.

Data Analysis : ' \

| Several steps were. taken in order to cbnduct avsystematic
analysis of the’ 1nterv1ews. Immediately after each 1nter~‘
view, the researcher documented obser@ations which might have

relevance for the research questions. “e.8., context of they
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.

‘ ' , Sy ‘
o " interview. Next, a verbal tf&nscript of each interview was

prepared and its accuracy was checked'by'a careful review of

‘each audiotape.  Each transcript was the‘n‘ reviewed to- iden—_
"t1fy each interactional sequence. The languaging 1in each
sequehce was noted, includihg,the‘languaging between the hus-
t;and and wife and' the lehguaging bletween‘ the eoople andl'lit‘he‘
reseercher. Patterns»innlahguaging betseenwthe husband and-,
N ' 'wives Qere identifieo. asiﬁere_patterns in the languaging‘OE
the researcher with each: couple " Particular attention was

'’ .paid_4xL_determining whether each participant (researcher. '

husb nd, and wife) had a characteristic ‘stance towards objec~ |,

tivity hiﬂh\could ‘be identified in his ‘'or her languaging.

Finaily. study wide patterns in terms 'oE objectivity 1in

perenthesis and languaging were ascerteined L

»

« - \ Ve

This discussion concerning data analysis. concludes the

\." A

@&hod chapter The .scudy reswlts, .as they relate to

Q

lansuaging and objectivity in parenthesis. "will be presented
in the next chapter. . Lo - Cw

Ve

v

\\ ) f N

-
=
<
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‘THE STUDY RESULTS

° Framework for Presenting the Study Results

The focus of the interview analysis- is on languaging and
objectivity in parenthesis However, the overall theme oE'
T the Interview was the researcher's distinction“that each

| couple had made:a "decision" for the (Wife to remain at home

after the ‘birth of"their ficst child. Therefore. the.dis;
cussion of the results will begin by a presentation of each
coupjles' decision as they describe 1it. vThis 1s done as a
‘“*“cdncrete. wayf tohlintroduceF:the couples and(,because thelr
description of the décision tells abqut.  how they.interact

. /
together. Also, the context for each decision 1is described .

K briefly to aid in obtaining a picture of the couples.

-, -

Rather than presenting each interview in Eull transcript'

.excerpts are. presented throughout This is done Eor several

u

reasons. First .the reséarcher s task was to search for
®

o characterisvic behaviors from the interview material and to

present those in a clear mand concise way Secondly. by

il
o [

presenting selected transcript as it appears relevant. the
researéher can’ illustrate the discussion through the use ofi

,examplest Thirdly.'the reader has the: opportunity to build_

A cgmprehensive.picture of the intérviews as the&presentation

“

Of the},resultsf progresses , Finally.e beIause .transcript"

. material is used to illustrate disc@ssion p

is able to decide whether or not the same conclusions would“rf"'

be made” based on the interview content and the discusaionf°\

[} y

ints, the reader SR




45

presented. " Page numbers for the transcript excerpts are

‘included simply ‘to illustrate approximateiy when in the

interview the particular commentary occurred (the interview .

\
. transcripts ranged Erom 19 to 25 pages in length ) The

interviews ,are presented in the order 1in which they were

completed

' The Decision: éilly.and Veronica

..Biily and Veronica werefmarried for three years without
her becoming pregnant andlthen{consulted a physician to check
if Veronica was {ovblating;\ Much to their excitement.
”Veronica‘ became' pregnant after 'the anrth' year of'_their

marriage.‘ They describe-their decision as follows:

(Page 2) R

~Billy: ‘So the decision for Veronica to- stay home or not—
' . I-wasn't working at .the time. I work in a con—

‘tracting field where 'if you contract and .you bid
the jobs right. you get work, but we had not been

working for.  about, what, héck a year,  anyway,

steadily. ‘I had. jobs in between——doing the -odd
little bit here  and there but nothing ‘steady:

V,she was working steadily .with- the X Company.- So

.~ -she said, well we just talked it over As a matter
aof . fact as. soon as she found out that .she was_

pregnant I saild 'Veronica, what do you want:

“"{ p to do?' “Like when  we  got out of "the - .doetor s?;
.- . -office. She said, Twell I'd like to- stay home if

S could' - So, I. sald 'okay, so let's just set a
- date when you'd like to finish work' » -

"Veronica°‘Yesﬁ that's what 'we. did and we. kind oE held to it.

‘We .decided I should quit the end of. JumL . .The baby .
a month to

A j?_g'"J:_was due the end of July 80 that gave

fVeronica was. the breadwinner at ‘'the time because

t
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‘\, . A

fiddle around here and get. things 'organized

People told me it would be the last holiday 1'd

have for 18 years; so to take it easy. So 1 took,

the month just to be 'slack' and relaxed and two

weeks before I qult work they got a contract for ‘

some wotrk and Billy's~been working steadily since. S
i . LA v

Lee: Wow! That ‘worked out ‘well, didn't 1it.
Verdnica: So we' haven t had to question*our decision over it

& ~_ Lee: " Not from a’ Einancial°
Veronica: Not from a Einancial point of view and we're used

‘ to living on one income because, like Billy said,
when 1 was' working, he was out of work and before
that I:was in school and he was working 'So wWe've . _
only ever-had one income

.\I%' ‘ N
Billy:  It's not like we're missing anything.

re missing"

’ Veronica{-Prob&bly we don't know what we“
’(Lots of 1aughter from Billy) Yes right!. That's
. it, so that' s kind of it 'in a nutshell ‘ T

o ! ~ .

Billy:

The Decision: Anna and Andrew o - '

Anna and Andrew ‘were Eriends for a period “.of sevéral
years They fel that theyéknew each other 80 wellithat they
only dated Eormally for a few weeks before they became
engaged. Andrew moved to take a job in Calgary after their
engagement . They were married _the- following summer. at which
time Anna moved to Calgary Anna became pregnant three.ﬂ
months later In response to the %uestion of did they talk ;

about having children much before Anna became pregnant they ;{flf}

:(Pa‘;ges' 1862 .




" Anna:

- too much (To Andrew) .

rAndfewé

"Lee:

“iAndtewt

- Anna:

"Andrew:.

Lee: -

" 47

Oh”yesb(sounds enthusiastic). We both love kids and

we both wanted kids. 1I'll let you talk. I'm talking

$o

“Anna had asked me {f'I would ever make her work aEter
‘ we had children.  .-—__ . :

'Oh"

This wds . a shock to me but ]: guess , ‘some men’make
their wives work.

Well that was the ‘assumption I had. anyway 1 'didn't
know. I just Eelt there. were some men who Wwould"
rather have their wives working then staying home

raising children ‘ o

That s something vety ' significant that . I -remember

about just before we were married; while we were

‘engaged, and actually this had happened to one oE her L
sisters o , ‘ : o

I see. S0 you‘had some’ personal experience with that _
- Anna, in terms of a husband being very Eorcsful or ..

(Anna then explains that the brother-in-law was not"
forceful as such, but rather it was his desire to
have his’ wife work based on his point of view that

| “"you -have to - work for .everything you get .and you °
‘ won't get it if you stay home" ) , :

Lee

“TTSo you were surprised ‘at. the make part. Andrew. is o

- that right? Will you make me work if we have a baby

- fAndrewf

: "fySO you were surprise

‘ ‘Yes. I was surprised at that because I thought and I
- still think with the’ girls I know at -woértk, and stuEE:_g“
- like that. ‘that the majority of -girls would 1like to

. ‘work up until they ‘have -a- baby and’ then most .of them -

- - would like to .stay home if they. can. Now.'sometimes'

~ _financial considerations don't. allow it, but °if they
-allow —it. (Andrew ‘then discusses -this. as; his =

‘;_experience in growing up._ in a small town and with‘--;l.ﬂ
;\ﬁmost oE his relatives: ‘ : o . . , Ao :

hat did you say?;x‘7

o o just chuckled and;I on't know exactly what I said;i-;,_
But.-the 'answer:'.is the same:as what: I'm saying here.
' Unfortunately - Finances .seem to ‘come into it but as
“.vlong as there 8 a minimum amount that comes in on one} o




. ‘_ ;:-,l* - M.»‘”,u } -
o salary. then 1 would’prefer and she ‘would prefer that
“ : ‘ .- she stays .at home until theé youngest—-whoever that

. would 'be—is a certain age and really that's a -
' oo couple of corners around, a’ couple oE miles’ down the
' “ ‘ road. we re not there yet. ‘ ,

‘(Anna then volunteers what her: experience has been‘
with her friends and ‘co—workers. In response to the
-question of whether they talked with each other about,
such experiences. Andrew: replies as Eollows ) ‘ :

(Page 3)
Andrew Not really that much 1n depth,vLee - Once we found: - .
“out we both shared the. same, there really isn't that
. : much more to talk about It's more what you w111 do
e with Anna at home; what she will be doing at’ home.‘w,g.
: - but once the. issue is established, .and that was ‘very -
simple’ in our 'case, there 8" not that much more to‘
discuss.-only the particular lssue

. Lee: So you. had the, -'big talk' about what _each . other

expects when you have a.child and that seemed to be. F
”Umtwmsﬂmt.‘ J p'.'g*»’ R s -

Andrew: I .only: remember the one question that. I had stated’
o ‘before.  She. -asked.me, would 'I make her work. and 1 -
\ Jupt. remember being kind of surprised and chuckling
! . and assuring her that no, I wouldn't make her work -
.'as long as we didn't have to-have her. worklng and 8o
‘as I remember it that was. about the end oE it

»Leeévfl'So it wasn t a tough. a tough

,Annai‘.oNo because I think we knen_each other well enough

f_'-v.'rhe“b'eclsio ’ : -‘1 “Jac'k "anq, Jiil :

Jack and Jill had known each other for about three years.i‘“éﬂ“

Early in their relationship Jack's mother. ‘a: chronic alco{!ﬁ

h°11°- was di&snosed as having terminal cancer._ His siblingsé?i' g

had been unwilling to be 1nvolved with their mother forj?

']f several years so Jack had cared for her by taking her shopfff

-




T

o ;% earlier at the age oE 15 ‘ The couple

a9

ping. providing most of her entertainment. etc Jill had had

vsome nen years
ere living together
when Jill became pregnant cided to marry Their'
baby ‘was born several months ‘ ter Jack's mother died The;
names "Jack and JillW were suggested by Jack. Ji11 agreed-

to them because she felt they had been "up the hill" tpgetherd

't during their relationship Their decision can be summarized '

jLee: And before you. were pregnant did @ou talk about “gee

as Eollowsﬂteu ‘5‘1 o Lo v

k)

(Page 1) \

we'd 1ike to have kids .... If we had kids- we'd do
A .vwhatever ; ".b L ‘ g , :

LﬁJilik well I don t think that——I'm not a great planner, you

‘ ‘KNow . Certainly 1 thought . about whether or not we'd
., ever get married.,if'we'd have ohildren. and basically
. what our life would be like.‘but it's not to say that

- —1I think that Jack and I communicate quite well but.a -
lot of" things go unsaid Nhat do you think about it"\

lJack:‘;.'Yes. that's about the size of it We certainly-—we, a

‘ otalked .about - getting married ‘and' I ‘think we -always

. assumed. .children’ would" follow marriage. but it-sort of
;,'~worked the other way ;-around 'in ‘this case..but ‘I don't.
., think we" ever-I can't - ‘remember having a .conversation '
~‘;gbabout actually having - children. I think its somethingﬁf
"\;we bgth assumed would happen A - L

Lee oﬁSO. Jill. you assumed you wou1d7 5'

" i

Jill Yes.‘I think so‘fq}jj*ﬁ*;<ﬁuyafgfkgf;

-‘;‘Jaqk; _It wasn't actuaily a: conscious sort of thing. Then.ﬂ

Jill became pregnant and we sort of took it Erom there.xg
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e v L pregnancy becomes a more planned thing., but 1E 1t - \
: - happens to occur in’ the- sequence that it did then that o
‘ makes 1t a lot diEEerent . ‘ ot C

.U. Lee: ‘Ies.
Jack Right from the’ start ‘u‘*"'Qh

Jill Yes. I guess it would be a little difficult you know,
> when you're not married. Like I sald, we had that.
-decision :to make but I. think when I—well, when I
Eound out that I yas. pregnant. it wasn't a worry
—(Jill then discussed ‘how she . Eelt secure that Jack
" would not leave her once he found that she was pregnant.
and also the extra involvement: and: responsibility that
getting. married entailed for her. They both ‘discussed
~ the | overwhelming influence Jack's" ~mom - had on ‘thelir .
relationship and how difficult it was’ Eor Jack to do .
’any planning while his mother was dying )y ‘
. ¢ . L S

(Page 6)

Lee: So Erom the time that your mother died until the baby Vu
‘ i was born -you did a lot of sorting and sifting '

Jack: And then~with the impending event of. the baby s birth. .
there was a lot to be. thought about. You know, what '
‘. -type of. Eather you'd be and. whether or not I'd be -able.
' to provide for the baby although 1’ was left a .smdll
" inheritance 'and” that took ‘the 'edge off that. . That 'is ..~
why we find ourselves in this house today and so that -
: certainly helped out. That ‘helped. ‘That made ‘the - .."
decision about’ buying the house ' and that sort of thing
"7 . .. v, easier, but. after that I- .didn't .ever really . think
S e ‘T consciously ‘about Jill ‘going back to '‘work. “Certainly: ~v~;;
N - .not right away. and maybe not’ -ever “because 1 know what -
-"it is like to .only have one. parent and- she had’ ‘to raise
three children by’ hprself -and what it's like ‘to’. not -
- "have someone around.' And she was:a. ‘teacher, 80 there s M“
‘a lot of extra work invblved and, 1in- order to. bring in. .
extra money . .she - tutored - people and " ‘one -, thing ‘and’
anbther,u ‘She always taught -at” summer school and. marked
papers during ‘the. ‘summer,. SO she wasn t. ar8und -very -
much:- I know what:’ At's like to ‘not have: yout. parents
e around if income has to be got - L, can't say. I. ‘artived-
o ';?; ; at’ any “conscious - decision about this. but T. just:
7 7Ed thought that. it -'would ‘be better for the. baby ‘to’ have"
S ~Jill around. ‘08 - certainly ‘have. one ‘of: us: around'1‘:nd
ad ‘a

;‘}i}, Jill’s trade wasn't all that wonderful, and;.
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“‘steady job. 80 it just seemed 1ike I would be the one
‘that would provide. ' Actually, had I been out of work, .
‘it could just ‘as easily gone the other way. I could

- have been at: home with the baby and Jill could have

' been the one that was bringing home the bacon. at work .

'bee;e.And you would have felt comfortable with that. Jill?

o Jill: Oh yes. It was one or the other But that wouldn't
'have . bothered me: at' all, to have Jack. at home  and
myself out to work . Mind you. it 8 much easier said‘
' than done. 1It's not someﬁhing that .ever happened,

o I don't know how I would have gelt Lf that's the way
' things were to be because well. the bonding with the
baby - and what not, you know.. It makes you wonder if a
—Fathet could do the same things that a mother could do.
- Could he settle the baby?; Would .the baby: be secure,
.. ete.?. Certainly. it was never really a consideration. ‘
'Something I didn't have. to worry about because Jack had
a full’ time job, but that definitely would ‘have been a
o 'pdssibility You- need an income and that's all there: |
p is to it. . . o . ’

5"{Jack:’¥ee;;vj ;.“f "5 o u . g ; Li;.- “.“1‘ | 'j.”,‘
~J111: And Jack. and I work quite closely together If'there\' ‘

_-jis a problem quite often 1ts resolved’ one way ‘or
*.another _' o ‘ ;

- t(Jack and Jill then discuss the importance that ‘beihg
- ‘,;'-home with' the baby during the formative years has forg
AR jfuf»them ) S R T o

(Page 8) ‘;;551”2‘Vh“t",,

3111 I think b33138117. Jack and I. we' ve come Erom marredﬂf*lggj
__backgrounds 'fhu»-. . v.* T R AT

':fJack‘ You see.,we didn't have to do a- whole 1ot of talkinga*; /
. .. about this .sort . of. thing ‘It was always——when‘ you. -4
«jyknow what the other side is like. and. you've lived with - @

i it alls your: 1ife, . then! At doesn't. require: a great dealf,gfggu
i of decision making and talking and stuEE Things go, IR

I don t know how other;:'*‘

';hat,svhow;itnwas forvusw o
Oh I can see it mpre in;ﬂ?

resolve these problems.
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JaCk “Yes that -wds .part of the consideratlon and . we'd also"x”

S—

Lee H

"\ 1’L'ee :

| s

and if "his wlfe was not: going back to. work then that
could really seriously  ‘affect: them, We had gotten ‘
along on one. income for a whlle ‘ ’
So you re saylng in 'a way that some people make the
decision from a practical polnt of view in terms of who
can bring in the most money. or that sort of thlng.,but
for. you, Jack, .it. sounds like your part of the decislon
‘was. more fgom ! .an: emotional -point of view, 1like, 'I
didh t have ' this' as' a 'kid and -1 'want something,‘
dlfferent Eor mine' ‘ L Con ' DR

{ [ e \ ' v ' . ! o -

'set. our minds on the ‘idea that:we'll just make do and-
there will be . some little. thlngs that you’ have to do
without .But overall it wlll be a lot better ‘ '
So. durlng the Elrst half of the pregnancy you were .
thinking about this ‘kind of thing and you: got some . .
1nformatlon or’ input Erom the Mornlngslde program ..,;

Jack And newspaper artlcles and magazine articles.‘that sort-“

. Lee:

~

“Léle:

oE thing

And eventually some time in the mlddle. yoh“said,"*l"‘
-don't want . 'you to work' ‘ o & “;fnﬂ

5
v

Jack We'd had no real sitdown discussions. but I'd mentloned“l -

B

o ~I:.ee.§§’1t was sort of a passing conversatlon"

e

”Jiilé

fiDo you remember what you sa1d° ‘:‘Qﬁ 'qo‘.hﬁff;.»v;af‘*"}

- Jaeks

‘remember ‘being in ‘the. bathroom one. day-and: having Youl\
‘ask ‘whether ot not T thought. you ‘should go back to.work

that—I1 remember = we were both . busy 1in:‘'the bathroom j"'

when we were going out "or -something and’ I think - itw'J

, popped into-Jill's head: to. say, ‘do you think I should,*

"'go .back to work', and 1 said, no.,I don't want you to -
.80 back to work', and ‘that was pretty ‘well tt. ‘ Thereg‘f
“were a- few more mimes that same sort - -of scenario was -

“played out but it wasn' t'sit down and.have ‘an in—depth e
»discussion. RERT L N | ‘

"
4' o

[

Jack We were both of the same mind so 1t's a lot easier to:fv*"‘
‘ ‘arrive at a decisiqn . TR ‘ o

In regard to .r;éilf:

Eran

This is ;ust something that stlcks\in my mind I canﬁfﬂ'

: “.Zi}and I said that I deEinitely didn t think that you
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e

i

,f~‘ln“‘ d - ‘ should go back to VOfk ;q‘ o

N L

a Jill Hhat did I say? ‘ “ |
'Jack T don t really ‘think—1I think we were both busy ‘and
'sort’ of, well, that was fine and we just took it from
there.. .There were a' few .other times that it 'was,
mentioned and-T' never changed my mind about 1t 80— and
that was the way that things were ' :
I Jﬁbee; Do you remember saying anything or . thinklng anythingv
T o about .. ? (To Jtll) ; L

‘ Jill well.ano./not particularly Certain decisiOns'are made‘
by Jack, and certain decisions are made by myself . and
“it's not ‘to say that it 8. what -Jack" says is what 1s‘
done in the household R S R o

)

Jack Not by any manner or means I 'm not very dictatorial
' 5'3111 But I was pregnant and I was Einding sometimes that 1tv
'was.” tough o cope with being pregnant ~And I wanted
L everything to turn out properLy so. - 88 Jack mentioned ,
S certalnly that's the way' it was.: I never: felt like.it
was. ‘the ‘time to think about. it when 1. 'was pregnant.

éﬂf’ : N Anyways ' I’ probably« thought - about it’ more before I
I - ' became pregnant 'In terms of, 'where's ‘my - life going
to go' : - : | B

'F;%rha Decision: Joe and Melanie:. .

S | Melanie and Joe were married after knowlng each other~
1;"ﬁapproximate1y two years They coneeived their Eirst chiIdm

| {"Halmost immediately. At the time of the 1nterv1ew that childf
‘»f ;was twelve months old and Melanie was expecting a second;‘

:hrchild within approximately six weeks.\ They describe their;

vf31\ddecision as follows..‘;vwnt'gﬁlt'g“{.jifﬂ;%v<f”b;3jﬁ,,;-;ﬂwgi_ﬂ
| ”fd?*d‘aiﬁi o T :;’:;'_Jf,?‘fkifrdi“'j‘~“~- e
DI ',\»1 o o AN “' e E N ‘6 L ' -~" "1:"‘";"“:, 'n. - .a v.,',~

fHelanie we wanted childrenn. well ,ye weren't even married b
*;and e, wanted children Being catholic and 411, we.




. Joe:

e B . s4

[
N

.decided 'to walt till after So we got pregnant
- Tight away ' o : L

,"And we prayed Eor thldren ‘ And one of the reasons“
- why' we got married was to have children. The undet—

lying motigation of our martriage was to have child-

. ren. .We loved each other very - much ' but marriage

without children I think is a waste of human rela-

Ltionships 1  feel . quite strongly - about ic.
Frankly, ‘I don' t see any,?urpose in marriage if it

. isn't for the purpose of»procreation. and I think

‘that marriage 1s a very important. prerequisite for

" meaningful ' procreation.  Not necessary, but a »\~

Lee‘:

V_Melanie

meaningful.prerequisite

‘And were you that clear about that Melanie? .

Not as clear Joe had ‘it . very clear in his head‘

~ _what he wanted Because of my working environment
. for .many years, .which was very feministic. ‘I had

-~ ‘not thought of .... Well, I was also tting on in.
.1ife and I never thought T was goingrt‘w

et martiled.

... But I never met the right man. When I met the tight

-

man, everything started to tumble ' My ‘1deas

‘changed. . And then with Joe, we were talking and we

found wesr had a 1ot in common. All he had to do was

. talk about it and give me hisrpoint of view and I

’:Neil you - always wanted children : There was‘, o
~‘ doubt that she always , . :

7‘(Meianie .and, Joe. then discuss their interest in
~,;"children and theif recognition ' that having - two,.
: A~chi1dren so clcse together is a burden Eor Melanie )”‘:

Eelt that I had the very same. oo
v Y i
. ‘ (N

!

