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Qualitative Psychology

It is in this context of democratic endeavour that qualitative psy-
chology of whatever tendency should be judged. For, usually, it. is only
qualitative research that has a proper awareness of the diverse experiences of
individuals — and will, in particular, provide a hearing for the voices of the

excluded.
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Chapter 3 -

Phénamem!@gy

Amedeo Giorgi and Barbro Giorgi

Phenomenology is a philosophy initiated by Edmund Husserl (1900/1970) at
the beginning of the twentieth century. One key aim of phenomenology was
to ground radically the foundations of knowledge so that sceptical attacks on
rationality and its procedures could be overcome. To build a secure basis for
knowledge, Husserl decided to start with the problem of how objects and
events appeared to consciousness since nothing could be even spoken about
or witnessed if it did not come through someone’s consciousness. It is to be
noted here, however, that consciousness is not to be understood as limited
to awareness, but in a much broader sense which would also include pre-
conscious and unconscious processes. Husserl (1913/1983) also detailed a
method for carrying out this project. Since psychology was also being
founded about the same time as phenomenology, and since it, too, began as
the ‘study of consciousness’, it was only natural that interaction between the
two disciplines should take place. Unfortunately, the history of these inter-
actions is filled with misunderstandings, and the reader is referred to other
sources for details about this history (e.g., Cloonan, 1995; Merleau-Ponty,
1964; Spiegelberg, 1972). In this chapter, we will limit ourselves to an
exposition of how the phenomenological method, adapted for scientific
purposes, can help psychology make discoveries about the experiential world
in psychologically significant ways.

How to determine precise psychological knowledge has been an issue for
psychology ever since its founding as a modern discipline. When modern
psychology was founded in the late nineteenth century, it began to seek
secure knowledge according to the most prestigious criterion of that era,
which was the experimental laboratory. Mainstream psychology has worked
within this set of criteria with minor variations ever since. To be sure, some
legitimate knowledge has been gained, but only in limited regions of the
whole field of psychology, since most early studies focused primarily on
sensotry-perceptual experience or experiences tied to physiology because
phenomena of that sort were highly amenable to the acceptable procedures
and strategies of those times. Even when the so-called ‘higher processes’ were
investigated, the idea of the natural science laboratory was still dominant
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since Ebbinghaus (1885/1964) invented an instrument for presenting
nonsense material, and measured the time for learning and counted errors.

The advent of behaviourism and Gestalt theory were still laboratory
centred, but at least some few differences, in concession to the unique
nature of psychological reality, were introduced by those theoretical move-
ments. Radical behaviourism, in addition to focusing on behaviour,
developed in such a way that it preferred work in depth with a few subjects,
within a functionalistic perspective, and it was more descriptive than
quantitative in orientation (Day, 1976). Gestalt research was also almost
exclusively laboratory based, but it introduced the idea of phenomenal
presences and behavioural environments, in addition to physical reality, and
it tried to tie experience of them to the conditions of experimentation. In
addition, Gestalt experiments often relied more upon careful descriptions
than precise measurements (Koffka, 1935).

On the clinical side of the ledger, psychoanalysis established itself by
1900, but the setting for psychological knowledge was the therapist’s room
rather than the laboratory. The shift in setting led to a different type of
knowledge. Psychoanalytic theoretical constructions were all based upon
clinical case studies and the meanings that could be deduced from the
observations and interpretations made by the clinician. However, psycho-
analysis always suffered from the fact that it was not laboratory-based and,
hence, not a true science in the eyes of mainstream psychology. Psychology
is extremely conservative in its interpretation of science, and one departs
from conventional criteria at great risk.

This chapter assumes not only that qualitative research yields useful
knowledge but also that it is as legitimate a form of science as any other set
of procedures acceptable to science. This is not the place to argue such a
position, but we will demonstrate it by accepting certain generic operational
criteria of scientific research and showing how the specific approach to
qualitative research that we endorse, the phenomenological approach and
method, can satisfy those criteria. While the perspective of science applied to
human beings and human relationships is not identical to science as applied
to things and processes, the strategies used are not oppositional. It is simply
that strategic modifications are introduced because of the qualitative differ-
ence in subject matter. Many of the scientific issues concerning qualitative
research are taken up by Giorgi (1986; 1989a; 1989b; 1992; 1994; 1997,
2000).

In general, phenomenological psychological research aims to clarify
situations lived through by persons in everyday life. Rather than attempting
to reduce a phenomenon to a convenient number of identifiable variables
and control the context in which the phenomenon will be studied,
phenomenology aims to remain as faithful as possible to the phenomenon
and to the context in which it appears in the world. This means that to study
a particular phenomenon, a situation is sought in which individuals have

Phenomenology

first-hand experiences that they can describe as they actually took place in
their life. The aim is to capture as closely as possible the way in which the
phenomenon is experienced within the context in which the experience

takes place. From this rich contextual example of the phenomenon as lived
by the participant, phenomenological analysis attempts to discern the
psychological essence of the phenomenon. In other words, phenomenology
seeks the psychological meanings that constitute the phenomenon through
investigating and-analysing lived exainiples of the¢ phenomenon