'Bnt 1. would not have had them as a single mother.
~f‘.and beoause ‘I was’ single, that ‘was it, as far as I
iswas’ going But. ‘when I met Joe everything really
~ ;changed and 1 -decided that I was. going .to have . ..
. children. But it was' going to be 'soon because I

Zudidn't want to be having them when I was Eifty - ’

L\

- “) CSERROEE

("FSo 1t sounds 1ike, iE we look at ‘the. time- periodY

:.“;before “you. were pregnant -and your - relationship. ‘you. '
< Y were, very- clear in’ terms . oE-—first .of -all, ‘loving .
<+ . each- otﬁer and; - gecopdly, ‘deciding ‘that: 'if we're . .
p‘.jgoing to. have children.‘then we'; should marry"‘ Did“ginﬁ

&t

‘.'._\\ RS |"

o
LT LI
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you talk during that time about—'when you get
pregnant, Melanie, then you, won't work or you will
wotk, or you could work, or you might work?' How
~did you come about deciding? Usually with couples,
I've said pre-pregnancy .and during pregnancy and
then after pregnancy—;because those are basically
‘ . three time periods when a  decision could change. -
Pre—-pregnancy, 1it's sort of a discussion without
vexperience you know. A woman says 'I want to stay
home, husband, what do you think about that'—'‘'or I
wouldn't like to stay home', or what ever!. Pre—
pregnancy what whs yours oot ‘

' Melanie: ,I was going back‘to'wotk.

Lee: You ' were going back;

Melanle: I'd worked for twelve years and I didn't think I.
' . codfd ever stay home and adjust to motherhood. And
durTng the pregnancy,  at four mon;hs. I found a

French nanny .... . . o
Lee: - - S0 you | o -
.ﬁelanie: I;was'go;ng back to work; and the baby was. born and
| there was no way .... e ‘
.heaof That's quitava changéﬁ. Sor before,pregnancy. when

you ‘said, 'I'm going back to work, and that's how I
feel', how did Joe respond? What kind of talks did
you have? And how firm were you about that?

Joe: I didn't think Melanie was quite as adamant about
o it. as her last discourse 1nd1cated )
.‘Lee: ' -About 3oing back to work? ‘

'bde: ~. I always thought. I'd. hoped that mom - would stay at

o home. ‘That's always been my—I have very. tradi- -
 tional notions about parenting and lifestyles,  and
I-had thought that Melanie would stay -home. Anq ,

, would certainly stay home if we .could afford 1t t

fHelanie Yes,: that was. the biggest PN ¢
Joe: \J It's tuEned out that we could.(Qn a sense, aEford
L ic, although 1t would b; more convenlent financially
- % for her to wark. ' We “would have other kinds of

5

*  worldly things. I don't think we'd be any "happier
and we might be more unhappy It had occurred to

f

» ," . o, . » . . .
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Lee:

“Joe:r .

._Melanie:

(Pages 5

Lee:

/HETanie

\g‘

N
O ‘ ' S

me clearly by the sixth month that Melanie would'
Jnot likely 'work after the baby was born.: I had
come . to _that conclusion that she'd not work

afterwards.”

How did you get that? ° 1 mean you had a sense "of
that, .in" a way, ' it sounds like. Just a Eeellng
Or was it more verba1° Had you taﬂked ot had you
come to that Eeeling?

It was. a combination of just realizing .that it was

.a blgger workload than I had anticipated; just her

~being pregnant and I came to a very firm conviction‘l

that she couldn't handle both: If she found preg-
nancy and .working vecy difficult, how was, she going .

o find motherhood and working’ It  would be
practlcally 1mpossib1e ' ' '

But._in my head, I was still .going back to work per
se. I never thought I would ever stay home. Though
Joe's right—I1  had  tremendous pain through my
pregnancy &and yes L1t was really hard -doing both.
Consciously. I hadn't made up my mind that I wasn't
going back; subconsclously I had. . ‘

(Melanie and Joe then talk about the adjustment
Melanie has undergone 1in staying ‘home——e. B.. the
challenges whlch work oEfered etc.)" ‘ )

- 6)

S0’ that was quite a change for you So you decided
you'd have children You- got marcried and conceived
right away - You talked about, -.and, in your mind
‘'said, ‘'yes, I'11 go back . .to work', even to the point
of lookingygor a_ nanny. But Joe kind ‘of sensed that
you were changlng and .... .

Yesﬂ Joe's very perceptive and Jde will let me do
what I have to do, because I have to deal with it.
So{when I said 'Joe, I'm not going back to work', I
dop't think it was  that big. of a shock for him.
_Ihough he might have felt it.coming along, he would

never say to me, 'Melanie; you're not: going back to .

work' when baby's born'. Do you follow me? Because
he was on his. own for years and 1 was  too and he

. wouldn't have come.along and said all of a sudden,

‘we'reé geing—to have kids -and you’te going to stay .

" home'. But if it came from me. that was a diEferent
. ballgame o A ‘
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So‘when did you say that, in fact? % . ‘Q
After the baby was born.

Pretty quiCkly after?

’Yes. it didn't take 1ong;‘

"Aiihough." I knew. ., There was no ~'neavy'~ when 1t~

happened.

You ﬁere both communicating with eachﬂother about
that but not: talking, not so many words.

It wasnft ‘a definitive thing A lot of things in
"Qur. relationship flow without an overly -consclous

decision of sitting down and adding up. the pros' and
cons. We never sat at the table-and made a 1ist of
—1if we do this,. then, this, 'this, this, and .the
con of. that. is this, this, this. We've never gone

through that process ' as a couple although I've done
. that "as’ an individual. But most. of .our decisions

are things that grow over a period of time. ' Like
moving to Alberta was not something we sat down and
decided ‘all. of .a sudden. I went and told my boss
in Ottawa that’ I was leaving to go back to Alberta,
and moving .day came and Melanie's .goods .were packed

with my goods but the décision to pack ‘her goods was :

not actually. made that day. It was made the day we

"ordered the mover. . It was not really made that day '
either because at some point before that we had,

. décided ‘what date we would .resign Ffrom our posi—‘ :
tions. - Everything. was. obviously flowing. So 'that -

- everything grew and each step ‘was taken in. g series

Lee:

~ Melante: \
: . Just said explains that, timing

" Yes, you did

' 80 that ‘it was never irrevocable, although the day’
- we - left for. Alberta was irrevocable. In .a sense,
it was no moreé irrevocable than the day we sent the

goods with  the mover, which was four days before,:.
‘ot 'the day .we phoned the mover, - .or the day we

decided to resign.. It was: a11 a process .I hope 1
made sense. - o .

\

We really’ believe ‘in timing and I think what Joe,i

g

.~ A sUmﬁafy-has been pgesented“for hewfeaéﬁ‘of the couples
Lo T e T = T TR e T T -
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3déscriﬁe themselves as comlng to their declsion that the

wiEe would not work after the btrth oE the ftrst chtld The.

1an$uag1ng of each couple will now,be examln%d‘

Characteristics of the Languaging'of Each @ouple

n

' Eachhinteruiew can‘be seen as a"diaiogue which 1nvolVed
distincttons of a dlstlnction; or a recurslve process. From
the moment each study couple and the researcher began to
lnteract they were in languaging together. making. additional
distinctions about the 1initial distinction the researcher
made that the couple had-;decided" to remain‘at home after
the birth of their first child. Thus, an observer~watching

the dialogue vould see this interaction as a third recursion.

-

/ -
With this overall distinction.mn£27/Characteristics of the

languaglng of each couple will be resented¢

One of the most striking Eeatures of th nguaging

Y

| ;observed between Billy and . Veronica was thelr Erequent use

of humor.r The pseudonym Billy. (for Billy the Kld) which

Billy suggested and which Veronica appreciated (as evldenced

by her enthusiastic laughter and her comment mgreat") is. a -
."good example oE their playfulness Veronica used the word ..

‘_ "kibbitzing" to describe the way they "argued" about things _

'A

t . -
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such as the number of children they would have and the other

\J

,"issues"‘around ‘which no serious conflict existed ',

"

Backed by this playfulness. one observed a willingness'

on the part of both Billy and Vetonica to bp assertive in.

terms of having his or her point of view' heard and to hear

the point the other - is presenting. For example.' in the

following"excerpt Billy' is clear that having the baby

| provided Veronica vwith the reason she needed to stay home:’

.(PBBQ 5).:

Veronica: We both had in our minds things that we wanted out
* * of me being at home. So I think it:was quite an
easy decision: to make, not only because oF the
B baby. Maybe this is putting words in your mouth —
it was: almost &ike the baby justified the decision

to stay home. \\

\\
‘«

Billy: ° For you. '

Veronica: For me.

-

‘,Billy{ . Yes you always wanted .

Veronica: I always thought I ‘liked being . at home but I .
: couldn't very .well say,  'Well I'm just going to
stay home, Billy'. You know, even if I had nothing’.

to do. But having the baby and starting our Eamily
' gave me .a. reason to stay home -

In'thej;;alowing excerpt. Veronica expresses an opinion

'ﬁsomewhat different than Billy 8. Billy has. been stating that'

- 7(Page213)_

f dacision Eor Vetonica to stay home

"“7’15 doesn't matter to them what people say concerning theiril f.

Rt et NI

T



Billy:

‘"Veronica:

Billy:

--Veronica:

'have stayed home, but I think I might have

60

v '

If a11 our friends were career oriented women. like

husbands and wives both into careers and they had

‘daycares for the kids, or nannies, or what have
.,you. it wouldn't have influenced us either way.

We'd made the choice-and it wasn't 'going to bother‘
us what other people dia.. W >

That's easyvfor you to say that.

-Why. do you. think‘otherwise?

No, but your peers do’ have an influence on you.
hon.. I mean, if everyone we knew was workirg, it

.probably would have influenced us a 1little bit.

It would have influenced me. . ‘I think that I would '

thought.”
gee. am I the only one that's doing this'ﬁ But, a .
lot ‘of our. friends are home with their children h

"A third cﬁaracteristic of the languaging between Billy

g and Veronica is - the sense of relationship which they have.

For eXample, in talking about- Billy's initial hesitancy to

go- to Lemaze classes, Veronica suggests that maybe he is shy

The discussion continues as follows:

Billy: .

Veronfoa

~Billy

o

-Yes, maybe a little shy ‘I always was kind oE an"'

introvert even when I was going to school. 1 never }

‘really was an outgoing kind of guy

That's why he married me.

Yes. me and Veronica are exact opposites

i'LeeT—————~De—you-both see you as opposites—-Veronica’

- Veronica

As far as' that goes, ‘once- we're. out Billy 8 a very SR
. friendly, outgoing fellow, but Lif it's . something_»

"~ that - he's not sure he's.: going to like, he'd maybe -
rather pass, or have- me go-and I can tell him about%,A_,g
it. But then once we.get there, he usually has a - S
‘good  time.. I'm more- likely to say, hey, ‘you've <
~  never done this before. let s go try, or I'd iikef\,;tg
-.'to . try this.,let's do it Hhereaa ;g.; wouldn tjeg :
.-you agree? . R Tt L e e

R




“‘l ’ } . ) “‘.' 0: ' ‘ 'v‘ ‘ ' . ,‘l v ‘. ‘. . t e ’ ' “ | v. " ‘ ' : . ‘ -\ .““.\‘
. Billy: -'Yes, | “ | | |
Lee: Wf“So you kind oE initiate things " But Billy.uonce
- ‘ you get in. there eea ‘ BE ‘.

Biily: "‘Once I get the ball rolling it's like o

Veronica: He's much/more committed

dBillyf, ' SometimeJ(its—hard to turn me oEE

Lee ' T see, yes. \B .

Veronical'l tend to be a good starter and not very good at

‘ ‘ finishing and he is “vVéry set. on’ following things_
through once he gets started They balance

«

- v ' he

One further example will be given to illustrate Billy and,
“Veronica s sense of relationship since it is a key charac-‘
teristic of how they language together In this example,

‘ they have been discussing the point that although the deci—
sion Eor Veronica ‘to’ stay at home was made with ease. they

\

: are still clarifying expectations for what Veronica s role

- shduld be while she is at home | :"ki'[[';'tg
;y(Pase 7) o L 5 L R
. f:Billy It's .come_ to ‘a point now where I'm not as Eussy°as i

1. was ‘and Veronica's moved. “You see Veronica. and
- 'me. we're kind of moving. towards the-middle. ground
‘».*»where I'm not sticking over here being really

£ ';.Qrtleaning now and again and looks after the house ;;
»_gra;;,to a. certain desree - Lo % ﬁ»gv,m‘

In summary.ﬁ the' verbal languaging between Billy and

;7‘,i Veronica seems towﬁe;charaeterized by assertiveness. use of »'*ﬁ

‘e

”3humor. and a sense oE relationship._~
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‘Languagingc ‘Annaiandlggdrew'
One characteristic oE the languaging between Anna end‘

; Andrew is the extent to which they do language together

fthrough words jtalk) Anna summarizes their situation as'

h‘ /

Eollows

(Page 3) - ‘
Anna: TYes. we always talked about everything Like Andrew
‘ ~ 1s a deep thinker. .. He would think. and think and I .
: lalways have to say. 'What are - you thinking?' ~And = .
i then he'd share and then-we'd get into a conversation .0
\about that. ' Or sometimes it would be something very _
casual . and' ‘we'd -end up talking about it for: twoi”fe """
. hours. That's the way we've always been with ou 3
friendship and now in our marriege -
/ 4.

Y. ‘
Secondly. a strong sense of commitment characterizes h

they . Lnter into interactions with each other and with others

N

"7_Thirdly. this sense_ of commitment seems to Eacilitate ‘an -

a‘exceptionar ability to coordinatqcfheir actions by planning
The following discussion illustrates that they are able tof:

fdo what could be distinguished as "realistic" planning

(Page 7)

JfLee:ﬂﬂ So do you talk about that a lot’ “'ﬁow .can- we live',.;a
o . within. our' means because we've made the choice fori_,;;
Anna ‘ot to work’" Is that sométhing you ..;“ﬁag. QINERRE

A

fAndrew I don t - .

: Annaﬁ,fﬁWell. we set ourselves a’ budget. in Eact. and ve.. sayﬁglg,
O - "here's: the ‘money ‘and ‘this. is" the way we're: going to -

spend ‘it. We can’ still have ‘savings and still”’ have

-a._house’ and. the ' necessities.;but the things we see

*so necessary are so small that g RSN N




fAndrew Yes. there 8" some things.,like the house is rathen_¢ S
m dest. .A¥rthough there's ' more 'modest’ houses I'm,: S
B are ' of ‘that ... —kndﬁtﬁere are certain-—you Just . L
”;[go by ,your mortgage. your, utilities, "and your food. = - .
“ﬁ‘wf.But“eVen clotheggcif we ‘don't .put those ‘as necessary, ‘
" .«and ‘call those. tras,. I- tean sooner or later you'te
. . going to' need them. But,. i?'you ‘attack 1it- with that =
! ‘ . sort of philosophy-—that ‘what you don't need to . 1ive'
- on-.this month is not: necessary, then™ you re really
" "running on -a ‘tight budget and if you have savings .
runnirig with that ‘tight  budget then: you' ‘can - say,
* pull out of that savings to.. buy your clothes. to buy
u,your. oh, I don't know RN ‘ L ‘ o

,'Anna;‘ “A new pair oE shoes ,"‘ | _
?Andrew' Yes. .a. new pair of shoes perhaps S%uff like that“'x
e -which soaner or  later 1is.’ necessary. but: if 'you had ' =’

BEP R (s you could live without for another mornth or two, ' -
- . . . .-or a. year.. But, - there. are . certain things which Just";*
R ‘*have to be dealt ﬁith now’ like the bills cL R

The detabled nature of their planning is again illus—
B ‘trated in the Eollowing discussion (Andrew had recently}*ifjlil
f‘indicated that ‘he had just lost’ his job 10 the 011 1ndustryﬂjﬁ,]”*

P

: ;about a week earlier ) ;C, ?'-fwaA nffg5 jg' )

e °43(P ges 12 and 13)

: ,%ﬁpeé:‘ G.So witﬁ your current reality. I guess .you just need[f‘d‘?g
Cgho. w0 Yo to - see ‘how. things go in terms of if - you can . find a . s
’;j‘qgw._;ggTﬂfjob fairly quickly L ST S R T

gAndreﬁ.uYes. well. ‘we: could change, but e don't want to get*ﬂ;m
»° ¢ <.rid of ‘the :house.".;That's 'our" owh business and all- -
.. ‘that.. but A£ it .comes down to. it, it could go. Like -

I - We! ve. . decided she'll ‘80 part-time._but the = ..

txould go:-before she takes full-time. " And then .°.
' afind. say we. get in a real bad situation.ga;




‘,1"}.y‘,
v6" ".

. It shouldn t be that bad——I know jobs are tqugh to“

' find tight now, but even 1f I Have to take two. or.

_;‘perhaps three part- time jobs, I still  think. there's

(.7 a way to 1live and have Anna at home post. 6f the time,
*  and to’ have at least one of us at ho all the time

d g Lee: . Well, it sounds llke even the extreme optlon oE 'Mr,;

ﬁMom' has one, of you at home all the time

Andrew:‘And in this Case. where our baby is no longer a new—f

born, it's a .little more’ plausible.. " Like if she were,4‘.3

" two months old,’ 1t would be ‘a little more scary, but

it doesn't bother me because she' 8, past. she's stillpoﬂwp

breastfeeding but I mean if we' had to, we: 'could: just -
say '0K, no- more,. you're ' weaned whether you like it
or not'. But ‘tight. now ‘that's an extreme- and we're

. not- really looking at. that We' ve just discussed it""h

as.kind of a il

‘Anna: X}In passing, you want to know what s going to happen :
N You've ' got to 1look .ahead. You can't. just bang and

. it happens. You’ have to. look ahead and T JUSt hOPBKTh”
. ®" . that ‘never, happens IR : ST R

" ~Andrew:_L1ke when you're going down a hill in a car and: the'

R
\

. ,commitment to’, each other and to their values characterizef}?{ﬁ

“*iffHe sdfi‘"situations change and you adjust t°

o ,ﬂfand then you live by your decision" (pagew17) g

“,:metaphor to provide sige sense-b_

| passenger says,. 'well, what happens -1f the brakes
fail', and you, say, 'well they Te not. going to° fail" .

‘{k, nfa:‘and they say.‘“well ‘what happens 1E . You still :t ¥

'».have to plan

L

In summary.‘Anna and Andrew s di‘jc

fance of cnmmunicating with each other. and their sense of"ff*'

@

fg{‘their interackions Addttionally. they describe their verbalaw"

*g“and non verbal languaging in the particular activity distin—jfd”{

S 1 R
‘J-guished asvplanning A comment by Andrew might beiuse‘ as K- S

fhow they relate togetheag

‘*new situationhj;

ction of the importrfﬂ?ff
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. Languaging: Jack and J111
S ; ' j ‘ ‘ R
When Jil’l said "I think Jack and I communicate quite

v .
.\_‘

'well, but a’ lot oE things go unsaid o she gave a clear

summary of how they interact ~In other words. the couple/,

coordinates their actions with ar%economy of words exchanged
between them For example. the previous presentation of how

they evolved their decision for Jill to. stay home showed

that they did so without any "sitdown discussions"' Another'
‘example from later in the interview provides perhaps an ‘even d

clearer example of what seems to be their 'style ' The _‘”‘

following discussion arises in the context of the eouple s

'{'talking about the hypothetical situatfon of how they would

interact if Jill went back to work anq Jack stayed home

(Interestingly, the example also illustrates the researcher s

7

struggle to understand a communication style different than

- .

f’héPVlQVﬁ;ltht; ih‘t consideration belongs to éi later

an

: E‘.\ ] I don't really

ther. %d b —*it'd take_quite & bit of . getting
ﬂjidoin all .;:.housework- and: that sort oE ‘thing
1 } $3 ' Taking

65
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‘then I do the dishes, his. bottles. us’ 1 watch him at
“ the ' same. time " - The" only reason I. can do thet is
-because I'm used to it I know L. i ‘

Jack: 'And I'm not. so. I have difficulty doing that

- J1l1: You know 1 got up and none of this was gone Well. I
. was pretty upset about it. T thought ‘oh; I can sleep. :
' in and everything because we had-a really late dinner
- last: evening and - 'so all the pots’ and everything were .
' still- out. And then I stopped to think about it after
I had saild what I said; Jack isn't used- to doing that.
' He's not used to functioning ‘'under. those circumstances.
' It wasn't until after it ppened that I thought: about
At and I' realized. that: hi;geesn't have to do that varyT.‘
. ¢ - often, and ‘there. was a- tige when I‘..,. '

Ueei _You actualiy said something‘lr thbught something?

' J111:  No, I said something to’ Jack Yes.,it was .a verbaiu_
, discussion (laughs) : ‘ N 5 ST

. Jack: Yes..she wagn t too happy about that but I. always hope'
.+ _, -that,. it' not rteally the saying that 18 - the main’' .
.;thing T%Z main ‘thing is° that . you eVentually see ' =

.+ someone else's.poirt. of view Qr . think about it later
.~ and realize that ‘not everyone has quite “the same v

““‘;‘, S -capabilities a ‘T'f%””- o [PRE B h: R
o gLﬂ“f?Lee: :So you did that thinking and then you said something.‘ﬁn
L @ did _you? (To .1111) R P Lo «

PR Jill ""Ne. usualtl .say - someth‘ing first and then 1 do the‘~-‘
Clae 0 thinking ,_..t."-.‘» ) B AT AL P o §

L | »gﬁack?iover She says first ;... ‘ 1 - S
| '5wlLee{Q}You say something and then you think about it Did youhfﬁﬂ
-« .,77 " .say something. like."well .I. c¢an ‘undetrstand. Jack that‘QQ
Tﬂpgyou ‘haven't 'done ‘this much lately. or: that you haven‘tpgf

| ,d.‘Jh;Juggled this kind of thing', "" ‘v“_w " _.Uh’ i S
"ﬂBJJiii No. You see, thiswail goes unsaid—-until it wouldh7fh%;

R happen again -and". Jack did the same. ‘thing. --Well: I
"j»?jﬁﬁfgwouldn't -say anything and then ,he'd know that I'd;w; ,
. 37‘\*‘Jthought about it . e ',......t“ S

'.*idﬁgé§;¢gyou ve: éaid the "unsaid" business alfew times and I seeff
.i 0"+ what you.meah now. - That's a‘specific: example.~ 50 4t
"Aﬁalmost unfinished in the sense that well.
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change but‘youwmake:aVChangefwithoutﬂtalking-about'itj.f”
ML Yes. L =

“Jack: Yes. ' . - »';\. : S e R
. Lee: You know what I mean Ybu said your initial thing (to.
. Jill) ‘can’'t You ‘handle this?' or whatever it .was o
- then you thought ‘about’ it and thought “'oh welqu::::><
. . ..+ ‘.. course not. That's not . something I can expect'. Bu
“. . . -then’'there's a '11 tle gap there——in the -sense that you c
- 'fp'didn't say anything BOSCRNIR ‘ o
., Jack: Until the next time AR "
"Lee;"well the next’ time you just change your . behavior
- though. You. wouldn 't say 'I- feel like getting mad. at
. you, but. ‘based ‘on' what I thought ‘about ' last time. I'm
not  -going to'. . It's' just—so there's . a ‘1ittle
'interesting gap in terms. of not saying but changing : :
‘your behavior o . L R

,‘ . “,r

Jill That s enough Eor Jack and I To know that something thn
r.gone on in between. that it s béen thought through iy

“i:;Jack Yes. the main thing is that someone has thought some— :
thing through and changed their behavior. changed their W

;‘7,way of thinking and its not necessary to apologize Itt
. -‘doesn't all ‘come’ about in xhe saying—-Actions speak louder
rf'than words f_um RO ’-‘,“‘ A TR

)

. In a sense then.' ccording to how they ‘e their7¢¢f'“

'hjlanguaging.“Jack and Jill each do a considerable amount of**

“Veianguaging with themselvespv(i e self reflection) When‘

’Jogether they seem to do so with clarity andff»

"lithey do speakl

tsimplicity as evidenced,tfor example, by Jack's report that

”°fthought he did not want her to




£

; . - o s R . o "'")- "' i ' " g Lo ' ‘Al‘ : | ﬁ
{Lee} AS I said. somehow you 3eem to eommunlcate with eachg“W

“'(Pase 12) o . . o
7J111;'.:;f,so I became adaptable to the new sltuation. but -

o . . A 4
i A . , W o

e—— ' . v
' v

o~

'df‘ianguaéinglﬁosslble' The following example lllustrates
‘how 3111 views herself in terms of her Elexibilxty ‘ |

,

_certainly in the last few. weeks ' I have a little more
time to. think - “about myself and eventually I. will go
back ‘to work. -But right riow it's very difficult toq say

' .whether or not the time would be.right "NOW, _ because.‘

~ the baby 1is learning and. experLencing new . things and I

"kind ‘of 1like to be. around. for 'that. 'But I'm a very
S pliable person and theres reallywno seto route that I\
- '!'.décide’to ‘take and then do it: I just kind .of ‘wait,

-~ walt. for things to. happen and if the day should. comeu‘E
that - I decide I 'want to 80 back to work, well then I -

‘will.: ‘But it's certainly nothing that I spend a .whale
lot oE time thlnklng about. .

‘ ' B cQ ”
;,yanguagingz Joe and Helanie

A S ol

Al l

Joe and Melanie s discussion of how m.anie came to tne_

4

conclusion that sh.would not 80 back to work represents the B

'

mosg;striking Eeature which ?naracterizes their 1anguaging _'.

;

an ability to reElect on,@rocess - Two more examples will’

s

/

‘\concluded that she was not going back to work .They‘comment'

1 i . I
: : . . N “‘ o

.'v;place

3,}iwere going tO“marry each other was one that

‘<mrserve to 111ustrate this point The ELrst dlalogue came;ff

“nimmediately after Joe and Melanie had discussed how Melanie‘;:

g f’f:”l;;' other 'without the 'words.f so that things Eit 1nto;;~f

"o )
B

”t;Jde;ffﬁfers, like;the engagement process-—deciding that we”af




-~ ' L

Joe:

' Melanie:
Léej: ‘
Helanie:

Ll

Joe:
e d;ﬁelanle

th

‘reflect

a kind of SUmmary statement nade by the husband
C ﬁpllowing excerpt.
analogy oF marriage being like a garden which needs constant.."'

tending',

Joeb“r.

"you 1like?'

hee: .

»’: SR , o L ,
Ihare 8 times when I think we've - strayed but also
. probably important

determintng e
Dy ST o

o~
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started oub by walking by a Birk's Store and going

in and looking at engagement rings.
It was a gradual process,
the day came to actually give the ring,

'What ones  '@&o
so that when
it was

really just a culmipation of a decision that had

" been made in reality a long time before.
‘you.,can't point your flnger at 1t and say,
-where the turnlng point took place'.

Although,
'there's

—

So you didn't say one day 'Will you marcy me?'’

I Eormally popped th
answer was before

LY

4 question but I knew what the

On our engagement day ne d1d44'w111 ‘you marry‘me?'_

But you/had 1ooked at rings and you.

. . sense.

o

. .

tpe

‘I‘r -'_"

dido 5

/.

.

Melanie th ve' re like this.‘

.\.

background

»

L

is .-

How we came to these types "of conclusions
‘The constant thin
) golden thread- ‘18" ehat ‘nYne of our decisions,

1nd1cated tb you earlier,

\

Yes. j~' ,

‘The answer was known for a long time. .- Thete S no
doubtrabout it as to what' the answert mlght ‘be. N
We felt a’ lot WA could just feel 1.[, . A slxth

\ K *

[\
A

éhird example to illustrate the‘couple'S'abilTﬁyﬂto

on process occurs at the end of the 1nterview and is.

In the,'

Melanle and Joe are discusslng their_

D

. '

in

o
v

What we

.that I find that may’ be a-

as’ I

is .a momentary thing,



70"

something that we sit down and decide as of now.
Everything evolves, and there's a consensus-building
as the declision 1is being made. So that finally,

- it's anti-climatic when the actual realization
comes. Llke, when the last unemployment insurance
cheque 'came the realization of that was quite anti-
Climatic, because the decision was made so long ago
in so many differe%; forms before that was done,

. that it would have®’ been a radical conclusion or
" «-decision to go in the opposite direction.

Lee: It.wouldn't have fit. /

' wWhile it is Joe who verbalizes the genae of process. ‘

t /

Melanie seems in agreement with his distlnctions. as evi-

denced'by her verbal comments and also by her behaviore such

[y

as head nodding. " Another way to talk about Joe and Melana"s
sense of process ' is to say they have A- sense of thelr

languaging. WLthout being aware of ‘the term. ianguaging.

e

®
what they are reflecting on is thelr: consensual coordination

—

. of consensual coordination of ections In addition. -some’
{

N evidence of the flow of their communicatidn cdn be observed

in the following excerpt in which they complete eaCh other 8.

sentences :

" (page 11) . T

Melanie: It's funny, I think 1t was  two nights ago. we went;_

N .for a walk and I said to him—how did I put that to-
'You—about were you ~gappy .about .my' decision of
- staying home rather than going back to work Now

~ ‘,that we _know what 1ts like’ S o ;

»~ \ ) ‘

~ Joe: - And we were looking at the baby and thinking

T};:‘i mﬁelamiét«HOW'EGSt she éhanges and how ...5

’a.much more secure child 1n a senseqigut

»

- Jdé;

S Y
N ‘a

0 . . v S

", o, N “?‘.‘n’) -
o Lo g
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you hever know. She may be‘completely the seme if
we had walked out the door ....

Melanie: Every mornlng. |

Joe: A good business assoclate of mlne. a woman, . she

Melanie: Did we lose you there?
‘ .

Lee: No.

" Similarities in Languaging Among the Couples ‘

The first slmilarity noted'among the couples 1is ‘what can

be dlstlngulshed as a comfort in havlng’either person speak

| wlth the 1ntervlewer  For example. because the lntervlews

-were .- done ln the couple 8. homes with the beby present. et
least twice 1in each 1nterv1ewvthe husband or wlfe would bef

attendiné to fﬁﬁkbaby s‘needs and it seemed as though the

| couple was comfortable wrth what the remaining partner would

-
t

. Another similari y is- something whlch the couples dis--
tlngulsh as they reElect on thelr exPeriences together ‘Each '
couple describes themselves as having done ‘a considerable
amount of talking ggglx 1n thelr relationship In the case
oE Anna -and - Andrew~for example. the excerpt ctted‘earlier
lndlcated that long talks characterized their Erlendshlp and

now their marrlage

oy




v

cited, about hia experience oE women as wanting to work until ..

ease and describe Eactors in their individual histories which.

account for the apparent ease of the decision For example.

.Veronica states that one of the reasons she chose the occu—

_pation she trained for is because it was - one which would‘

allow her -tQ work at home if she chose to do that while her

family was growing up. Or, Andrew's comment. as previously

example is that ‘J111 describes her and Jack as having come

from "marred backgrounds" © Jack makes a similar‘distinction-
himself and talks about how it would be natural for him to

want to give their son what they didn't have in‘terms of a

"loving" Eamily‘ g Finally} the following excerpt Erom the

" intervieys. with Melanie and Joe demonstrate Melanie 8 under-'

standing of how her history "affected" the. current decieion

(Page 20) ‘ e

Melanie Well my mom never thought I was going to have kids

they have a baby also reElects this notion An additional‘p\

" But also. I have two'.sisters -and they would say to'“

me 'You're nevet going to have kids and, if you do,

_you'll never stay -at home.' So that's what'l came

from.’ And so, when. Joe. ' Baysp/41 think she knew',

as ‘T said a while ago, "consciously, no I, hadn..t—'

made 'up' my ‘mind but I 'think subconscliously maybe., .

Because boy., as soon as: the baby was born it didn't

take me. three hours to make up my mind. It was just b

‘there.

Joe; ’”}Because her mind wasn't made up in those three

A hous

.“

«w
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As expected. one additional similarity in the diatinc— o
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0 .
‘tions made by each of the couples 1s 1in the reality they
bring Eorth concerning the importance to them of " their
raising,the‘ir” own child,‘  For rexample. three.-‘of. the four
I';.._ _— coupl_es refer specvificall‘y‘ .to the "formative years",‘4'indi-‘- ',‘0.
. cating the impof‘tance ~Eor" them of ‘being‘ around'.to inf‘luence,. :

their child's development during those Eirst Eew years of

e life

".Another simil}ity among the co/ples is their willingness.

‘ to talk about conflicts which they haVe and also their dis=

e o

e

"tinction of. conflict as normal within a relationship ‘For

\ example Anna describes their early marriage ‘as’ an adjustment

' - '."and” says "we still have struggles on and off and - we still
_."have to constantly talk and constantly work out .those pro—‘ .
‘ ' blems" (p. ) Jack and Jill talk about the situation they' o
had earlier in the day with Jack' s not having done the\ house-—
‘ .work while caring for their _son:, Joe and Melanie describe‘
'f* . \;"their previous evening during which Melanie was "letting off -
S - f:*‘\fsteam" and Joe handled ‘the situation by remaining with her‘ -

"3‘-*'7’5“_%" ‘“» v{_and 1etting~ her express herself In this context. Melanie'

5 *akes the commen‘t that they are quite a normal couple Billy'.

.' f

Veronica argue/discuss in their interview about what"

t t she is‘ "t homeg In the end they comment as Eollows




(page 7y . |
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\
Veronica This' is how we discuss——a lot of times And R
. ‘ sometimes we get angry o | S '
-~ Billy: Yes we fly ofE the handle He,re only;normal.
As will be shown. e

the separation of the research ques-—
e( 0

tions into those concerning languaging and those concerning

Y

objectivity in parenthesis is an arbitrary distinction madezi
so that the two research concepts would each receive consid~
erable attention Therefore.'the digcussion of similarities
or patterns among the couples in terms of their languaging

‘ e
will end with one major distinction

Each couple will be

given a label in Order to try to highlight what stands out

the ‘most about their languaging
playful

Billy and Veronica—-
Anna and Andrew——planfUI.

Jack and Jill—-action
oriented and Melanie and Joe——process oriented

Verbal Langggging Between'thefReSearcher and $ach Couple
t .'"‘.“uf = RN
As indicated earlier.

the COntext of the study was an‘
interview in which the couple and the researcher reflected

\/ .

on the distinction made by the researcher (and accepted by
I
the couple) that the couple had made,a decision together for'

the woman to. stay home after the birth oe the Eirstnchild
ff‘ﬁer;s i'tent was '

elicit a Eull picture of how




did you do” as opposed to "how did you Eeel") in order to.‘

have the couple ‘reflect on their past behavior and also~'

v

S

interact together in ‘the interview setting .
- b
. e \ : .

To a considerable extent the couples looked to. the inter—‘

» A

.yiewer to take the lead particularly since the interviewer

iﬁ provided steucture by saying écat she wanted them to discusspn‘
“?"their decision fnom the time periods of beEore. during. and‘

| after the pregnancy (if those time periods were relevant tof.v

Cor

‘them) Each couple seemdﬂ to have an understanding that this’,

'is what happens during an: interview i. e., the intervieuer,“

(

'takes the lead and pnovides the structure for the -Anterview. -

- v

N 9 ) )
’»‘discussion chapter ) .

[N : \
u \

Vv
<t

2
i

The presentation of the researcher's verbal languaging

‘”'with the couples will deal with two major topics. 8 classi—,

5?fy]gficatiqp\of the researcher 8’ verbal behaviors and a discus— -
‘h'd sion oEcheunatdre of the interactional sequences under the_w_
?f}“fﬁtopics oE (a? &

the

N

xesearcher. ' f'“ smo';h interactional sequences.f%(c)ﬂff

(This .observation will be -followed up further. in Eheﬁn;:'°”

classificaiion oE Yerbal behaviors used by5g;%f
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| accepting responsibility -for the world one brings forth

Therefore. the Eirst person will be used Eor sections that‘

deal with the researcher directly

A Classification of Verbal Behaviors Used by .the gesgarcneg

l V

: When I began to review the Eour interviews in the order o

in which they were completed I noticed that the Eirst inter—.

A

‘ view (Billy and Veronica) difEered Erom the. other three in

4

that Billy and Veronica talked together more than any oE thef

oy

57dating.e

other three couples v I decided to analyze each of ‘my inter—
_}:‘&; /“

actions with the couples to help answer the specific question

of why the interviews seemed to differ In doing the review. '
o :

: I was-able to distinguish approximately an equal number -of

each oE three major types of verbal behaviors which charac-]

terized my interactions ﬁ The ,three types were labelled"g‘J

directional questions.9 summary comments. and affirmativeifyf

. L

comments | Directional questions were ﬁ'questions Vhig;
) h

or iE anyone,outside the home ha_ influenced them




FiéURff 3. : Cl‘._.}a‘sslif ication

. Behaviors.

. Directional

Questiohs :

" Comments -,

the ‘Major' Types @f‘ Inté




'and Joe. they were talking about how imnortant aving children,
"was to them and I commented that "it sounds like it was ' a‘
'serious decision Eor both of you. yet one which was made with
ease"‘(p 2) ) The third type of verbal behaviors vas distin— .
guishedﬂ as‘ aEEirmative,,comments , Those ‘comments - were.
intended to get at the couple S. "specialness" as I saw it andy

‘yto show my respect for them ' Some oE these comments seemed

. gﬁ"-to be exclamations such ‘as: "boy. that was quite a change"

,"\or; for exampl”ﬁ at the beginning oE the interview with Anna

. ""“

TN and Andrew. Anna commented in what Seemed to be an enthus-'

‘iastic ‘and pla“ful way that she had told her roommate thatn

| . she would not‘go out’ with Andrew because he " was too tall. I
) 7 '\ N ' b
L simply said "too tall*" in .a 1questioning and equallx‘

C ‘A’?‘ E “ l‘ L
.enthusiastic way U Uo;,'xf-gw,';}.: J;'

*‘gthey can‘“be conceptualized as overlapping.‘ as-lshown 1n 7
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nd. at the same time. seemed to have the effect oE aEEirming

the couple to some extent.\ wv o g,”’lzj | :,’T Zﬂ' ];;

Parentheticaliy. the question of why the couple in the

a* first interview interacted lnore than the others cannot be
,'ansWeredh‘of course. because the behaviors oE the couples
" were determined by their structures. However. iE I examine

,my directional questions in that Eirst interview. I notice

".ifthat more of- my questions seemed to be action—oriented e. g..vxpf

“t

. 5L*'"what did you do" and "how did you talk about that" Also.

in the Eirst interview while I ask questions which initially

do not directly refer to the couple.‘I more often Eollow up
.those questions with an action oriented question which is
-”fdirected specifically to the couple.f For example{‘l asked

e : Veronica and Biily if anyone outside the home influenced\them ‘

'w»in the direction of going back to work-or staying home._ Then

..-,'.

'}VeroniCa‘commented about the reactions of some oE the women
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SRR Many timeS&during each interview the interaction between'f

the couple and myself s emed to go well——like the back and

'forth ‘nature . of a tenni match~—as we made particular dis- HXV

. O
“".tinctions . Two examples will be given\to tepresent times 1n ‘
"“ '
o the}interview when twov-r three of us seemed to be havlng
."<';N: ~such synchrony o _“‘_'_ffgi ‘5.-'1§"‘ ‘ ;sv
;7 In the fLrst Anna 1s commenting tha@ she Mas 1ook1ng Eor
~%work when she became oregnant _ }‘ -
v . 4 BRI y,yfﬁl“‘* ‘”;ﬂ‘“; T ' A

U 1V-Anna But then we. moved Erom where wé, were and ‘we; bought this L
"B . “house and I'like to do a lot of sewing.'and stuff . like ;. ﬂ
.- .. " that.,and so.I thought well. instead of finding. a: job I-
uj@might as ‘well stay Rome- doing .the’ -things waould have
oo, tof pay. twice ‘as much. for’ If I'was working So I just .
R Eaged home .and sewed: .and 'did ‘stuff ‘as much’ as I could. -
) Lig I sttipped the oldxcrib and did it over for her,

------

e A was excithng. those onth§ glad that I was Co
'able to do whau Itdid“ " o S Lo




lfjother than 1n keeplng the home clean

81

L
ot

‘1nterview with Billy ‘and Veronica. we are talklng about thexr,,
‘situation of having many family and Eriends where the wife is'.
‘staying at home‘with the children. Again, Billy and Veronica

'h‘"kibbitz" to use Veronica s word about Veronrca s interests

b
1 . .
L [ o.n

l

oo

v~‘(Page 15) ‘f.ffiﬁ “ c; ﬂ‘; “1; C ']',ﬁ'n”'_f ,chh& -

e
[}

553Veron1ca. So we really have a lot of stay—gt—hoﬁers around,jr

.us

*billyfli That* s'what I mean when. 1 say, 3Venonica‘s Eot‘to

s i oo watch out for her friends' ST :
L”awVenonica'\Ihere s.a 1ot oﬁ them' h:‘ o ”_.'p -
",‘Billy n My . sister—in—laws. ‘my side.of the Eamily, plus she

"has . all her friends -from around the: neighborhood

"'here’ as well as her high school friends ‘that she_”wh‘

keeps in  touch with - 80, 'you see what 1 mean when . '

-1 'say she:goes out: and vigits quite a bit..‘Becauée~‘

a11 the other girls re home as well T
ffdﬁegg- So you could spend ybur whole day L | o
ﬁdh?f%Veroniea And then some ﬂ f‘f f |
‘ e EWith your Eriends 'f;. ) S

% But,I don‘t.

No{ no.} Shevdoesn't do 1t.";;qgg35ﬂ;i,,:[‘;=gi;5;:g}ﬁngh
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‘of the interviews alone there is no way . to reElect on when .

_-:'.J_'interview with An,"a;‘ and Andpew can be distinguished as th“'

. .‘.‘:the couples would have fe%}a the Vinterview to be going 'less

‘ objectivity in parenthesis and when my use of words dif?ered_i‘
from those oE the couple As’ mentioned \previously., the' 18-
.cussioz concerning o‘bjectivity in parenthesis will oci'

- later sectiom o ¥ e ey 7- -‘.

Lo o
"'"Q.' " ot :

. Interactional Segugnces with Hiccoughs

CoN ' .
' o . . . \ P . Yoo

,fe In a' recent workshop (Tomm & Hhite. 1986). MichaeI White

P T

o Me oﬁ the post therapy cdurse as sometimes involving' hic-

coughs A hiccough is‘certainly an’ ihterruption in the

.smooth Elow of our individual physiological Eunctioning In

. \““

ﬁ‘wthe same way.'some of my interactional sequences with the

"‘coupies can be- characterized by hiccoughs . From the; anaJysis ,

J\, a0

PIEG.

smoothly From the perspective on "my verbal behavior. (-or - .,

‘ my verbal perturbations) e times | when the* interviews‘“ s

appeared to go less well was when I functioned less in

ary L

”(

' j.x

. . Ao o Coe e ; e

" . L et e L ' o "ﬂ.“_ R A

. A o ! ] . ‘. . . "'w.‘ 1 ' . . "

Y .
AT SRS

In relation to difEerences in the use of w0rds. the

"f';' l'-;clearest exampleﬁ _'or *.'example, as previously cited, , early.,
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\

his‘@reZXSe way of speaking. For example, in a previously

. , -
cited excerpt he described Anna's asking him if he would

“Latep'in the 1nterv1ew I refer to that®as "the big talk" and

- view. Gadamer spoke of this as

"make" her’ work” and that he 'simply chuckled and said ng.

4

\ s

hls next response 1s that he only rqmembered sgying the one

\

thing I‘lntended "big talk". in the sense of an important

talk rather than a long one; however,, this was not understood

b% Andrew. . Another time 1in the intepview I mentioned the

WQQJustmedt they had to make to living on one salary.and he

\

reminded me that Anna had‘not‘worked since they were married

so they had no adjustment to make. 1 had intended to mean

_adjustment in the sense that the two oé/ them each had ‘a

™~

salary before they were married. I remember thqse interview
times as be;ng like a hiccough, a small bump in the smooth=
ness of our efforts to come to uhdenitand eagh other. As
Maturana says., languaging 18 not an abstract dance; 1t 1is

-
body touching (Maturana & Tomm, 1986).

The Evclutlon of New Understandings

v

New uﬁde;standlngs evofved mgny times during each lnfer—

i.the "something new which
emerges" (Pélmer. 1969). Threejexamples will be presented.
In the first exémple. Jack and Jlll and 1 havevbeen discus-
sing the previously citediéltuatioh regérding Jack's having

cared for the baby and not cleaned house. I talk to them

~
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. e
about how they seem to have an "actions speak louder thar

words" stylﬁ. 80 that rather than talklng about pcobrems ir

great # detail they expect the other person will do some

reflectloﬁ and make a behavior change. The dialogue is as

Eoilows:

(P{se 23) | :

J111: Yes, you see it more than we would because you've
probably talked to a few people, and, 1it's funny. 1]
didn't really realize that we had a style. We 'T¢
sitting here and talking about it and now 1 can see¢
.that we do have our own style and that we arrive at
certain decisions in our own way and it's maybe not
the way that everyone would arrive at them but ....-

Lee: It works.

J111: It wotrks fer us anyway. It does. And I think that I°'n
very sensitive to the way Jack feels, and, 1 know that
he's only going to do so much t¢hanging in a certair
period of time. You can't ask for anything thore .thar
that. So there's really no point in us beating certalr
topics to death because in our heart of hearts we knov
that change will occur. We don't know when it wil]
ocdcur but we know that we'll do some changing and 1like
I say, 1t's very difficult for me to apologlze and say.

'‘look, I made a mistake'. What's more important to me
0 is that I make a change, that I learn to change that

behavior.

As a result of our didlogue, Jack and Jill can view tﬁeit

interaction as having a style or pattern. For me, the par-

A

ticulars of their styie represent a new understanding. Ir

the next example, Andrew and 1 are talking while Anna 1is

settling the baby; -

(Page 11)
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" Lee: Yesk it seems from my perspective that a woman snoul

be” able to handle a child and the house, but some-
N times. it doesn't work out that’ way. ’

Andrew: Well she tan, and shé cole do it by herself, but i
think if she’ takes a few hours_off, she can do a

better job and — that's jjust what I've seen.
Lee: You've observed the difference between when you've
given her that time to rest? _ A
Andrew: well that's . kind of ° the honorable reason. . The

-unhonorable reason I would do it as well is8 because
she's easler to get along with too .if she's, had a few
minutes sleep. Not that she's really that difficult,
just she's not quite herself. I think you know what

I mean. She gets tired. She's Just not quite hectself." .

Lee: One of the edjustments I see. 1s that you have to

adjust to being a family, from being a couple to
having a baby, and therefore belng a Eamlly. - But
‘also somehow to retaln being a couple. So you call
it the "unhonorable", but the — - 'what's in it for
you', if she gets some sleep, then she's more
pleasant for you..

Andrey: Yes. 1 |

P

" Lee: So there's multi fargéts you have at the same time.

The  final example of sharted undetrstandings involves my

fellow-up on a comment made by Veronica early in the Anter-

© view about when they were having difficulty becoming\ preg-

nant. She commented, "Billy's from a big family and we haﬁ

the whole family sending us articles on infertility and how

[=]

to solve things and how te overcome problems (page'l)l I

follbwed~up on tha&,cOmmentf4th1nk1ng that persoqelly I would

have considerable difficulty with that situation.) I asked
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. (Pages 3 and 4)
Lee: So you had ‘the 1ldea that y&s, we  want kids “and
we' 11 Joke about the number, seven or eleven.
Billy: Exectly. : ' o ; .

t t o ’ ' Ve ”
Veronica: Yes, thats right. = hn
Lee: - And as you tried to have des and had trouble then

’ ' your family was sort of trying-.-
Veronica: To help us. ’ | .
Billy: Help us out. Trylng'to show us the way. -
Veronica: It wasn't’ a pressure thing like an 'if you don't
! have children how awful 1its going to be'. Or
- 'we're going to’look down on you. You're going to
be black listed.' It was just they knew we wanted .

~ ,' to have kids and they were just trying to help.

: . t
As mentioned, 1in the actual. interviews and in the

'l
analysis of x@e interview transcripts, times such as these

stood out for me as particularly meaningfuliexamples of the -

. ‘ o ‘
effectiveness of dialogue. ‘

i | » ’
Stances Towards Objectivity: The Study Couples >

e ‘ . : e .

In the presentation of the theoretieal framework for the
study, characteristics to ‘look for in an 1ndiv1dual who 1is
operating in objectivity 1n parenthesis were presented (a)
validation of assertions without referring to an objective
reality. (b) appreciating the legitimacy oE other people 8
\ealities.,(c) not entering lnto negation of another based

on some privilegedmatceSS‘te an objective reality. End (d)

\‘a
o ,\3‘

‘\*

-
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accepting responslbllity . for the reality whlch one brlnga

, Eorth Each interview wlll be dlscussed ln terms oE the

itances towards objectivity as reflected by each couple in

their languaging. ‘ ) S o _!
Cw , N e ‘i'””‘ﬂ‘

L

Billy and Veronica | = o (.

\.

4

' Hy U . [ i ! b
Veronlca was the moré verbal ' of the two' in terms of this
. . A

particular interview. She can be characteriied as funétion~
N A

ing in objectivity with parenthesls as. heﬁ-brimary moda of

operat;ng. Particularly evident .is: that when she speaks. she

speaks for herself Also. when she reflects on. how Billy.

might - Eeel she does so 1in a tentative mannet For example.
during the interview she prefaces ‘a particular comment with

"maybe this 13 puttlng words in your mouth" (p. 5).

Bllly also Eunctions in a way in whlch he assumes téhpdﬁ‘

‘ sibillty for ‘his actions ‘and tecognizes ‘the 1egitimacy of -

another's reality. - For’ example. in commenting about how

other people have reacted to their decision. Billy says that

~people can-say what they want and he and VerOnica don't hold
any grudge because "that's just thelr opinion. that!s,the,

' way‘they-feei"-(p. 13).

-

'*Billy -and Veronica also demonsttate the 1mportande they

attach to- attempting to understand each other s world ‘and the -

~worlds of people outside their relationshlp This effort 18~ 

mi‘<;";
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summarized in the Eollowing excerpt ‘which occurs while theyﬁf

- Al
are discussing the adjustment they have madew in their

expectations for each other since their baby was born,.

(Page 9) : '.Q’ . , ~‘ C \

)

Billy : What 8 that old saying?

Veronica Wa1k<a mile in my moccasins before you judge me,
walk a mile. in my moccasins .

A highlight 'of the interview with Billy and Veronica is

. observing how they interact together in tetms of . objectivity&

For example\\the Eollowing excerpt shows how Veronica ini-

tially demonstratns some negation of other peoplers reality

and the interesting subsequent interaction

(Page 16) R -~

Lee:  What dd you' think of '1f I could stay home I would’
in terms of finances. You folks, at the time you

: weren t too Einancially stabIe and yet you. said

Veronica: 'No; "I think for a lot of Couples - its %sb““ch bf
junk. - Not ‘everybody. I think for some people to

%

o ; put groceries on the table they both have to work. .
’ " But, I-know. one couple — she's working but they
Just ‘bought an 1800 square foot houge. I mean, ..
‘there's no reason that they had to buy that house

Tos ’iat that time, 'If they really wanted to be home she
s could-haVe - RO R o : .

‘s@,

' Billy‘ You come down pretty hard

S . T R
Veronica No. I‘m saying»that if .... I mean, its a matter
‘ of priorities - If she really wanted to be home

‘and. 1f .her ‘husband really wanted her to be home{

they could get by on: one salary - , o

Billy: You look at what our parents got ‘by on. I“sleptr

- With three guys in one bed My two brothers and

R

o
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myself slept in the same "hed when we were growing

up. Its all &a matter of your priorities. Now-

adays, some people say "they'd 1like to have theilr

2000 square foot house; their car, you know every-

“thing bought and. paid for before they'd even start

a family and that wasn't important to us. What was

important to us was just béing able to have a baby

— ‘because ‘at that time we were having a .tough time

' conceiving one so we just sald that if we have one,
we'll get by. Ilke we'll*get by.

Lee:f You . seem to have quite a bit of confidence ln each
< other to say 'well we'll do 1t somehow' P
" Billy: were not strapped 1like a lot of people are. We:
‘ ~ have some investments "as well. I . have my own
backhoe : T
Veronica: Maybe.-I'm being a llttle — I don't know whether

I'd say. I'm being a bigot ‘but we've never really
been put to the test, do you know ‘what ‘I mean?
~Like we say, hey, even 1if we were financially
strapped, 1'd stay home and we'd do it, but we've
. never really been tested as far as 'oh there's only )
. $100 left in our bank account, now what do we do?'
'So Billy's probably right, ' m coming down a little
bit hard on other people . /S
ARE

In this examﬁie, Veronlca lnltially‘makes;a‘comment wh1§h
seemsﬁcritical; however. Billy's perturoation about coming'
| down hard seems to trigger a more moderate response tn her
response more typical of the acceptance oE other people they

demonstrate in the remainder'of the 1nterv1ew ‘,‘ B

8.
\

One - Einal observation concerning‘BiT”? and Veronica is .
"that they talk rather extensively about their Eaith and how h:“'

1t has affected their values .and communication Ihe diacus-

o

‘sion occurs within the follovlng context

Ny B L » A
(Page 20)» AL I < 4 .
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- Lee: " You'd go to great lengths to figure something out
L : rather than’ to compromise your decision, you know
h o what I mean — 1f you. were out of work tomorrow ‘

' ' you'd figure something out. You'd go back to your -
previous job or something s ’ :

4

A ., . Billy: Exactly.l Something would arise that I know I'd be‘ta
able - to‘ get 1into ——  some - work 'somewhere. It
: wouldn't |be 1like I'd have to be unemployed for the
- rest. of my 1ife. .. I know I could get. into something
again. \ oy :

i
'

. \ . .
Veronica: I think a' lot of that comes Erom our Eaith too. I
think we've both kind of. grown to the conclusion
that. God 1s really up °‘there and He really 1is

'looking after us. And, He's not going to let us

- gtarve, you*know. and so there's kind of been a

. \ relaxation about it that way too, that we often

o - have’ said, ' gee, we're looked after.' Things just -

‘ ' ‘ seem-to click. ' g v - o

: <0 3111§?S"‘we were hesitant to maybe  £i11 you in on 'that but
v * . \  ~now, that Veronica's . kind of broken the mold, .we.
‘ “really have a Eirm faith :

o : ‘ih a.senséw'biily and Veronica exhibif objectivity with—-
.out parenthesis\ in terms oE their distinction concerning
religigg However. at the same time.'they show some of the

“hother characteristics of objectivéﬁy with parenthesis For
iexample. Billy s hesitancy about bringing up_their religion
»'seems to be in the\ interest of recognizing other people s
175,_t' :1‘ -”realities as legitihate One gets the sense that these
| l“people are speeking fbr themselves. their religion is righti
'Eor them and they present it as such In the interview
“'setting they don't show any inclination to negaté another 's

;' . .
N * .

reality concerning contrasting beliefs
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‘to me" (p..l).

N . ' Anna ‘and ‘Andrew

’
» b

I ! ' 3

\ . o
In reviewing the interview transcript to determine Anna

——

and'. Andrew's typical stances towards objectivity. what is

)

striking 1is that the couple are very clear about what they

want | This point T will be expanded upon since it seems“

and Veronica.-Anna end Andrew have religious bellefs about

which they are firm: For example. Andrew is‘discussing the

'importance to them of raising their child themselves and
states as follows: S L e

~

(Page 12)

. Andrew It 1is G?itten in the Holy Scriptures ‘trailn a child

in the way he, should go ‘and when he, 18 old he will
not depart from it' ‘and.so we bel\EVe in this as
well? It ig in early childhood that (a child's per-

sonality develops) but you can argue that its two or'

l three or seven. 1 don't know, but ‘it certainly is.
And we're not opposed to a daycare, that they are
anything bad but we would have. to rate them second,

. ,tNird or . fourth best, certainly not number one.

[y
, !
. N

| Anna makes a similar comment . in stating that her point

2

. of view is that "motherhomd is a real gift from God and I

N

central to understanding how they function As with Billy. .

-

NS

don't want anyone else to raise the children He has entrusted -

. ' : .' A
\ . .

fpp— . v [ . . . \

¢+

Besides attempting to follow their religious beliefs,

: Anna and Andrew seem to make comparisons to others but as a’

T

way of helpint to affirm their particular approach For{
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‘example. Andrew states that they are very Eortunate to g@

' allowed to have ‘a house while others must rent and also have*‘

N \ T

the wiEe work Also. he says that although their home is

Q modest. it 1s much more than their parent s generation would\“

Al
\

~expect. . Or, in ‘the following excerpt Anna and Andrew are -
describing the ' importance oE communicatgon fand how they

spend considerable time talking with their infant "Anna‘j"
, ) s
' states that - in her church nursery there are several young

babies and that she notices her daughter seems very alert

‘! ~——

: ‘compared'to the others* Shevbelieves this is because they
do spend a considerable amount of time talking with her

They continue as follows: _"‘ L .

Andrew Because we' ve seen this first hand in oyt daughter'
and, whether we're wrong or not,. we think we're,

- tight. . So this does deepen our convictions on the
daycare issué because again, wherever she ‘'is she is
going to be 1learning and we would 1like~ as .much as
possible to control to a: degree what shes learning ‘
And just because they may be good I think her mother
would be better RN .

Lee: Yes. you have to Eeel committed ‘to wha___xgn__are
- doing , , o

[\

From the"ﬂéscription to date. Anna and Andrew seem to be:

Eunctioning in objectivity without parenthesis in terms of."f'

ftheir distinctions and in terms oE their emphasis On "right‘\
.Horrwrong" in relation to their ability to influence theirf

- daughter s "proper" development However. - some f otherp

Vcheir viewing their religious beliefs'as being separate Erom ;Qfa
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excerpts modify thls polnt For efample when Anna made the//’

L

»‘f -Y,"comment about her daughter s ale tness compared to the 92ﬁgr‘

: church nursery chlldren. she’ ended lt wlth "Anyway.ithat Ls a

A o mother s biased oplnlon" (p );f Or. at another stage in

v R - o R

F the 1ntervlew. Andrew discusses the reactlon of other people

. / B ,
S ,to thelr declslon as Eollows S
(Page 6) ‘ ;‘1g é 7/“‘;”‘ - - L ;_l‘ne‘”_f'

SR Andrew Q I can remémber .the ‘older women.' -older meaning

‘ R ,aboun S0 or o;%r. 50 to 80 0of 90. I can remember a

o r-ﬂ lot of people would ask’ and some ‘would be surprised

. and yet 1n,¢hat age group, they would always smile

"at ‘her as . if" they were pleased wlth the declslon

'But‘still.; y were . surprised . The older genera—

. o -tion stil remembers their -day and they weTre pleased.

v . With- her. And in‘our generatlon. its ‘mixed. Some

. people ‘would say good, ' some people,/WOuld kind  of

raise "thHeir eyebrows, other people” ‘Wouldrn't say any-

thing Kut 1t was written all over thelr faces that
its our decision, you do what you’ want' They —

would/mlnd their own business (laughs). So 1 guess

we got about every possible reaction. :

Andrey seemed to be open to and - 1nterested in the re—,l

sponses oE others. or. 1n other words. able to accept thelr‘
‘reallt es concerning his and Anna s decislon, Finally. the

‘foll wing descrtption by Andrew of the kind oE wife he was‘

.

T /-
T lzyging for seems to- be characteristic of how he mlght deal‘

th other people “:,' .

(Page 15) . |

. Andrew:. I'm pretty strong on 1t that as long as we re capable
. —"_,.  .to have a homeé, that she stay home, but. I didn't want~
S to fight with anyone about 1t so that was really: one -
of my prerequlsltes in my wife Like iE I. I mean I

Cia
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-

know enough about girls to know that if a girl had to

- g0 out when by my standards :ft) wasn't necessary -
" Ffinanclally, if we coulds live without 1it, and she’
s~ 8411l wanted to go out, we would probably differ .on a:

* bunch of other things and she would not be suitable.

.Of course, there are other criteria in choosing a .

wife. " .That was & major one because I'm quite strong
~on it. That's one thing and the other thingjis that
I didn t want to Eight with anyone on\it to

It seems that Anna and Andrew functton in objectivity
‘without parenthesis in the sense oE looking Eor the right way
"to be. y However. the clarity *they seek is Eor themselves

“Andrew s previous comment about not wanting to fight with
'Y

anyon’e seems typical of how the two of them would likely "

-‘function in other situations While ~searching Eor clarity

‘for themselves they would not likely "Eight" with someone in

the sense of attempting to. negate another reality or ‘see it

S

‘as‘ less legitimate ‘then their own.. - Instead they mayv’
.reinEorce that " the choices they have made seem right forf; ,

'themselves but may not be right for other pe0ple " Also they_

¢

'would likely see other points of view as different rather oo

than wrong Finally. with their ability to plan eEEectively.

they may describe themselves as: structwring their lives tol'.

_' _:avoid situations which would go against their beliefs and? !

Cvalues. T

- 0 Jack and Jill .
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' The most striking observations about Jack and J111's



talks about her parent '8 marriage

(Page 20) . ..o

5

-'stance towards objectivity -is their acceptance of other .

‘peOple!s realities‘asflegitimate and”their‘unwillingness to*

negEte others"“ For example. in the Eollowing excerpt Jill

i

L.

6'.

-Jiliguﬁ:f.‘ﬁut 1. said to ,them many times, Af things aren't

~ﬂworking out. after this many yeats—they've been martried
. for. about 28 years-—if after this many years things
?‘areh Lt working out: I: think .you should definitely
" 'decide whether or hot it.would be a good idea to part
" and be happy people. But they're. basically happy With -
the situation because it's all they've ever known. So
when I .speak of happiness my happiness 8 - totally
different than theirs. : B ,(L o ‘

Lee:' They don’ t know what you mean‘
‘\

‘ Jiii: Yes. and that s totally understandable 1 can't expect

them to understand what I'm trying to get across to
them . After all, I'm just a 1itt&e . Sprout compared to .
them in many, many ways but, 1its funny. its @nly‘been
in about the last two weeks that I've: Finally started -
to ask’ them’ questions about ‘my . childhood .and “why they
did certain.: things .and what made" ‘these things occur.
Their: answers are extremely interesting "1 can. seef.
' that a lot of it‘was fotce, but row. its gecome old hat.'_
. 'you “kKnow, - habit. “Its very ‘engralned and its scary to
take a new path, to.try\something different when ygu've'
"~ been married to" somebody ‘for. 80 ‘many- years and yGu're
‘used to their responses and,how they're going to reac
‘1 think it ‘would certainly 'bé-he€althy for them, “for i b
. both of them, if’ they parted but I don't even know if$‘%
-.that's the main- 1ssue’ “I think’the main issue Eor:my- b
. se is to see ‘them happ —and" I. may never see the ‘day
. b lalso, in the same r spect.ﬂI want to be happy and
e ,‘that's top priority for me R o

LU

v

. ,\

Ly

Similar to other couples, Jaqk and Jill speak of concepts

'such as "bonding"‘f"fonmative years"' "eiéoholism"‘ etc.{inffﬂ

_ objectivity without parenthesis in the strict sense i e..\as



410’\

J

X " 96

entities existing separate from themselves as opposed to

brought forth by them, However, like the other couples dis-

‘cussed so far they use those terms to explaln theilr worlds

generally. For example, Jack speaks of  hils mother as a
chronic alcoholic and says his mother used him for a crutch
"and, of course, this ls'the'last thing an, alcoholic wants

1s to lose thelr crutch-—and she made things very difflcult

" for J111." (p. 3). His comment 1is' an explanation of his

world which seems to help him understand ‘and accept his

mother. Or, several times during the 1interview, Jack and

J111 comment that they are from "marred backgrounds" or use

tgggi-slmilar to that to explain thelr chlldhoods,i Agaln
this 1is ‘not‘ done in any blaming way and one senses that
neither of them would argue 1f someone else did not see the
situation that way. The distinction simply serves an
orlenting function’ and helps them ' to reflect on their
behavior as an. effort to, cafve out a 'dlfferent 1ife for

themselves and theilr child.’

\
(4

Melahie agd Joe
vHeianlevgnd Joé 'seem to-function in objectivity in paren—
thé#is‘to iééOng}dgpable extent. A classic example would be

the manner in which Joe dealt with his growing feeling that

-Helqﬁie Qbyid hét return“to work after the baby was born. As

brevlouéi&_clted. hé'didn't tell her she was going to stay

¥

L A
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home though he sensed that would be the case, Ne respected
the reallty she was presenting him as being legitimate and

rom

waited until she felt comEortable'to express herself. Joe
seems to EuncEIon with great intentionality in ter;s of his
objectivlty yith parenthesls. For example, my telephone
contact prior to the interview ras with Melanle, Neec the
end of the 1interview Melanle commented that 1 have three
children. (She knew this because 1 had to cancel an inter-—
vlew due to the birth of my third chlld ) Joe stated, "I
didn't know and 1 deliberately didn't know because I didn't
want to get into thls thlng of saying 'you know', I-dtdn t
want to start that. 'you know' stuff (p. 18). One final
‘example which serves to 1llustrate Joe's functioning 1in
objectivity 1in parenthesis 1s his willingness to accept

differences in the way 1in which he and his wife functton.

He comments as follows;

"(Page 6) i

Joe: A lot of the development of our relationship had to
do with the recognition that we had a lot in common,
but significant differences too—and the recognition
of those differences. I'm a relatively calm person.
Melanie is not always a calm person and is prone to
peaks and valleys.

’ ‘%‘:

K]

Later in the interview, Joe demonstrates how he accepts
the differences between he and Melanie (particularly as cur-—
rently she is having some emotionally and physically diffi-

cult pefiods in the. last several weeks of her pregnancy)

PR



In' fact, Melanle comments as follows:

(page 18) -

Melanie: He understands me, He tries really hard to under—
stand whereas 1its easier to say 'oh no, thete she
goes again'. The man wlll take off or do~hls own
thing or something but Joe will never do that. He'll
say, I think that is what he will say 'poor woman
she's going through all this' and so he's very
empathetic. I feel that, it's not just me saying
it, 1 feel it. 1If he would say to me 'oh babe, I
kn what you'te going through' and not feel 1it I
would know it because I'm so sensitilve,

Melanie too appears to function 1in what one would dis-—

\

tinguish asvobjectivity Ln.parenthesls. For example, in the
following excerpt she 1is describing the reaction of one

particular female friend who is a veterinarian and comments:

(Page 9)

.Melanle: We were golng out one night and the vet says 'you're
going to stay home?' It was as though she threw a
.'knife- in my heart because my decision wasn't
acceptdble to her—I rteally had to think what to say
to myself. 'There's nothing wrong with het reac-
tion. For all I know she may be feelling guilty
because she's going to work, who knows, and its not
up to me to analyze that either. I just have to
stick to, my decision and feel good about it. Once
I ﬁoqig} feel good about it then I'll have to

congﬂer-another option.' But, yes, gullt.

' In this example, Melanie acknowledges the Iegitlmacy of
her friend's reaction. Also, by her comments that it's not
up to her (Melanie) to analyze why her friend reacts as she

’ 1] .

‘does, Melanie shows her willingness to accept a "multiversa".

Later in relation to this same friend, she cqmments. "what—
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*

ever wotrks for you, fhen go for it"™ (p. 9).

Melanle and Joe also Elnd‘a way to Eunctioﬁ with pqople‘
whose- values age similar or different from thexr own.
Melanie comments that "Joe and I, think the same a lot and
maybe 1f these pedple think too diffecrently from us—thats
fine and we can be friends, but jou know how there aré.dlf;

ferent levels of frlendship——thaé's what I meag«" (p- 8).

In the following comments, Joe and Melanle also reflect

on their feeling that sometlmes they don'tlget the same kind

of openness from their friends as they themselves extend:

(Page 14)

Joe: .... So its very difficult often for people to say
'look, times are. a 1little rough right now', or

‘gosh, my wife is having a hard time'. ‘

Lee: . So in your circle of friends you don't get'th;\§k1nd
} - of honesty—that sense that therels pluse or
. minuses, you know, that. they're good ‘days and bad

' days. -

Melanie: That there's nofmality! And then I sit back and
say to Joe 'Why do I feel so awful?' And he'll say
'sweets, it's normal' . '

~ \

Similarities in Stances Towards Objectivity:

j The Study Couples

b_Three,of the characteristics mentioned by Maturana (1986)
as being descriptive-of a person who 1is operating in objec-

tivity with parenthesis efféctively‘ describe ghe eight

\ .

4
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" husbands and wives»who participqted‘in this.study. In par~—
ticular, they vere Ufairly "consistent 1in appreciating the
legitimacy of othetr’ people 8 realf?ies. didn't tend to negate .
others- based .onk some . privileged access to an objective
reality. and ' took. responsibility for 'the reality which each
of them brought forth. As discussed, although the partﬂci—’

o pants did at times validate their essertions by referrcing to

an objective reality such as a religious dlety, those asser—
tions were mede'in a responsible way in the sense.thet they
helped the éarticipants to explain their worlds and to
cleriEy vhat felt right for them. This assessment of thelr
stance_towarqs objectivity is, - oE course, based on observa-
tions of their lanénaging. For ‘exanple. when One‘ person
expressed what was thought might be the other's opinion it'
was done ;ith considérable tentativeness and with an openness
to the response of the other . Additionally. their mutual
’perturbations seemed to have the effect of keeping them in a
’stable pattern of interaction which can be ‘described as
objectivity in ‘parenthesis (or of reorienting them if one of
them began to "stray" Erom that world vigw as evidenced\in
ﬁ;@w:. _the excerpt cited earlier: from the interview with Billy and

Y

Veronica. Eor example). ‘ - S PN
. A final comment éggcekning the couple's stances towards

obJectivity is that they do seen to engage in the type. of’
conversations which Hendez. COddou.- and Maturana (1986)——



T01

[l

described as  characterizing a family which. functions  in
) ‘ . | . “ , ‘ . IS , . )

objectlvity in parenthesis—1.e., conversations for co-—
. . ! ‘ - . .
ordination of aFtlonsr' In the interview"dialogue and in the: .

description, each couple made of thelir décilen.,one notes

£

discuasion oriented to the present, an‘absence of blamfﬁg.

. accusation, etcA_.In'Eact. openness and acceptance seem CO(‘
be the pervasive features of their congersationa. t : o '

-

Stance Towards Objectivity: The Interviewer . !

My 1intention was to function 1in objectiVity;.in . paren-—

thesis during the interviews. 0ccaslona11y.§1 was aware‘of

doing so with considerable deliberateness. For ekample}

3

~ while Verontca was preparfng alhOt drink for ua‘prior to my
beginning to tape the first interview, she and Billy asked
//que ion about childrearing. prefaclng it wlth a "you' ve ”
got kids. tell us what you think" type of comment ' I told(\ E
them that 1 hadn't any professional expertlse 1n the parti— ‘
cular area and then talked from my personal experience in'’
terms of what I had dene with my children I Eelt it was
like an "acid test” at some level to see if I would talk Erom h
my experience the way 1 wanted them to dof. For the majortty‘._

of the interviews, far Eromisensing such deliberateneas in

my responses; I Eelt immersed 1n"£nteracting with the COuples"

" and in wanting to understand their experiences and how they

interacted together.
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 The uresearch question related to -the interviewer and

objectivity asked 1f the researcher used\a consistent stance.

@

towards objectivity throughout the study interviews In .

freviewing the interview transcripts I distinguish myself as
‘.having EunctiOned more consistently in objedtivity in paren—
thesis than not. The more interesting question may well’

relate to.what characterized my verbal languaging (since the

study is restricted to this area) when I distinguish myselfl

,ias shaving Eunctioned most and 1least 1in objectivity in -

_parenthesis. Responding to that question provides direction

‘for the remainder of the discussion

\

My ‘interview behavior can be conceptualized as being on

a certainty/tentativeness continuum At the certainty end’

:were those interactions in which 1I sounded most sure aboutv

what a couple s experiences were or should be For example,
,in a previously cited excerpt from the interview with Jack

and Jill I declared that the behavior they just exhibited

'reprgsented a style oE interacting which they had Thislwas
.cdone with more certainty than I intended or liked Or. near
the . end of the intecview with Anna and Andrew. Andrew asked,

,what I have found from interviewing other ceuples I indi—'

i-cated that I'd interviewed only one other couple so I didn t

PR have much sense of the study co les' experiences to date I

ted (based on my review oE the literature in the area)

e . Ty o

” v

I thought the degree of commitment which couples have toﬁ
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their decision certainly would vary As‘might/ak expected
’Anna and Andrew then talked about themselves and their degree'
<of commitmeﬁt Responses of mine which could be placed on:
‘the certain end oE the continuum were perturbations yhich_

seemed to have the eﬁfect of making it more diEficult for the

couples to respond ‘on the basis oE their unique experiences

”The responses need not be. classified as’ either bad ot good;,

‘

‘ but rather as providing a direction ot Eramework vhen perhapsj
‘?‘so, much direction oru that particular Eramework wasn't.
M . ‘, . ' % K

required A ,“ ‘. E "

ton
Y

~—

‘éesponses‘at the tentative end of the cortinuum can be
distinguished as expressing more openness to’ hearing the .
couple-s experience .and ’to 'claiming théj reality 1 was:
bringing forth as my own 'The comments. "I'might be reading
hinto it" (Jack and Jill p: 9) or "you were experimenting—-;'
that s my word" (Jack and Jill p 12) are examples of the

4 latter\. Perhaps the most interesting observation regardingn7

'perturbations of a tentative nature is thaé at least once iny ,f

‘each interview either the couple or 1 initiated a discussionfi-‘v

ab%Ft"whether'lOr not . we were meeting :each ‘other s,“’\“

expectations _ For. example..in a break in the taping of One'f.f

LS

interview. Melanie was caring for the baby and Joe and I;”";"

, were talking as, he prepared tea He comments that he hopesﬂ'”'““

‘they have been answering my questions satisfactorily Thef

[ )

ifollowing dialogue with Andrew is typical oE how ‘I answeredft :

AR L . ! - . ' L ‘

e y
B S
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. ' such questions;

)
' (Page 10) |
'Andreﬁ: ;Have we been answering your questions properly°
3 Lee:f . Oh yes!j"well, there s no proper (laughing) - L
N o .~ haven't .got a 'properly’'. It's just that I want to‘

.V ... know.about:yo particular experiences

~
a

Th couples cgg be distinguished as responding with

increased openness following interactions of the type just
4

f’mentioned For example. ‘'shortly after the preceding inter—
J‘action;' Andrew commented that he'd lost his job a week“

before. This was a very significant experience for him yet

| he did not bring it up until well into the interview (One

can conjecture that he might have expected I would pick up

-

on some oE the cues (perturbations) he gave earlier in the‘

T

interview in his comments about Einances or, that perhaps our
differences in the use of verbal languaging as discussed“

previously made this disclosure impossible beEore this time )'

v

-

t vity in parenthesis is. complete The four dimensions of

operating in objectivity in parenthesis: as proposed bY*JAV;

1 Mendez. Coddou. and Maturana (1986) have been used to examine

'whether ot not. a ch ‘racteristic stance toward objectivity_ ‘

could be distin 1 “d in each study participant.‘ Some con-

f'sideration was given to how each husband and wife perturbed

each other to keep objectivity i:n parenthesis as  a stable‘

The discussion oE the study questions related to’ objec—:

3e
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- manner oE interacting as a couple E‘lnally; é'éérta’inty/

tentativeness continuum was used to discuss the languaging-

'
. "

"of the researcher as it related to objectlvlty i.n paren-'

thesis. ; The conclusion of this dl@ussion marks the end of“ﬂ

“thé cohsiderat’lon oE study results The 'Elna.l chapter wnl‘
3 1nc1ude the presentation of an organlzational framework for

_the ensuing discussion. conslderation of 1mp11cations of

Maturana's : theory. .a computation of Maturana, ‘Bateson, and
von. Foerster, and, lastly, a discussion of some Q.nali.pbs'erj.

vations ,which arose from the process 65 theory applléat‘tpn.



| - . DISCUSSION
Implications oE Maturana s Theory DiStinguishing‘

Health Problems. or. Pathology in the Study Couples

This section will present a Eramework Eor distinguishing

health problems and athology and will discuss how that
8 |

“Eramework ev01Ved from the process of theory aPplication

which was entailed in: this*gtudy,’/This approach is . deemed

appropriate because the nature of the theory application

tprocess is to use something and to see: what parts of’ it one

-

can _make one -] own As with the presentation of the study

"

results as they related to the researcher, again I will use

the first person as one way of claiming the distinctions I y

make as my own.

a * - .- 'preconceptions, the Interview Process =~

_and Interview Analysis
. “ o ' f \

" In the presentation‘of the problem'statement~ 1 described

'“how the research project evolved into its current form. ‘,At*

‘”fthat time.‘I commented that such a description would among.-

otherithings. reflect some of the understandings which I had:

“‘when I began interacting with the couples. i e my current

"”[?structure. As suggested in that initial discussion.x S

i ’~expected to see some>prob1ems.‘ For example. I expected the_“

"decision to be ‘a complex one and the adjustment to staying

a

’fhome ‘to be a situation which would involve considerable

”conflict~ Eor the wife (and perhaps the couple) These
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expectations coexisted at some 1eve1 with the understanding
that these‘c" 'es were undergoing a life transition without‘
‘having soug t therapeutic assistance and that they had

volunteered to _interviewed concerning that experience

In the first7inte view. 1 was surprised atutheuease with
‘ which the coupie described”themseaveS‘as making'the'decision:‘
As. presented earlier, when asked Veronica said‘sheruiihe

to. stay home if she could B%lly simply agreed and they"

‘proceeded to set a date. Also. I enjoyed being 'with the

\
"y

Hcouple and the openness with ‘which‘ they intéracted. 'The
uother three interviews were basically the same | In‘alway.
the issue oE deciding iE the wife would return to work after
_‘Childbirth was a very much a "non issue" and 1 questioned
'what in their history of interacting together could account

'for such ease.

Y

The question was not a simple one Eor several reasons
,Fori example,. I ‘COuld have characterized each couple . as .
<experiencing a considerable degree of" stress at‘the time of.Li
- making the decision and/or at ‘the time of the interview i
4‘ﬂBilly and Veronica made the decision at a time when Billy had‘

‘ lno joh_ Anna and Andrew ‘were Eacing the current situationgf‘
ibﬁhat Andrew had just lost his job Jack and Ji11 hadi”'

-experienced the pervasive‘ influence of Jack's' alcoholie—

mother early in their reLationship and her relatively recent
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N

»

‘death.\as well as- an unexpectedwfregnancy before they-were'

married Lastly, Melanie and Joe ‘had a’ lz month old and were

expecting a second child in a Eew weeks. Another difficulty

involved in attempting to determine why the decision was made .

y '

with ease is that some of the couple s behaviors might hrave

v
been categorized as problem behaviors in a traditional sense.

N

For example. Eairly Erequently they Einished each other s

f'sentences‘ K»At " other times. they spoke- for each other »

Finally. the question seemed complex because the couples,

&

related in diEferent ways. which I attempted to at -least

'bring forth partly in my description oE their languaging

For example Billy and Veronica were characterized as playfuld

while Anna and Andrew were described as planEul or. Jaci-and

W

“Jill languaged well together without talking everything

;through while Joe and. Melanie seemed to have a clear ‘sense

f"i'terizing a healthy—couple One replied that a healthy couple‘_ﬂ-'

“of their process R ..' L -

)

In search oE an explanation for my - observations. and

‘because of my limited experience in’ dealing with families. I ‘j‘

1asked two experienCed therapists what they saw .as charaCd~

'_.is a couple that oan solve problems in their vrelationship

Lt
i

‘(H white. personal communication. November 7,‘ 1986)

fAnother responded that a problem isn't a problem unless its -

fa problem (J Amundson. personal communication.‘November 7

'“-"?,}1986) These distinctions.' a ghorough rereadins 0f the
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 Maturana, 1986 p. 2) : ”‘ C f

e

- Mendez, - Coddou. and Maturana (1986) in particular. and my

experience An- analyzing the interviews led to my d}stin— i

guishing the Eollowing Eramework and 1ts exPlanation as it

4 A
"

relag&L\to the study couples Cy " ‘«5. o .

" . ’ e . ! . Fo

o
s \

Framework For Distinggishing Hgalth, Problems, g

_gthology in Couples Not Seeking,Therapy :;

S
e
K

The framework Eorf‘distinguishing 'heglth‘ problems. qr

pathology"rconsis%s oE two statements which" Maturana put

forth——simply. that a. composite unity can have any structure

asiﬁong as it ‘maintains . its organization (i e. “ identity as

W

specify it ‘and someone’ must accept 1en (Mendez{ Coddou”'&‘p

~
v

The Eirst statement is - a Eundamental notion about the

relationship between organization and structure (e g "

, I

Maturana. 1986) which I had known Eor some time ' However.

“ .
s o

the full impact of that statement became apparent only when

related to the couples in my.study My interviews wete of

Pour couples who interacted in four idiosyncratic ways'i (IE

I had interviewed 100 couples. I would have had transcniptsf

'ﬁmﬂ”wof 100 couples operating in idiosyncratic ways ) But what

[J

toae — o ,' R y
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a system) and: that "Eor a- problem to exist someqne ‘must

b

' I reflected on the issue oE health and pétholdzy as it

"75 was ' significant is that all these ways;worked——each couplq
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%égistinguished themselves as a couple. Furthermore, they

cepted my disthctLon that they had made. a decislon

1"'

gethen o ' L .
b‘ : ' 4
~ *¥T6 deal wlth the second statement in the framework, the

:‘&

couples did not specify themselves as having a problem in
their relatlonshlp. therefore, a problem did not exist, In
fact, that_corresponded'ﬁlth my feeling that in.each inter-

‘vlew I was deallng wlth highly functioning couples even
; ol
.Vthough I couldn t say vhy by fitting the couples lnto neat

theoretital categorles.

N + . : . . ,

The two statement framework 1s a simple one. In my case,

t ¢

‘ltvhad e efé\ot oE stopping my seatrch for some sort of

.

notrms regarding healthy couples Instead I could focus on

\d

appreciating both/the stmllaritles between and the uniquengks

of each couple as they danced 1in their 1angqaglng as that
, ; '-\u v A ) . N !
coutﬁe. LN - , ﬂ
. ,.".fu -

dImpllcations of Maturana's Tleory: The Therapist

and the Process of Facilitation

Recently. Efram and Lukens (1985) presented an excellent

article on. Matutana 'S theory and its applicability to family

.

therapy. In addition, the Mendez. Coddou. and Maturana

artlcle (r986). previously cited 1n the literature review and
: >

in &he discussion of study results, has much to say about

A
’T’ " ‘. * B /
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the process of famlly therapy and the theraplist, The
following discusslion 1is desxgned to (a) highlight the pre-
viously mentioned antlclés. (b) presenc six blologtcal tenets
drawn from the presentJ!lon of the theoretical framework for
the study, (c) show which lmplicatlons for the-thgrgplst and
tthe process of therapy arise .from each tenet, ‘(d) draw
parallels between the therapist as a person and the process
of family therapy.‘(é) emphasize a self acceptance/réspon—
sibility dimension which can be brought forth reéd;ly foom
specific biologlcalltenéts. (£). discuss how the implications
iéflslng from the'blolbgical ténets can be used to a large
extent to v;ew the nngure of how any 1individual who accepts.

Maturana's theotry might function, and (g) make a point for

retaining the dtséinctlon of theraplst as facilitator.
v

Table 1.ras designed to present a vlsual conceptualiza-
tion of the major biological(fpnets of Maturana s theory and
the implicatlons for the theraplst\and the process of the;apy
as they arise from each of those tenets Three dimensions
related to structure ‘are presented separately in the theore- ‘
tical frameﬁork ?‘@n order to emphaslze_ specific impucat‘ions :
which arise rf;;m each of them. Also, another individual"
formulating this type of table could, place ‘different‘
iﬁplications under dtfferen;'tenets equaily well; the lntént
of'the‘table is to provide a comprenensive picture wﬁ%n_tne

entire listing of 1m§11cations is considered.
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Implications of Maturana's Theory:

. Procegs of Therapy

The Therapist and the

Biological Impliéatlons For

Implications For The

Tenet . 0 The Therapist Progcess of Therapy
A 1living system Recognizes his cqgnizes people
is8 organiza- bilological limita- usually function on
tionally closed tions and accepts the basis of an
’ epistemological objective world.

stance of

objectivity in

parenthesis.

° doesn't validate
arguments ot
negate others on °
the basis of an
objective world.

? Recognizes his
reality 1s no more
legitimate than
anyone else.

° takes full respon-—
sibility for his
L ) reality and his
- : ‘ actions.

’

Recognizes he can't
know what is right
for the family.

|

Deals with the probleﬁ
which the family
brings forth. .

A living system . Accepts self as
1s structurally being how he must be

- determined. .. - due to his structure.

‘

Accepts family

members as being how
they must be due to
their structures.
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Table 1 (Con't,) o

" Blological ' Impilcattons For . ' 1Implications For The

Tenet . ~ The Therapist .__Procegss of Therapy
Recognizes problems Recognizes problems
in relating to in interacting with

.others.are due to family members are’
" structural due to structural
differences differences (versus.

resistance etc.).

Recognizes he can't  Selects perturbatlons
make people change. (languaging) he hopes
' will, act as . ortho-
gonal inte q/;ions

Recognizes actual
" ' _ changes determined

by the family's

structure.

A living system Views self as chang— Recognizes family®

undergoes con-— ing continuously. ‘members are changing
tinuous structural ' continuously. Do
change. ~ : .

' Views self as Views others as
(deliciously) (deliclously) .
unpredictable. unpredictable. .,

A composite unity* Recognizes he is a Recognizes he inter—
interacts through component of various acts with family

its structure. composite unities’ members and not
. which he integrates "the famlly" per se.
e.g., family, therapy o

_team, etc. ' N
o _ . A

. Existence '1s an Recognizes meaning, = Does not view family .
- ontogenic drift. purpose, furiction, _ function in terms of

etc. as descriptions: meaning, purpose,
which he and others function, rules, etc.
' bring forth. : B

? e , : Recognizes the re- Recognlzes the con-
k .lationship between servative orientation

stability and change. of the family system.

' % Composite unity is used .because the impllcations ‘£ocus -on
social systems. ' ‘ .

@



‘Biological

' 0

Tabie | (Con‘t.)

114

L/

Implications For
The Therapist

Implications For Ihe
Process‘oE.Therapy

Tenet
Emotioning and

'+ "languaging:

Brailding of the
physiologlcal and
interactive ‘
domains.

 Views langﬁaging as

an interactive’
phenomenon which

involves more than

words.

VTéws emotional

postures as deter-

y
Observes for patterns
of languaging and
emotions between
family members.

Chooses languaglng
with care.

mining what languaging

can occur.
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Tenet #1. A Living System is Organizationally Closed

The notion of organizetlonal closure and the dlmenslons

of operating if objectivity . in parenfhesis‘we:e‘diseussed in

the preceding chapters. To add to those understandlngs. ‘the
first polnt to be made 1is that the therapist who ls in
objectivity in parenthesis 1is most probably operating Erom a

different epistemological stance than the.peopievhefseés.‘ A

,&é}or implication of this situation is thatllikely the family

will see the therapist as en~expert. but the‘thefabist must
be clear 1ﬁ his mind that he‘has no ﬁore access to the truth
than does any other humaﬁ. In regards to'th;s. one thefapist
talks ' to other helpefs in etaﬁf eduéatioﬁ %fog}ams about
"truth and beauty" 1in .therapy. When asked what that ' truth
and beeuty is he repliea* "yes" .(Joﬁ Amundepa. persqgai
communication, January 15' 1987). The 'aiternative to the'

therapist's seeing himself as an expert 1s outlined by]

‘Mendez. Coddou and Maturana (1986) as Eollows

If we put objectivity . in parenthesis we . mustr recognize:

' . that we can only act under the authority, and, herice,
- with the powver, granted to us by the implicit social
consensus or explicit social agreement that defines cer- -
tain behaviours as pathological or .problematic in ‘the
.domain of.interactions in which they take place. Indeed,
putting objectivity in parenthesis: entails the explictt,
recognition that the desirability. or. ‘undesirability of .

- any -given behaviour is: socially determined, and ‘that we
.cannot go claiming . that something is good or bad,
healthy or unhealthy in 1itself; 'as  if these were
intrinsic. constitutive. features of]itt(ppu‘lz & 13). :

R e../,
’

9
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someone who is socially empowered to bring Eoreh either

health or, pathology (as was discussed An the preceding sec— '

tion om implications of Maturana s theory for distinguishing

health problems. and pathology )

A second implication arising Erom the biological tenet-

oE organizational closure is that i1f the realities of the
Eamily’ members are equally gegitimate.v then ‘the therapist
deals with' their distinctions regarding the problem and the
=‘"cure". Efran and Lukens (1985) " make thisw case well as

b

follows: L\ A

Note, too, that  the form oé a’ problem—the . domain in
which it exists——determines the - Eorm of its 'cure’

‘If an unhappy spouse 1s .no , longer displeased with.the‘

marital relationship, ‘& 'cire' has been achieved, whether

the person is or is not having sex more often and whether‘v

or not the person 8 partner \is still " having affairs.

Why? Because the petrson says so. While. other ctiteria .

'may fascinate the researchér or therapist, they are
irrelevant unless ‘or until the person adopts them as his
or her own (p 28) \ ,

_n‘AIthough not‘new theﬂtherapy. thevnotionlof déaling with
the-’ family ‘member s distinctions regarding'fhealth“andfj‘

'pathology now has an explanation based on the biologicall.

;.limitations of the‘therapist. ' .?

S

116

The quotation deals with the therapist as a specific case . of

/
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ZahJA ‘lvln‘ System is Structurally Determlned'

ES )

Both selE acceptance . and acceptance of others as being

A

)

Ahow~\they must'. be can be a direct result :of understanding 2
Q'Maturana sf‘cwncept oE.,structure‘ determinism. - IE the
'ftheraplst combines self acceptance wlth the ethical view of -
4.belng responslble Eon all actlons as outllnéd ln tenet one.f
the therapist can brlng forth a’ self acceptance/responsl—l
billty way of thinking and actlng Another 1mplicatlon which
jcan ‘be brought forth from this tenet is that when a problem«
in lnteractlng with otherﬁ ls seen as due to structural dlf-hv
Eerences., that puts the problem ln a relatlonshlp context'
‘rather than attributin; the problem to ~one ‘ot motre indivl—’,
fduals~lnvolved The adVantages of a relatlonshlp view will"
be explored more in the ensulng sectlon whlch deals with

' Maturana 1n contekt ' Stlll another point related to struc—
‘ture determlnlsm ls that “as the therapist deals with the .
‘Eamlly members; 'recognlzing ,that actual changes wlll beS
:determined by . the Eamily structure (1 e., the Eamlly members"}
-and their. relatlonshlps) This vlew can lead a therapist to .
;‘;query why anyone should bother to attempt change (Colapinto.;ff/
~l985) or it can lead to a reassessment of what the theraplsti
can be responsible for 1n dealing with an organizatlonally
“closed structurally determined system : Maturana 8 answerb

‘7 o that question would be that the therapist ls responsible

-EOr perturblngqand that perturbations must be selected which
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will' aclt‘ as ‘orthogonal interactions to disintegrate the par—

, ticular system which has .been distinguished as a- problem

Mendez. Coddou. and Maturana (1986) describd .an ortho&onal

interaction as an interaction with' members 'of a system that'

'does not entail their participation as components of  that

B system. By . contrast . non'. orthogonal interactions "are part

of the dynamics of a system and &mfirm it (p. 25) .. For.
, ,

example. if a husband and wife come to a therapist distin—

guishing themselves -as unhappy and the therapist observes‘_-

that they  blame each other repeatedly in their languaging."
he would interact with the family conCernin& something other
than their blamining~ in the hope of triggering a change in
one or both of them 80" that they could no longer enter into
blaming sorts of conversations »In other words, the specific‘
type of family. distinguished as an unhappy Eamily. would‘,
disintegrate if the orthogonal interaction was successful

and, a new type oE family would arise In the process. ‘if"

the Eamily disintegrates as 'a Eamily because the emotion'

" which constitutes the Eamily disappears.i (i e"’ the passion,‘

Eor 1iving together in close physical or. emotional proximity)‘

the therapist cannot be responsible Eor that disintegration

0

! If this perspective is combined with the ethical notion oE o

the therapist as being Eully responsible for the world as,‘

' brought Eorth the result can be that the therapist will o

examine the inteqt ‘of interactions qlosely and select all -

—l

. . e - . . .



in which everything a therapist does and says and does: not

'any particular Eamily :uf~‘k' ""” 3 “..:‘“‘
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languaging with care. In fact, Mendez, Cbddou, and Maturana -

. stated the Eollowing in this regard:

The great rtesponstbility of the therapist that puts
' objectivity .1in parenthesis, 'as well as his or her
" greatest asset in' the consultation. is that he or she 1is
. not innocent in the use of language as hls or her .
instrument for ’~eliciting’ structural changes in the
" consulting individuals. (p. 31)2

Tomn (Tomm & White.-‘"l986) ac'cepted this distin’ction‘of‘;
the importance oE languaging in "the therapeutic interview

and has developed an interview approach where heée entitles

. "interventive interviewing" and defines ‘as .“an orientation'

e

do and ‘does nat say 1s reégarded ds an iritervention’ which
3 \ . ' "

;could‘be therapeutic, non therapeutic or,counter therapeutic.

/

—

To conclude the discussion concerning the mechanism of

‘ther orthogonal interaction, it can be~seen that the notion.

,provides ‘both direction and latitude Eor the therapist Thelh

therapist must be clear about the problems as brought Eorth.‘

by the family. look at what characterizes their conversations‘

‘and interact with one or more family members in ‘a diEEerent

‘ direction '”At. the same time. there are many possible i’7ﬂ

perturbations which may act as orthogonal interactions with s
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(;)//7 | A Livin s sten Undergoes Cohtinuous
\ ' | Structural Change '

In a way, this dimensionconcerning;structure provides a

| different view‘of‘the-tenet‘that change”isidetermined‘by an"
1ndividual' ‘bstructure - Fog 'example;‘ while a therapist
recognizes that the change in a family member (one component
of a family) will be due to his structure. yet he is aware
yxh also that the individual is undergoing constant change as a

‘result of his interactions yith‘\others. including‘ the

" therapist.
One additional comment concerning - continuous structural
change as an aspect‘of a living”syStem is- that living systems

.

_ are unpredictable. This feature of us as humans can generate

- a'sense of‘frustration in the therapist. Alternatively. it

‘ can trigger' excitement ' and curiosity reflected in
. Xy .
Maturana s’ (1984) comments "that the delicious uncertainty oE

'y

human life can go on because predictability As not possible" :

W 14

CQTenetfﬁ4g fA Composite,UnityilnteractseThrough'itsVStructure’—
’ This point has been dealt with to some eXtent in the
discussion just completed What this tenet does is draw
';&‘ attention to the individualé’who consistute a social system

rather than to the system itself For example. a therapist

:4‘7 who uprks withn1 a large system and has this perspective f
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would:see that alchange in self or oné other individual can,
in Eact. make a‘difference ‘In relation to the process oE‘
therapy.f Efran and ‘Lukens (1985) make it clear that  the
notion of Eamily 1s a description brought Eorth by the
therapist They state that "you cannot Join a family. Eix'a

‘Eamily. or ‘even: objectively define a Eamily" (p ‘28)

Tenet 25. Existence .As an Ontogenic Structural Drift

\ As discussed in ‘the theoretical framewofk for the study.“
v ~N '

individuals can be seen as in a driEt in which they are

‘conserving their autopoietic organization and their corres— C

pondence with thelr: medium The most immediate implication
‘,is that for the therapist and the individuals with whompthe‘
,”therapist works. terms such as mé%ning. purpose. Euncti;;,
system.'rules. etc. are descriptions b@bught Eorth about the
social system and do not Qescribe\the actual operation of
'ﬂthat system (i e,. the proc;sses oE ontogenic structura17
‘drift and coontogeny) Again. this highlights the signifi—

cante of - dealing with the individuals in a system 'd,Thet
‘{second implication of viewing existence as an ontogenich

structural drift s that the relationship between stabilityff

'w-and change can be kept more readily in mind For example.A

Ay
5

ﬂ:Maturana (1984) used the analogy ofua tight rope walker who.f
x;must constantly be in motion in order to remain balanced toﬁfﬁ

. describe the naﬁure of the continuous structural change whichx }

v’



. is entailed in conserving th@‘organization of an individual

In addition.'as has been discussed in other chapters 'the

4

concept of ontogenic structural driEt explains why stabie

122

interactional patterns evolve over tlme 'and continue unless

some type of orthogonal interaction occurs. In‘this‘regard

Efran and Lukens (1985) pointed out that 1t is useful to find

Tt
(AN

out’ what the family 1is trying to conéerve and to participate

in - their attempts to conserve it. It 'seems that Mendez.

§

Coddou. and Maturana (1986) have since explicated what it 1s

that Eamilies are trying to conserve by their description ofp

the Eamily as being constituted in the emotional domain’ by_

"

th passion for 1iving together in close physical or

emotional proximity

Tenet #6

thsiological and Interactive Domains

\

: The\nature"of the‘braiding between"languagins and‘emo4 5

/-

Eramework for the study In addition.- the importance of:_

E attgzding to one 8 languaging in therapy was considered when7-,;'

.‘—|‘

ioning was diSCussed in the presentation of . the theoretical'

the implications of. structure determinism 'were discussed f

x‘il'. '

. The Einal point to be made is that we appear rational in theV‘

'5words we use. however, according to Maturana. (Haturana'&~.f

Tomm., 1986) we interact on the basis of our emotionalgu

he Ll

postures., f%herefore. 'th Eundamental element in socialf‘.“'

RPN P
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The dlscussion of the slx bLological tenets and the

‘Almpllcations ‘for* the therapLst and the process oE therapy 13

‘complete‘ This section will conclude wtth the presentatlon‘ |

b
of two observatlons Flrst. from the precedlng discussion

‘oE 1mp11cations which ean be brought Eorth from the blologi-

cal tenets, it seems that Maturana has much . to say whlch is') ‘
weon 4

! "‘ [ : \‘ I

ey

of: 1nterest to therapists However. except Eor the dynamic"wf

of: the orthogonal 1nteraction wh@ch 'arises because %the\ .
. \ ' ) " /I
1nd1vidua1. family or orgaanation 1nviteswthe~mherapist or~“ o

other type ‘oE, Eacilltator to Ahelp with the 'problem a8";b
brought forth by them, the lmplications can be seen to have H«

il , i
A g o

much broader scope ‘ Therefore, by wthinking in"ﬁerms of

i s

. "others" rather than the Eamily specifically. 'Table 1 can “'”

1

- pdovxde a framework for an . individuhbrwho utshes to Eunction fn

.

'4\

‘ "orthogonal 1nteractions) thés

v '

“\

explicitly from an objectivitx in parenthesls epistemolog&

For example. by making the change memtioned Ipble 1 could y
ERRNTON IO e W
be used as a conceptua1 guide for conducting an 1nterview RN
"1 gy é 1 I ‘}‘\.;l ‘..

Eor purposes other than therapy,»as was done ln this study o

s Y
/ w‘\r X oo ER N ‘w\“
,‘ | [V AL

L As a final comment/ 1t seems sppropriateuto,metain!mhe »ﬂ

notioh d ‘therapist . as.’ Wvﬁeqilitator E wheh,n”considering
Maturana s theory.f‘since wtt oUt the Eacilitatioﬁ (1 e, o

‘\.1 B

° 4[“|

Eamily would maiqtain its |
\ ' «‘/’ \\ o L S

conservative drtft The role of the therapist ig analogous

A\
] ll
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‘to the role which reality plays as described by Heinz von

Foerster 1n the followlng:
2 .

i
,.

o A travelling mullah was riding on his' camel to Medlna,
! when he saw several camels standing next to a group of
' three young men who clearly were in distress.
'What befell you, my Erlends?' he asked, and the eldest
replied, 'Our father diled. o .
'‘Be he blessed by Allah. I sympathize with you., But he
must have left you something in his will.
. 'Yes, said the young man, ‘'these seventeen ' camels.,
That's all he had.' ‘
Rejoice! Wwhat then ails you?' \
‘You see,' the eldest brother continued, 'his will says
I should get .one—half of his possessions, my younger
“%brother one— thtrd..and the youngest here one—ninth. But
however we try to distribute these camels, it never
works out.' ' ‘ '
Is this all that troubles you, my friends?' the mullah’
said. 'Then‘take:my camel for a moment and let's see
what we can do.'

" With 18 camels now the éldest brother got one-half, ﬁhat"'ﬂ

is, nine camels, and nine were left. The next in 1line"

% got one—third of the-18 camels, that is, six, and three- .

’ were left. Since the youngest brothér got one-ninth of
the 18 camels, that is, two, one camel was left. It was
that of the mullah, who mounted Lt and rode away, waving

L the happy brothers good-bye.

' To this Heinz von Foerster says 'Reality, 1like uﬁ§
eighteenth camel, 1s needed to become superfl
(Ssegal, 1986, p. vtl)“ 2 &

P

4 Maturana in Context: A Computation of Maturana.

Bateson and von . Foerster

To‘ﬁhis éoint.-ﬁhe teview of the the?fétical framework.
for théﬁ?ﬁudﬁ andrthé discussion have focused so&gly'on the
worf of Maturana.‘»A£~1ndicated. this was done in ordef to

"latcend to ‘the salient points of his  theory aqg to the

observations whlch could be brought forth as the result of

PR

[l hl } N
J Sl . ~—

T
r

)

A
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theory application. The current discussion is designed to
extend the focus to consider two other theé;ists. The first
of these 1s Heinz von Foerster. whose comments about the
nature of reality were pfesented as an apt ending to ‘the
discussion of the impllcations of Bateson's theory for the
therapist and the process of therapy. The 6then.€heoclsc‘is
Gregory Bateson, whose 1ldea of double description was men-
tgoneq when the evolution of the current study was presented
in thé first cﬁapter. This dlséusslon of Maturana in context

(911 be a computation in the following sense in which von

Foerster uses the word:

One usua11y assoclates computation with computers. But

computation has a much broader meaning. 'Computation’
has two latin rtoots: com which means 'together' and
putare which means 'to contemplate'.  When you

contemplate two or more entitiles together.‘you compute
thelr relatlionship., (Segal, 1986, p. 83).

t

Alternativelyf the' process could be labelled a double des-
célbtlon. While this computation will extend the focus of
discussion, 1t will do so within a limited framework for two
reasons. Firét. Bateson, Matq;ana; and von‘Fberster are all
theorists who beiievé'that realitylis in some way connected
to the individual who is involved with that reglity. Second,
while the previous discussion of the implications of
Maturana's theory for the therapistr and. the process of
therapy focused on many, aspects of Maturana's theory, thlé‘

discussion will be 1limited to presenting a few key pbints
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regarding languaging and objectivity' in parentheslis. 'The o

}purp08e of the présentatlon will be to see how the work of

each of these three theorists enhances the other,
‘ N

Before beginnin&?\%: specific discussion, a polnt that

- helps place these three theorists in context 1is that they

knew each other well. For eXahple. von Eoefstq;,met Bateson
in the 1940's and they poth attended several meetings at
which cybernetic notions were discussed (Segéi. 1986). Also,
Maturana was a resident at the Biologlcal Computer ‘Laboratory

which von Foerster established at the Unlverstty of Illinoisv

at Urbana—ChampaLgn-(Keeney..1986). Flnally. the relation~

ship between Bateson and Maturana 1s desi?jyed .by Dell

(1985) as follows:

~ Toward the end of his 1ife, Bateson was asked who else
was carrying forward the study of the epistemology of
Creatura. In reply, Bateson /stated that 'The center for
this study 18 now in Pantfego. Chile under a man named

Maturana'. (p. 5.)
In the -prgceding quotation, Creatura 1is the world of the
living in which effects are brought about by difference as
opposed to even£3' béing ‘caused ‘by Forces and’ 1mPac§s
(Bateson, 1972). | | ‘
| \
Views Conéerning an Objective Reality: ﬁaturana.

von Foerster, and. Bateson

ﬂ o
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As‘pteviously stated, Maturana's eplstemologlcal .stance,
, o @ .
which he \labels objectivity in.patrenthesls, arises from his

wortk as a; bilologlst——specifically from his coming to 'view

) /
the nervous system as organizationally closed. The explana- -
Ve . .

tory conceéf\of structure determinism arises dlrecfly from

~

that work. Heinz von Foerster, an individual whose interests
R \ . ‘

lie in areas éuch as physics, mathematics, loglc; ﬁhllosophy.

\

and the implicatlonsb of research Ln' neurophystblqsy' 1s

considered to b? a radical constructlvlét. . Segal; (1986) who

\

has written a bopk on'the von Foerster's constructivist VIew.

stated that rad1¢a1 constructivism has the,Jdb of shattering
AR ,

an objective :ealxty. He continued as follows:

\

.Constructivists, argue that there aré no observations—
1.e., no data, \no laws of nature, no external objects—
independent of bbservers. The lawfulness and certainty
of all natural phenomena are properties of the describer,
not of what is being described. The logic of the world
1s the 1loglc of: the description of the world (Segal,
1986, pp. 3—4). | ) :

\

\ S ' ‘ '
Overall, Maturana and von Foerster can be seen as being
closest in viewiﬁg ré lity as observer dependént. while

Bateson can be characterized as inconsistent in this regafd.

/

Tﬁis perspective will be qéveloped'in the énéulng digcuss}on.

In 1973,. von Foerster g‘ve a lecture. entitled "On 'Con-

- -~

‘ structing a Reality" which has appeared in adaptéd fdtm since

(von Foerster, 1984a; von Foerster, 1984b) and whichlforgs‘.

-

of von Foerster's view (Segal,

part of a recent presentatio

Q



) ‘ ‘12'8"

.1986). The essence of von Foerster's argument was and still

is that "the environment as we see it is our invention" (von

4
Foerster, 1984a, p. 228). Thils statement seems similar to

[

™

Maturana's 1idea concerning .an observer—dependent reality.
In fact, several ways 1in which the work of von Foerster
enhances‘that of Maturana will be considered. (Bateson will
not be excluded entirely; however. his view of-realitv will
be presénted near the end of the;discussio:f\as it contrasts

with both that of Maturana and von Foerster.)

Raalitx and Language
Von Foerster drew Erom,many flelds in building his case-
for the constructivist view—fields such as mathematics
“loglc, neurophysiology - (including references to Haturana s
work) and physics. Thus, von Foerster s qork provides ‘a

- synthesis for anyone looking for GE)broad‘ perspective Erom‘

which to view the world as observer dependent; For example,

onefarea‘of concern to von Foersteé)is the way in which our

" language and our thinking aEfect‘our view of reality (Ségal.

LN
———— T

'1986). Among the'many examples discussed in Segal £1986),

two- will be considered here The first oflthese is nominal-

N

3ization, which Segal_describad as "the linguistic process for
- turning verbs into nouns. Thus. language allows us to conf‘
‘vert actions or processes into things" (1986 p. 33) ' Segal

'gave the example of how psychiatrists labelled certaln
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behaviot as-sohlzophrenla and then; before long. began to

label " the patientgs who demonstrated those behavlors as

\

schizophrenies. .Bateson (1972) had a slmllar concern with

the "retﬁx{ggprocesSes of language" (1972, p. 499).

A /second concern which von Foerster ‘has about how

~ langugdge affects our thinking and world view 1s the 1issue of

/ - .
paradox. A paradox 1s a statement which is true when it 1s

false and false when it 1s true. Paradox can arise whenever

) . ) Y
statements are self referential (Segal, 1986). Segalz

‘commented' that philoSOphere andhgiientlata object to paradox
because they want something to be either true or false. They

want’ that Eertainty. He 'discusses how Bertrand Russell

developed (invented) the theory of Loglcal Types whlch dis-

allowed paradox because it . stated that a set could not be
) ' ’

considered as one of its own elements; Eor example. mankind
is a class of indlyiduals‘butvitself i% not an indlyldualﬂ'

The relatlonshlp of this concern with paradox'tolthe preaent
discussion concerning views about reality will ‘be' made

apparent'next. '

Itgwas Bateson who brought the theory of logical types to
the attention of those 1nterested in communicatton* Keeney
(1983) indicated that Bateson adopted IOgical ‘typing Las a‘
‘descriptive tool .for‘tdiscussingf the Aformalilpatterns of

&, ) . ‘
communication ‘that underline interaction.  Also, in the
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fbllowinglcomment‘ he noted that von Foerster‘used‘logical
typing in a different way. one whichvis most relevant to the.

PR

| current discussion Keeney commented as follows:

lhe epistemology of Russellis Theory of Types has been .
challenged by von Foerster who objected to its 'use as an
injunction against paradox, since an alternative way of
dealing with paradox 1is possible Self referential
~paradoxes can be used as conceptual building blocks,K for
an alternative view of the world. For .example, we: may
begin .... by noting that an obsetrver always participates
An what he observes. Thus, all statements, being state—
. ments by observers, are self referential and hence laden
with paradox.. (Keeney, 1983 p 30)
Further. Segal noted that paradox is a specific example of a
more general idea. that of recursion. a concept which will
befdiscussed Eurther.‘ However. for the present.‘the discus—
sion of the~concepts of'nominalization and paradox serves‘to‘,
indicate the type of. contribution von Foerster makes to view-
ing reality as observer dependent In fact, he outlined an
epistemology of the observing.as opposed to an epistemology b
of - the observed © Next, his ideas related‘to the operation '

"of the nervous system will be discussed R

Recursion EL en BehaViors.and Ethics <

Von Foerster made a major contribution to understanding
" the nature of ‘the nervous system For example he introduced
the very important notion of undifferentiated encoding as a

f.lead in to his discussion of regPrsion Segal deEined the

-

T N N8 :
. w e N . *
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principlet oE' undifferentisted encoding as‘ being- that‘ "our

sensors only encode how. much stimulation they neceive and not

i a

f what causes that gtimulation. Thus.,our senses. ourt empiri—

w\\cal link with reality. do not encode what stimulates them."

—

(1986 p\ 23) Von Foerster posed a problem that arises when

this situation is considered He stated his concern as

t

Eollows , L
Since the physical nature of the stimulus~—its quality
. .——1s .not encoded  into nervous ag¢tivity——the fundamental
question arises as to how does our. brain -conjure up "the
~ -tremendous , varlety of this- colorful world  as we
w.experience it any moment  while awake, and sometimes in
dreams while asleep. This 1is ‘the 'Problem of. Cogni-
-tion‘ the search for an understandipg oE the cognitive‘

processes (1984&. P- 294).
*® : .

He “considered the "Problem of. Cognition"' in several'
ways For example. he described the evolution of the nervous
system in.a way which is intended to enhance understanding

\

of 1its sensori—motor closures ‘ As well, he. esplained how

"tranSmission ,oE nervous impulses requires aﬂ;computation

process ‘Wwithin the nervous system - In fact ~his an8wer tb

the problem of cognition is that cognitive processes can be_‘~

interpreted as never ending recursive processes of computa—

tisn (von Eoerster. 19848)

.
A A : ' -

\

Perhaps one oE von . Foerster s greatest contributions is,\u

his description of what happens as a result of recursive-f

processes in the nervous system He uses "recursive function.~

PRSI

. >
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T theory" as a- "formalism to handle ‘the notion of systemic

»closure A formalism provides a. mathematical representation
{

that allows us to- illustrate and manipulate conceptual ideas"
(Segal 1986 p. 126) ' In. mathematics.' when something.
operates continually on itself a’ stable value. which 'von ‘

‘Foerster bﬁlled an eigen value (or self value). will result

In workshop presentations. (e g. von Foerster. 1986) he

.gillustrates this situation by doing the operation oE square

toot repeatedly (i e., the square root of the initial number.

q

then the square root of the resultaht numbexJ etc. ) Soon an
eigen value will result (The eigen value for square roots

is_one).n VonyFoerster has stated.theufollowing. .

o ' : " . ‘ ?

HIE you will remember,' the nervous 'system operates on ; .

itself. . Each " neuron fires after performing complex

'computations The result of this - computation is the

input of another neurons computation, So you can readily

substitute the words 'computation of computation'  for

'operation "of operation' (Segal 1986, p .141) -
. : .

) ; o . e ‘ : - S
Tg;;%+f~ ' Thus. von . Foerster 's use of recursive Function theory and his

notion oE eigen values can add additional depth to Maturana s

‘;;.*y‘,“- discussion of the autopoietic. or selE producing nature of‘

e Ll

our nervous systems and of us as 1iving systems

Von Foerster explained that when the primary variable.

$ [ ! .
. . e

%:ng considered is behavior. then we speak ,t,:iif;eigen?._--f

i
'y
Fard

‘?behaviors : He made ~one ﬁprther point which is highly rele—f

L vaht to the overall discussion of views concerning an objec—‘ _
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\
1

q;tive reality and to the previous introduction to his ideas
- of how our 1anguage influences our ‘view of reality He;
,.stated that "objects are tokens for eigen behaviors" (Qon'

Foerster.‘ 1984a) Segal (1986) provided the Eollowing?‘\

1

f‘rpresentation oE -von Foerster s view concerning hov objectsp

o non - i
. [ \ X

arise.

when we engage in sensori~motor behavior with somethingh
we operate on the object, generating eigen values, more
commonly . known‘ as the ' objects  of ‘perception For
instance, consider an infant interacting with what for

‘us 1is'a 'ball'!. After sufficient interaction. he begins.
to experience the ball as an invariant. His recursive:

. behavior, operating on ‘the ' result 'oE his previous

,operations, reaches a stability .... The constructivist-

‘would say the chil ‘has access .to his behavior—-—his

......

operations and his ™ensory motor correlations. .The

observer, however, sees a child interacting with a thing,

-a ball ..:. The observer's language nominalizes his own
sensori-motor experience. ‘the correlation between the

image on his rtetina and the movement of his eyes.
(Segal, ‘1986, p. 142). - : ‘

J

4

'An interesting contrast can be made-when von Foerster's view‘

of how ‘language arises is compared with that of Maturana

In a recent manuscript Maturana indicated that objects arise .

as the result of interaction This idea has beeq\ noted'

“before when the theoretical framework for the stu ' was

~_presented however. the Eollowing quotation. particularly itsvt

:use of the.term.,token.-helps to° contrast Haturana 8 view

‘ with that oE‘von‘Eoerster.

I claim that - ﬁ,'recursive consensual cdﬁrdination of@
consensual” coordination -of -actions " or. distinctions insnw_
"any domain, is the phenomenon oE language. Furthermore,;d-

a

' e
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o I claim that objects ‘arlse ln ‘language as consensual
‘ coordlnations of actlons that operatlonally obscure for

Y furtl er = recursive = consensual coordinations by theX

' obser vers -the consensual coordinatlons . of _actions’
(dlstlnctlons) that they coordinate. Objects are in the
process ' Of . languaging consensual coordinations of
actions that ‘operate as tokens for the consensual
coordinations of actions that they cbordinate. Objects
do not preexist language (Maturana,ﬁd986 p. 56). ot

,%

[N o ! " '~‘ .. '
Thus, von Foerster sees objects as tokens. ‘Eor‘ elgen

“behaviors. aJphyslologlcal'c0nceptualizatlon. whlle Maturana

)

_:vlews objectsugas operatlng as ,tokens . for' consensual

' coordinations oég abehgylor. an . lnteractlve'l vlew. by.

definition\

~*Lboth von Foerster and Maturana would
'ver operates ln a language oE objects.
acting as though those objects were real and not ‘brought
Eorth (Maturana) or constructed (von Foerster) ‘by him ' The
difﬁerence between the notlons of "brought forth" “versus

‘"constructed" wlll be discussed once. Bateson' s vlews on

objectivity have‘been considered.

‘}ﬁnf Maturana (Slmgn,_ 1985) has‘ commented that sometlmes‘
‘ Bateson rejects the 'notion of objectivlty whlle at other
“Atimes he operates within 1t. In the Eollowing dlscussion,'lﬁf
vun‘Dell (1985) both descrlbed and explained why he ‘would be 1n. ;;

agreement with Maturana 8 comment.

: ,Both Maturana and Bateson agree on the 1mpossibility of S
' objective. 1nformation.ﬁ but - with . a’ very -important’
””*difference., Bateson's " position :entails ‘a’ subject—?
;llgdependent - epistemolosy.‘ whereas'*'naturana s _stance
".1nvolves both a subject-dependent epistemology and a’
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' 'subject'~dependent  or relativistic ontology ....

- Bateson's .position .... 'retains notable  traces of
- objectivity. In particular, he - speaks of..the concept of
difference as though 1t were objective His phrase
‘news - of . 'difference' .... implies, that ' thete . are
objective differences ‘'out there'. Those differences -
“which we . receive ' 'news of' he: <called ‘'effective
. differences' ' ... ‘or differences ~ which make .a
difference. Differences which we do not receive news
.of, he called ‘potential differences' .... or ‘latent
differences 1i.e., those which for whatever reason do not
- make a  difference’. Bateson ..... believed that" tall

‘perception of differences 1s' limited by threshold’'.

'Differences that are too slight or too slowly presented Co
-are not 'percelvable '.... In short, Bateson's discussion '

of differences seemed .to claim that there ‘is. an
~objective world. 'out there', but .that we cannot receive

unfiltered information about it e Bateson insisted
that objective -knowledge (1.e. epistemology) was’

'impossible: his failure to squ rely confront, ontology,

however, allowed objectivity to continue to exist —
. 'out there'. It is just that we cannot know it (i.e.,
- we cannot know the ding an’ sich ) Ap. lO) :

]
]

To consider the issue of ontology Eurther. Bateson stated
that an organism in an environment is an- example of a system

which has chains of causation which are:

e !

; losed in- the sense that causal’ interconnection can be
traced around - the circuit and back through whatever

position was (darbitrarily). chosen as’ the starting point

of the. description ....  8uch systems .are, however..
always- open ... in the sense that - events— within the

} circuit may be influenced from . ‘the. outside or may -
vvinfluenCe outside events " (Bateson, 1972 p 404) e

¢
-

"

Thus..while Maturana and von Foerster are emphatic in their
'l'views that the ontology of living systems is organizationala

‘tuclosure, Bateson, was . much less clear in this regard. as

,I‘evidenced in the preceding quote

‘. “"H
R

T
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The discussion of: views concerning the possibility oE

A
!

knowing an objective reality could go on at. great length

however, it seems more appropriate to conclude with three

,general observations. First a quotation in the presentation'

v

of theoretical framework ‘ r\;the. study indicated 'that‘

IS

Maturana does not consider himself a constructivist because

—

- he believes the notion of Eitness ofmexperience as used by

!
the radical constructivist Voﬁ\;laserfeld (1984) implied

any‘objective reality Additi ally. \Tomm' stated * that

"Maturana takes the position that he\is not a constructivist

. ' \
because Maturana says that what we bu}ng Eorth in our @on—

i

structions is not arbitrary we can bring Eon\h only those -

coherences that have a domain oE existence . W simultan—

'eously bring Eorth the entity and the contaxt in\which that

".entity exists sp that there is ultimately soaﬁ criterion of .

coherence amongst coherences which limit’ us ‘in terms Qf what

we - can construct (Tomm & Nhite.‘1986) Concerns reggrding'

ttBateson s- approach to objectivity have been noted A1so

,fthese three theorists are like members of ‘a kinship which,

‘However. the Eirst general observation to be " made is that

\

‘takes the problems oE knowing an objective reality serioﬂsly

\

li And.' certainly. Bateson (1972 1979) was ahead f‘kthe

‘fklmajority of his contemporaries in this respect

r“—-;

'lehe second general observation 1is bthatn'the' three'fg;

theorists reached similar kinds of ethical conclusions Erom\

«=.ﬁ‘_ L -
' e : R B Ca




S

il

¢

)

y
\

'

“‘ i o . ““ "I‘I’:I “"‘ ’ ‘ 137

dealing with epistemological Questions 1fFor Maturana.“

/
operating in obJectivity in parenthesis means, among other‘-

4things taking Eull responsibility ﬂ\r oﬁéls vorld as one

‘pbrings it Eorth ‘ Von Eoerster reached a stmilar conciusiona‘;‘

‘ 1.é..n because we are autonomous | individuals we“tare‘

,responsible Eor our' behaviors ~Second1y; von Foerster chose}

‘to reject any sort’ of solipsism which he described as the .‘\

SN
o "

\.v“‘

o

.,relationship.perSPective.

view that the world is only An his imagination and that he

'is the’'only one imagining. ‘Segal explained as follows:

von Foerster argues that ethics arise out of choice—in
fact, two choices. . First, one chooses to see identity

between oneself ~and another. Second, .one. chooses to

" evoke the principle oE relativity. thus abandoning the

«solipsistic hypothesis ' The process can only arise from '

acknowledging = the other: person. .- The . entire . process -
hinges on seelng -an . 1dentity between oneself and
another. (1986\ p. 147)
P . . . \‘

1

Finally, Bateson 8 notion of . ethics ls also related to a

sense of relationship ] He‘ emphasized the importance of

I

viewing the world in terms oE crrcular causality rather than
taking the lineal perspective that "A causes B" He comments

that we live: in "a world pf circuit structures——and love can‘
'\

LN

survive only if Wisdom (i e\' aﬁsense of recognitiqn“of thef‘fp

fact of eircuitry) has an effective voice "'(Bateson. 1972 f

p.h 146).  Thus, .all three theorists view ethics Erom a LT

. \
'
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a

This section ‘will ‘discuss the remaining cesearch

.concepc. thét of languagling. First, Maturana and Bateson
v111  be compared 1in ‘terms of thelr views concerning thg
ﬁ;ﬁfergcgive nature of languaging. Secohd, bepause‘languaglng
lis\ viewed by Maturana as an';Lnteractlve phenomenon.‘ the
négpre of stability and change“in relationships will be con-

oo - ~ .
gidered. Third, Bateson's and Maturana's classifications of

"

interactioq31 processes will be discugssed as they apply to

the Eahlly. Finally, a fyntheéis of Maturana and Bateson

‘ will be used‘toapresenq one particular approach to therapy.

)

As with the objectivity in parenthesis discussion., the over-
all goal 1in considering languaging 1is to demonstrate how
computat;qp. or multiple descriptton. can ehhance one's

petspéctive.concerning thesg theorists.

A

Languaging as an _Interactive Phenomenon

Two 'major - points can be made regarding Maturana‘s

\
N\

‘conceptualigationﬂof languaging. First; as was.mentioned iﬁ\

“p. 18). 'Secohd.'as also mentioned, Maturana views languaging

BE)

theudefinitioh of major theoretical concepts for this study,

, X v | ,
languaging is described as "a manner QE living together 3

-a ‘social phenomeénon" (Mendez, Coddou, & Maturana, 1986,

. .

as entaliling much more than the use of words. The following

excerpt.frbm’a delightful metalogue_(fictigious»conversatidn)

between Bateson and his daughter-illustfates‘that Bateson
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would agree readily with Maturana's distinctions concerning

languaging:

Daughter: Daddy, why do Frenchmen wave thelr arms about7
Father: What do you mean? .

D:

F:

m omo

music. (Bateson, 1972, pp. 9 & 13).

I mean when they talk. wﬁ§‘do they wave their arms
and all that?

Well—why do you smile? Or why do you stamp Yyour
foot sometimes? &

But that's not the same thing, Daddy. 1 don't wave
my arms about 1like a Frenchman does. I don't
believe they can stop doing it, Daddy. Can they?

I don't know—they m ht Elnd it hard to stop

Can you stop sm g?

But Daddy, I don't smile all the time. 1It's hard to
stop when 1 feel 1like smiling. But I don't feel
like it all the time. And then I stop.

That's true--but then a Frenchman doesn't wave ' his
arms in the same way all the time. Sometimes he
waves them in one way and sometimes in another—and
sometimes, I think, he stops; waving them ..

Anyhow, 1t is all nonsense. I mean. the notion that
language 1s made of words is all nonseénse—and when
I sald that gestures could not be translated into
‘mere words', 1 was talking nonsense, because there
is no such thing as ‘'mere words'. And all the
syntax and grammar and all that stuff is nonsense.

It's all based on .the idea that 'mere'’ words exlst——

and there are none.
But Daddy ....

I tell you—we have to start allsover again Erom the

beginning and assume that language {s First and e
foremost a system of gestures. ‘Animals after all ™ -
"have only gestures and tones of voice-——and words
were invented later. Much later.. And 'after that

they invented schoolmasters.
Daddy? o
Yes.

Would - it \be a good thing if people gave up words and :

went back to only using gestures? ,

Hmm. I don't know. Of course we would not be able
to have any conversations like this. We could only-
bark, or mew, and wave our arms about, and laugh and
grunt and weep. But it might be fun—it would make
life a sort of ballet—with dancers making their own
)

o
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LT " The metalogue reflects Bateson's view of language _as
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lnvolvlng a rich theractional dance whlch includes more

A

‘than (mere) words. One further point upon which Bateson and

Maturana agree 1is that we are always communlcatlng.' Bateson

noted that:

\

'The whole energy -structure of the pleroma—the' forces and v
L impacts of the hard sciences—have flown out the window,:-

so far as explanation within: creatura 1is .concerned.,

After all, zero differs from one, and zero therefore can

be a cause, which 1s not admissible 1in hard science. .The

letter which'you did not write can precipithte an angry

teply, because zero can be one—half of the necessary bit
T of information.. Even sameness can be a cause,. because

sameness differs from difference. (1972, p. 481).

~

Watzlawick' Beavin, and Jackson (1969) 1n applying the'
Q4

work of Bateg\P. used thls point in describing the axiom‘p

conce 1ng communicatlon that "one cannot not communjicate"

’ (p- 51). Maturana exp:essed a simllar ldea when he spoke of
ontogenic‘"strpcturgl drift and coontogeny“ gmg~ stated that

although gVerythlng'takes-place in a deterministicwmannerqlﬁ
Q&“ N h'drift what'wé‘think or what, we language is not ‘trivial =

beqause as soon as we language it,. it@becomes part of the

drift (Maturana & Tomma 1986).' It 1s Erom this. perspectivef

that M§ndez. v Coddouy, and Maturana (1986) admonished
@ d ' : ) N . . A
therapists to choose .their .language with care.

.
a . PR y
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stability and change. Béteson recognized that stability and

" change are both descriptive terms. He noted that an \ndivi-

+

; with a'wparticular structure and, as each ‘interacts and

dual walking on a high wire maintains stability by continual‘
correction of the imbalance and stated that "when ueltalhe
about 1iving . entities.‘ statements about stability should‘
always be 1abeTEd by reEeren%ﬁ to some'descriptite‘propos1~

tion so‘that-the typing of the word, 'stable, may be?ciearJ

(1979, p. 62). As was mentioned in the discussion of the -

biological tenets. Maturana also used the analogy of a tight
rqope walker to. deal with the concepts of ‘stability and
change., In his terminolo;y. a 1ivink‘ system must unaergo
continuous change (1in structure) in order to rtemaln stabie

(unchanged in its organization) and, therefore, identifiable

as that entity) , o

i

Maturana._ von Foerster, and Bateson each proQided an

explanation as to, why an observer can distinguish stable

- - i ) 5 * .
patterns of interaction. As was indicated in the discussian

of ontogenic .structural drift and“ cqontogeny. structural.-

K3

‘ coupling is a situation in which the two or more ingividuals

perturb each other recursively Each begins the interact.

13
A\

maintains an"independent autopoiesis. they trigger ongoing

changes in‘each other. which appear as stable interactional
. &
patterns to the- observer pecause the coupte interact ds a

»

closed system,’ von Foerster can ‘use reCursive 'Eunction‘

-~

t
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theory to explain how behaviors which appear stable to the

' observer arise as a part of repeated interaction His

' to o ’ 0\
- ' terminology 1is somewhat different from that of Maturana.

von Foerster stated that ”equilibrium 1s obtained when the-

¢

Eigen behaviors of"one participant generate ”(recursively)

those for -the other" (von Foerster, 1984a, p. 281). Thus,

for both Maturana and von Foerster, the notion of closure is @

central in thelr explanations. o

o v
&)

In 3enera1 terms, Bateson would have a cybérnetiC-explan- .

”ation for why an observer would see stable patterns devel~—

oping over time. - A cybernetic explanation is a negative
explanation in that it proposes that events take their course’
because. they are' restralned in relation to ' alternative

courses. (This 1s as opposed to positive explanation which
]

‘proposes that events take 'Qheir; course because they are_

driven or. propelled in that direction. white. 1986) " 8o,
for Bateson,_couples appear ‘to the observer to be in a stable
pattern of interaction because they are restrained from being

a

otherwise More specifically. Bateson pinpointed what aspect

of communicatiqn is r7sponsib1e for the development of ‘pat—
';‘.tern (ot redundancy. as he calls it) by stating that ""the

human communication which creates redundancy in the relation— ‘

»

‘ships between persons is still preponderantly iconic and .is

achieved by means oE kinesics. paralinguisticsx intention

o movements. actiops, and the*iike"a (1972.‘p.'423)?? Efforts

’
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.at classification of 'patterns‘ in relationships will be

e .
considered next.

-

Classification of Interactional Patterns

Bateson and Maturana both ‘have made efforts: to classify.!‘
interactional patterns Bateson can be credited with dis-
tlnguishing clearly between processes and classification by
applying the notlon oE ‘logical typing. (Keeney s recognitlonﬁ
of Bateson's use of 1ogical typing in this way was mentioned
earlier. when the way in which our 1anguag1n§%affects our
views about reality was discussed) Bateson described ;he

appligability of 1ogical‘typ1ngwtn the EolloWing manner:

, When we take the notion of 1logical typlng out of the
\Eteld of abstract logic and start to map real bilological
events onto the hierarchies of this- paradigm, we shall
immediately encounter the fact that 1in -the world of
mental and biological systems, the hierarchy is not bnly

.a 1list of classes, classes of classes, and classes of
classes of classes but has also becomes a zigzag ladder

of dialectic between form and process’ (1979 P. 194),

His aetuLi description of precess and classlfiéettonoof pro-
cess which arose 6riginallylfrom his:1930'slstudy of a New
Guinea culture has been of considerable 1néetest to family

therapists. 'Specificéllx. Bateson gave thewgeneralllabel;

~schiz@ogenes;s;3to'relations which he obsérved*as‘potentia}ly‘

subject to .escalation. .Tﬂére‘were'twoitypes'of"feia;ionsf_»

,which,COuld‘be;classified under schizmogenesis:(é);afhmetti—l

o



_ different ‘from, but complementary .to -Ais_{(Batespn.-

‘the foIIOwing;

*ftypology or classification fo

o familieﬁ- ,Like schizmogenesis;7*
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Vo

‘cal interactions in which the more A exhibited a certain

L

ij‘behavior. the more B was likely to exhibit the same behavior.

"and‘(b) complementary interactions in which B’ s,behavior was

Bateson'indicated that in observing the interactions which
he labelled as complementary and symmetrical "both of these
._Mere- sequences of social interaction such 'that A’ s acts were

stimuli for B! s acts, which in turn became stimuli for more

,‘intense action on the part of A, and so on." (1972, P 109)

The description sodnds like the description of - structural"

iseoupling given when coontogeny was discussed in the presenta—

‘tion of the theoretical framework. Finally, Bateson observed
e
There were fascinating interactions Qf)etween the named“
. processes. It turned out that the symmetrical: and com-
o ;plem ntary themes of interaction are mutually negating
. (+~e., have mutually opposing effects on relationship).
80 that when complementatry schizmogenesis (e.g.,
ominance—submission) has  gone . uncomfortably far, ' a
ittle competition will ‘relieve thé straln; conversely,

. when competition has gone too far, a little dependency
will»be a comfort.‘(l929_ p.. 193) o

-
. \
£

\

‘_Thus. in the preceding quote. Bateson provided an example of

.gelf correction within a system

A Y

o

Asowas introduced in the theoretical framework for the

\

i‘study.,Hendez. Coddou. and Haturana (1986) have developed af

ionversations which _ocCut in"

P -

"conversations" can--beti,'”‘



P

thought ‘of asb a general label Eor interactive processes

Hovever.‘while Bateson looked 'at interactive processes which
‘have the. potential for escalation in a system such as . ay
family. Maturana dealt with languaging and emotions in his
, typology As was indicated in the. presentation“of tha,
‘theoretical framework for ' the study. the‘three fundamental
conversations ‘identified by Mendez. Coddou, and Maturana ‘
include_ conversations.‘for coordinations of yactions” in, any“
- domain, conversationsljfor"characterization‘“(the familY’

members ascribe positiVe'or'negatiVe characteristicsdto;each‘

other)f and conversations for accusatiOns'and'recriminations
w(the 'conversations entail - complaints about ’expectations,'

which are. unfulfilled) The key - point regarding these ..

145

—— . - -
- conversations 1is in relation to‘ the emotions which an . -

observer would note as the various‘ conversations occur.
NMendez. Codylou, and Maturana (1986) stated that: "These.
“‘different, kinds of conversations give rise: to different

‘emotional dynamics that . involve .the', participants»t in

;'different manners with respect to the basic attitudes about['

:realityﬂ(objectivity.‘truth). that; in the long run. define_yl'

_them as individualsﬁ (pi‘36);

As noted in the discussion of the theoretical Eramework.
’,Mendez. Coddou.\and_naturana see the familx organization as"
a: network of criss crossing conyersations.r Families which»"

~juparticipate to a large extent in objectivity in parenthesistf55



"ﬂschizmosenesis is necessarily feduced" (1972“'b 324) The
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N

i

do not get stuck 1in a particular emotion because" those con-

. versations are emotionally *monoto 1c" (Mendez. Coddou.‘ &

-Meturana, 1986 ; 36). ~ In other words. in this’partiCular

braiding . between emotioning and languaging. each inﬂ&vidual
has emotional postures which allow flexibility in inter—

actions Ain the Eamily
In conclusion, the‘uork‘which Bateson'has done on clas—

sification ,of interactional processes‘ enhances that " of

,;»Maturana and vice- versa Specifically.‘ Bateson tells us

‘about interactional processes‘ which ‘iE unchecked can

threaten the existence of: the family entity ‘By distin—

guishing complementary and symmetrical interactions. he des—

f,cribes what an observer would see as he observes a family

intera?ting together (structurally coupling to’ use Maturana s

_term) 'Maturana. on the other hand, focused on patterns of’

\

‘languaging and emotioning which also could threaten the

‘family entity Like Bateson. he distinguished stable pat—

terns oE languaging and emotioning which an observer would“

1see as he observes the couple interacting together.{ Also.«‘

indicated in h literature review. Maturana makes‘»

"ﬁ‘reference to "health"‘by indicating that the goal of therapy_;v
‘{yshould be to assist Eamily members to operate in objegtivity o

Vi?with parenthesis while Bateson noted that 'in mixed systemsfﬂ.

‘r

individual who incorporates the work these two theorists'if
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could benefit fron“the ‘increased- perspective of which
Bateson speaks in his discussion of double description

n

- A View of Therapy: - A Synthesis of Maturana and Bateson .

—

[l

‘Maturana stated that he: and Bateson "intersect" ‘but they
do. not "3uperimpose" (Simon.‘ 1985 . 36) | In order' to
1llustrate further how the. work of these two theorists can'

enhance each. other. a brief discussion of the one fam114 .

§

..therapist will ensue. . ‘The discussion will show how the work

of Michael White, a family therapist who ‘uses Bateson F:)

/

\theory explicitly. also can be conceptualized by using

' Maturana's theory,‘ Hichael white 'wds chosen becauae he
. o /

appears‘ to‘ operate de"facto' from an objectivity in‘

"

parenthesis perspective and to appreciate the nature and“,

importance of languaging as it is discussed by Haturana

Some Theoretical Foundations

White uses Bateson s description of cybernetic explana—"

/ ‘
tion Therefore. he focuses on the notion that a family is

/

\ftrestrained from taking alternate courses (as was discussed
' /

briefly in the preceding consideration of stability and,;a‘_j
‘]"change~in relationships) In particulars white focuses on f@fs
‘f,redundancy (restraints 'of pattern) : In addition. whitemf"““v
enphasiied~“3ateson,s concept of ‘newsw of difference and;”'fyi



»course is adopted. (e) having the family undertake experi-'_'
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relates it to_double-descriptionlin the following way:

The receipt of news of ‘difference is essential Eor the
revelation of new 1deas and' the triggering of new
requnses._for the discovery of new solutions. Recelpt -

of news of difference requires that family members’ per—
ceive a contrast between two or multiple descriptions.
The. therapist contributes to the family's perception of ',
such contrasts by working to develop double or multiple
descriptions of certain events, standing these descrip-
,tions side by side. for Eamily members and then inviting
them to draw’ distinctions between  these descriptions
This ‘provides, 'news . of difference which makes a

‘gifferencel (1986a, P l72)ff ‘ o | L

?

oy A

White (1986a) outlined a sequence for therapy vhich involved‘
‘I(a) determining the relative influence of the problem in the
B liEe of the Eamily, and the Eamily members’ influence in the'

- life of the problem.A (b) helping family' members view the

- problem in the context of a trend by using questions whichﬁ\lg'
‘draw contrasts between the . state oE affairs at.ﬂne.pnint_in‘
time and at another point in time. (c) raising dilemmas which
help family members establish ‘two descriptions of how they
;'participate with each other around the two different liEe—“
styles.‘(d) discussing the consequences of change and prqg?

' ‘dicting a hangover £ a radical (i e. ’. change—oriented)

fﬂments if the radical course is . adopted,.(f) responding to theﬂ"
\ffamilies responses,\and (gl predicting relapses as expect

f}phengmena Several of these points will be highlighted
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. The dlscussion oE whlte s theory ls not intended to be a*‘,

‘ comprehenslve one Rather. lt is llke a sampllng of hls'
"work ln order to lllustrate some key points In thla llght
dtwo‘ examples fof‘ objectlvlty ln parenthesis and tﬁo of;,
languaglng wlll be glven Flrst in relatlon to objectlv1ty“‘
. in parenthesis. 1t 1is worth notlng that thte uses the Eamllyd

‘umembers' distinctions f; the problem ln formulatlng the

;‘doubLe descrlptlon whlch he helps them brlng Eorth .Also

his languaglng is deslgned to’ brlng the problem out of an

lndlvi@ual context and ‘into a. relatlonshlp context He

'

\

~‘agrees wlth Bateson on the Eollowing point ‘ﬂﬂ~ 3 "{“

we“commonly;‘speak as ‘though a slngle "thing' could

thave' some characteristiqg -.....That 1s how our language“

. is made ..... But this way of talking is not good enough
'in sclence or epistemology. To think stralght. it 4is

advisable . to Hexpect‘jall‘7 ualities  and attrlbutes.?"

‘adjectives, and sq on to refer to at least ‘two sets of
: interactlons 1n time (1979 ppe 60—6%)

R

vwhite uses -some particularly creatlve languaglng to exter—_

pnallze the problem 1nto ‘a relationship context . For example.~‘”

in an artlcle‘entitled, "Famlly Escape From Trouble" white -
A B

f_descrlbed how he dealt with a tWelve yedr old boy and his

'parentﬁf The boy had been seen by professionals for nine““

iyears and had recelved a variety oE dlagnoses.‘ Hhite s;t'

.extent to which they thought John "was presently under the;fffi

(1986b) first questlon to the parents was concernlng thef.”

&

‘”d -1nf1uence of the problems that had plagued hls llfe so" fffi

RN “\‘
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(p 29) « This was -the 'Eirst oE a series‘ of -distinctions_y’

which were designed to counter the "Eamily s characterologi—"

i

;:cal description" (p.’ 29), (Also it is interesting to noter

”\that as the family terminated therapy "the Eather 8 parting‘
'comment was that it was a case of Eamily escape from trouble“

\‘[p 33]. indicating that‘indeed the father saw the problem }j B

l‘in ‘a relationship context ) A‘second example oE;languaging;

'

~demonstrates that wWhite. appreciates the ‘perspectivef'that"‘

5languaging involves more than (mere) words In the portion‘

p of therapy which white entitled responding to responses.'heﬁv

].described how he encourages change An- a new. direction ‘as-

.Eollows “

The therapist can- Eurther promOte the endurance of these
new 1ideas by "noting 1in detail ‘the family members"
. responses. She or he .can carefully take notes while 5
inquiring about the various vicissitudes Family members . - =
. become mOr involved in obtaining information about these =
“changes 1f" the. therapist mumbles ‘quietly while taking -
.notes. Erequently checking with" Eamily members to ensure
' that the ‘evidence being -written down is indeed. correct.
L .'During this . .phase; family members. often "Spontaneously"
L . discover . other- facets  of- change that" have taken place :
' - between sessions, Eacets that have previously gone. -
h‘unnoticed (1986&. p 177) i o L oA

\ ' \

;One further example of Nhite s functioning }n objectivity

BN . e
PR Satl

fin parenthesis will be given. He stated he does notw-

‘with a' Eamily s’ perspective (’White & Tomm. 1'986) "Ratnef.,";jf
ftfcan be distinguished as werking persistently and creatively :
.:ﬁﬂf\to help the family bring forth the new description with which

they have had little experience (e g.,icompetence, etc )

"~._‘“ R | m\ - -
P S .‘, R Ch
' : .
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Some General Observations: Double Description,

Restraints, and News of Difference

P

The first general observation 1s that white's overall

”therapy sequence can he described as the orthogonal intera¢¥
' tion, or, in‘other J%rds.‘an‘interaction with theucomponents
of the family in ways other than how they interact currently:“
to integrate the specific/"problem"‘Eemily,l Therefore. if',
‘,therapy sequence 1is distinguished as the orthogonali
interaction.' that ‘interaction could be described ‘as ahn

sequenbe of .steps intended to create ‘and perpetuate a double
description. ' : o A T
. . i * ' ' " B . ‘ !

1

N R o . b ) 4 4 .
~Secondly, restralnts can‘be-thoughéiof as the structures‘
of the individual family members. For anyone concerned about

f Bateson 's views on ‘objectivity, -this reconceptuaiiZation of
.
: restraint as structure explicitly indicates that change will
I'v\/

' ‘fbe“'determined by the .Eamily members and d%t by ‘the‘

‘::therapist's interventions In practice. white seems to func—
‘;tion in that spirit anyway , Fort example. he stated that. "new

1responses are more often than not entirely‘new * Thete arev
“;responses which were not and could not have been predicted

h in earlier dischssions oE the requirements for family membersp

-~:“‘“M\"’participation in regard to a: new course "‘ (White. 1986&

“!jp '196)- Finally. news of diEference can be thought of as - ahf"”

‘?perturbation.; In the previous discussion oE Bateson 8- view

“ ~ . N . . .. .
.. RN N . i - T M v L I ‘ . -

i 5 . ) .o [ . . . .
S X . . .- : . . . . o

B o an o [ . R . )

P S X o R L B S S AN Lo v AR
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of reelity; Dell -{1985) stated that Bateson's discussion of
news of dlfference seemed to be a claio that there was an
objectlve world. However, alternate distinctions are
poss;ble? Fot exampie. conslderlng Bateson's view of
circular eausatlty. 1t seems unlikely that he meant

information com&ng from the environment actually causes

change. ‘'However, this must remain speculation 'In any

. case, 1t seems. thet“white condncts his therepy in a way

-

\ ‘ ) ‘
which sees news ofldlfferenceges a perturbatlon‘whlch'may QrC

may not be experienced by fa a‘ffmembers. depending on theip

sgﬁuctures Thus, 'Nhlte's therapeutic approach can be

©y

considered compatible wlth much of Maturana s‘theory

-

Q.

The conslderetion of the second” major- theoretical -

concept. languaging.‘ is COmplete, .« The discussion has

Aemphesized the nature of languaglng as an interactive

_phenomenon. stablllty and change 1in relationships, and

»

classlfication of interactlve processes In addition, a’

brief discusslon of a thetapeutic approach whlch can be used.

.. to synthesize some oE the major 1deas of Haturana and'.
| 'Bateson was presented ' Further. with the completion of them

‘~discusslon oE the concept of 1anguaging. the computatlon of

‘Maturana provides a sgound- Eoundation for ™ understanding oun

v oL

- RN

o
P )

‘ Maturana. Batsson. and von foerster also draws to a close

As -a final comment in this regard, an overall di.stinction'

which Eocuses on the uniqueneas of each theorist is that'

-

m
£
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‘

biology and 1its implications; von Feerste: contrtbutes a

[
synthesls from many flelds in arguling qu an observer

\ Lo . B !

fdependénc ‘eplstemology; and, Bateson provides'  some

fundamental .uunderstahdlngs‘ concerning the nature and

classification of communicattion.

T .
U '

. In a still deef frame, the overall discussion of the .

‘implicaglohs\of Maturana's theory and ..the conslderatton of

Maturana in context were des;gned to emphasize both theofy ‘

and appllcation For examplé.‘the computation sectlon can’

be distlnguished as primarily theoretlcal in nature. whlle

A

the implications sectlon was mote apptication:oriented, Fot

example, it dealt with the issue of distinguishtng between
health and pathology as well as with a Eramework Eor therapy
which was brought Eorth directly from the biological tenets

In additton. it was vsuggested tha; the majorlty of the

implicatlions were relevant to the process of viewingloneself

and one's relationship to others. For~exémp1e. the majority

of the 1mp11cations would apply to 1ntbract1ng with other§~

in a setting 1n which therapy 'was not the goal such as the

e

current study . The remaining discussion will Eocus on- some
final observations brought forth *from the process of theory
‘application»whiqh~this pppject entalled.

"
. “',
e
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Ca

The Study Couples, Study Method. and

‘the Nature of the Study
‘ " SR
This discussion is designed to highlight some significant

observations, which can be made as a ”result of the theory
application process It is recognized that Erom the process
of reading the material presented to-thls point. others could

well bring forth many different xmservations However, the

'diseussion will provide ‘'some sense of how these particular

observations arose. ' L

\

The Study Couples

. L . . ! Y : -
. A slgnificant observation 18 that ¢Matdrana's theory

e

provides a way to dePcribe the study couples and their

interaction, and consideration of Bateson. and von Foerster

"

enhances that perspective” . The following 1s such a

description. ” ; . ' L C

The husbands and wives met "and continued .to interact

fbecause their structures allowed it (structure determinism)

If not, they would 'have met and separated They -have

"n

remained together because their structures continue to aIlow

ic. Specifically. they stay together because .one aspect of -~

‘their structures is that. each has the emotion which Maturana
- called the passion (willingness. desire) for 1iving togethernw

“ “?in close physical or emotional proximity (A "touple could

‘ \

W o ' o L v oo . / ' )
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stay ‘together'iif one of them had 169: that. emotion, or,

Lndeed Lf both of them had‘»but that would be a rational

'declsion made through 1anguaglng vlth oneself or vlth the

wother partner)

\

Al "
o I
’ A

The couples 1lnteract togethecwin a closed domain (A per;
tucrbs B, 'B perturbs A, etd. in a proce®$s called structural
cbupllng). They can interact 1n’an infinite verlety of ways
as long as  each conserves organizatlon and correspondence

with the medium (a part of which is thelr structural coupling

with each other).

The study couples have undetgone a 1ife transltloﬁ
without“‘havingv sought therapy because they’ have not
distiﬁguished, a problem in this tegérd.t. Additionally, no
one empowered bv_ socliety has identified a problem and

required. that they seek thetapeutic assistance.

4

Because of . the recursive pature of 'thelr“sttucturel

coupling. the .couples have developed stable ‘behavior over

time At least some of thelt behavior patterns can be

A

observed 1n an 1nteractive setting such. as an intervtew

V‘Duting the intetviews.‘the tnterviewer observed that the
- ‘8,

COUples seemed to Eunction well togethet ' Two perspectives

“,

can be taken in looking at that situation The languaging

(in. the case‘of thts.study..the vetbal languaging) can be

/
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identified with emphasis- -on the differences, among the

couples. and each couple can be distinguished as functioning

ih an idiosyncratic. Eashion This situation ocCUrs becauge N

\of the relationship between structure and organizatidh i e.

as composite unities the couples can have any components agd
relationships as long as their organiﬁation as the couple 1is
conserved. This perspectlive can bringdforth appreciation of
the‘wide variety'of ways in which couples or~Eamilies can
function (a sense of the legitimacy of their realities). It
can act to guard against the establishment of rigid norms

about couples ana'FEEITies

. The -second Rerspective is to look for similarities among

the couples byg observing their languaging gagain. verbal

- relationships, may yleld a broader perspectiv-.

‘to similarities for example. noting that ead

languaging in the ‘case of the study) Similarities, combiqea'

with an appreciation of the idiosyncratic

re of the
In relation
h husband and
wife often shared similar distinctions in - their 1anguaging.

saw the emotion of anger as normal within a relationship.,or

‘that they seemed tentative when they spoke about how the

other mighiizfel or think allows one to. make distinctions
t

Kthese couples appear to be functioning well”

about VC\
'itogether Some overall "distinctions concerning their

‘Elanguaging also becomes possible. for'example.‘one’could say

ll'that they function with a sense of relationship. oTr a double .

. - . - . N A\
Loom . L i -
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deacribtion of how they 1nteracr.as a couple. Aiso. one can
say they have some ‘self corrective mechaaisms acttnguso'aa
to prevent escalation. Or, one can focus on the responsi-
bility they . take .for their actions and their tentatlveness
lln 1nteract1ng wlth each other ang,. character;ze this as
objectivlty 1n parenthesls. One can 1infer that their emo—
tlonal'posrures,muat be such that they allow langUagiag oE

- this sort‘tO<occur.

Fiha;ly;'ﬁhe couoles can be v;ewed‘as undergoing con—

' tinhous ‘structural change, For. example, 1in the  iﬁterviev

\ )

setting.maome of the interactions with the~1nterv1ewer were.
' perturbatlon;'whlca triggered changelin each of them. It is
impossiblehfor the interviewe to know what change oécurred.
qualiy; it‘rs‘impoasible't predict what the coupleaeii}L
be like in_the future; that is contlngent upon their indivi—
dual ontogenic structaral drifts and upon the 1ateractiona

“a

into which each person enters, 5oth within ;he relationship

f

" and in-other systems of'which‘they are a part.
. The Study Method

An'Eplstemologi Regardiﬁg‘Science’
The overa11 research methodology was classified as ‘a.

°hermeneutical approach However. before the methodorbsy is

‘.°
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discussed, one broader notion'will‘be'considered.' Speci-
ffically. Maturana presents“'hiss“epistemology‘ concérning‘f
science whenever he writes about the nature of language,,‘
cognition. etc (e. g 1978. 1986 .etc ). ‘This is because .

' he is a scientist making explanations  His epistemology is

that we do science as follows

. 'We as. scientiSts make sclentific statements. These
statements are -validated-by the procedure we use to
generate them: the sclentific method. This .method can
be described as involving the following operations: (a)
observation oF a phenomenon that, henceforth, 1is taken -
as a problem to be explained; (b) proposition- of an
explanatory hypothesls in the form of a deterministic
system' that. can generate a phenomenon 1isomorphic with.
the one observed; (c) proposition .of a computed state or
process in the system specified by the hypothesis as a
predicted phenomenon to be observed; and (d) observation
of the predicted phenomenon. (1978, p. 28).

What is'most significant'is that carrying out the scientific
method does not require reference to an objective reality

_’_____,.___.’_ﬂ~__ -

Further.,whether or nqt a scientific explanation is valid,

"ot in other words. accepted or rEJected depends on whether1

or not it satisfies an explicit or implicit criterion of - .’l'

; acceptability that a listener specifies

t
4

When these tWO points are considered it puts science in

sa different light For me. it solidifies my ‘view of an

”i_observer dependent reality and the appropriateness of doing

;:f,this type of study which. among other things& """ attempts to

o L
jaccount for the observer and my observations in more than a/ o
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~ cursory manner. Also, it make debates over the relative

merit of quantitative versus qualitative methods nonsense. f"
i,e,1 oE ro. sense (Maturana & Tomm. 1986) Finally. ‘the;i

understanding that the validity of any endeavor is determined’

by the listener (or listeners) has helped me to understand

.“ my role fJust as the therapist is responsible Eor the care—

Eul choice of an interaction which he hopes will be ortho-

gonal my responsibility has been to tell a story in a manner_‘

I distinguish as careful ot thorough, Finally. the. discus-
. 0 o .

“sion is included at this point because I‘was'notlfully aware

“of 'the consequences of Maturana'S“epistimology- concefning

‘,science until later 1in the overall process of theorxwafplfr

cation during this project , The Eollowing quote by voni} '

Foerster seems appropriate in’ this context:

——— Lo . P

et

While  in .the first quarter : of ‘this - century physicists
and. cosmologists were: forced to review t§g basic notions"

.that govern the natural scilences, in the \last quarter of

this century biologists will force a rtevision of the

"basic notions that govern sCience itself (Segal. 1986
“pe29). O

;“The more specific topic.,thatrof‘the herneneutical‘approach.

will ‘be discussed next o f\' | ok ,'°f

-~

o

“The Hermeneutical Approach o > o e j“r;’fi

Y

'=The essence oE the hermeneutical approach was presented¢~‘ff

‘in the discussion of the methodology Eor the study '1n~f
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a

‘addition..rationale which was presented when the study was
_proposed is included in that discussion The current dis—

tinctions will be restricted to two observations oE which I

Y

;;was aware on1y partly at the time of . proposing the research

mrfstudy The Eirst oE these is that the hermeneutical approachx

,,,,,,

“is particularly suited to the application of the concept of

'
objectivity in.parenthesis as it related to the studymcouples‘

andi:to myseIET‘” Taking Dell's -(1985)“point ‘that Maturana‘

: provides us with an ontology or ‘our nature .as ‘Btologicalj

"beings. Gadamer can ‘be seen to present a highly compatible
' notion of how out ontology aEfects out interaction with
'others in research In the introductibn to Gadamer 's (1976)

work,: the following is noted

(The) methodological alienation oE the knower from his
own historicity ds - precisely the focus of Gadamer's,
'criticism Is' it the case, Gadamer asks, ‘that the knover,
-can leave his immediate situation in the present ‘metrely"
by adopting an- attitude’ . An ideal understanding that
.asks us ‘'to' ‘overcome our’ own present is ‘intelligible only"
on—the*assumption that - our own historicity is an acci-
dental. factor:. “But. Af. it 1s an. ontologica rather than

a- merely: . accidental and ‘'subjective condition, ‘then the

" kKnower' 8 ‘qwn ‘present, - situation is- already constitutively'
“involved 1in - any process 1of understanding 'Thus Gadamer

. takes :the knower S boundness ‘to:his present horizons and

~ ‘the: temporal gulE separating him from -his -object to. be
- the " .productive ground of all understanding rather than '
jfnegatiVe Eactors or impediments to’ be .overceme (p. xiv) -

‘ VA
S .

'QfThis statgment_provides clear support Eor Maturana -3 notionj
'dfiof our constitutive inability to know an objective world

H‘Ihe secOnd observation is that Qadamer s idea oE dialogue;
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suits”'the; study jof couples\‘as"they‘ interact through'

"‘“languaging He described the hermeneutical task as a "coming
into conversation" ‘(weinsheimer; 1986, p. 209) - Also,

“Gadamer noted that questioning is reciprocal in ‘a dialogue

,This point. will be discussed further as it relates to my‘:‘
! 4
particular study and studies oE this nature It would seem

that the hermeneutical approach provides an excellent oppor—'

tunity for dialogue as the term is used by Gadamer , In the,
' ‘presentation of the study results, I noted that I imposed A
structure in the interviews by talking about the decision in'

three distinct time periods.“Secondly, I observed that ‘to-
'varying=degrees. each couple and I treated the. interview‘in :

the traditiOnal sense of the word 1.e. ., 1 led the discussion‘

A

and the couples responded | Thus;_while my interaction with

o \

'the couples was much more of a dialogue than in those‘studies
‘o& the transition ‘to parenthood and of the work/non workfl
"decision as reviewed in the introductory chapter. it was‘less f-.*j‘;T
'of a dialogue than it could have been The implication Ofi:‘

“; this is that when choosing to use a hermeneutical approachll

a’ researcher needs to consider carefully what sort of struc- 1;hfié

\

o lture will be Lsed because it will aEEect the naturekof the

| 1nteraction and yield qﬁfferent ﬂ-‘tdf The natUre of the,fh'i"

'research project’will be considered next DT ‘,. ‘,'" ;f; e
ARSI . o@ 0 W

Vi:its




R  The Natureuof.the ProjeCt'

1 will‘end the discussion vith a' personal comment on the.
‘nature of the research project D\ distinguish it as a‘

iluxury to have done an application type of- project ‘3AS .
mentioned earlier, ' such an application has allowed me to

»

]live with the theory. ‘a’ particularly appropriate idea since
A : :

lﬁaturana talks about languaging (including self reflection:
‘and thinking in this case) as arising through the praxis ofg
living together ‘ I will -end with an anecdote while I was
diworking ‘on my dissertation,. my husband was reading ‘an~

3

‘exciting fiction book and 'broke out in loud laughter i |

v asked what was funny . He said that it wouldn t seem funny“”

to’ me Hhen encouraged ‘he’ stated\that he was laughing at a
‘line "look in the telephone book" . At the time it struck me'
' that this project had been a similar process of living with‘

[

'a theory so that I could come to understand it for myself

1

P
N !
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o ©+ APPENDIX 1

; N ) ’ ' ' s
v Y o " i ) X
Study Inﬁordﬁtlon \

vlvvag a graauate student’ dolng{~a dlssertatlon at the
Unlyerélty of Alberta and llylngrln Calgar}. As part of my -
‘dlssertatlon; I am' lnterested lh 1nterv£ewlng‘ couples who
| have made a decislon Eor the wife not to return to work
rafter: the blrth of . their Elrst chlld In ~other wopds.'
couples who have no deflnite plans about when or lE the y}fe i
wlll go back to working outside the home. ‘. I want to_
1nterv1ew »couples whose bables are now between three to .,f
twelve months of age ln each lnterview. I ‘will ask the h
“couple.to share theit particular experiences related to this,:
- _‘ ‘decisloh The' lnterview wlll probably take about two hours
R ‘to complete ’ | L LT : L o
, ' ’ \@“". : v's/"
- “TF you are'willing to participate ln thls study or wish,

Eurther- 1nforhation about it." please cOntact me 'at,C"

/- 283-8605. Thank. you | B |
: N . oy »
f ‘¥y(?/ | ) { ' i, , -
: o - A S CoEE St
- . .- U .- . Lee Wertzler B.Sc. (Nursing); M:Ed. @
B ) . L “. . . " ) ~: RN S ) l - . ‘ \ x Lt .
s D S Oy
\‘ ‘ .‘ ‘
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,.‘AEPENDIX 2

Consent To Participate In A Research Study
Concerning The Decision A Couple Makes
For The wife Not To Return To wOrk

After The Birth of - Their First Child.

\

Having had vtheu abover atudy 7described to us by. L;e
Wertzler, we agree to .be interviewed as a family concerning
. how we made ‘and have experienced the decision as stated‘
above. We understand that we will receive Eeedback about the

’

‘tesults of the study aEter it is conpleted Eurther. ‘we .
understand that ‘the ;interview (of approximately, twof'hqurs‘
‘duration)\'will 3be recorded 'on"audiotape and that‘ thie
‘material will be kept in conEidence and available only to
‘those people oEEicially involved in the study
‘ -o. »

Ve understand that names; and'other identifying informa4f,y
tion. in as much as can be determined will be" excluded Erom

‘ the research report e "r

“ ’ >
. . Ve

'h{Dété=_:;;fﬁ




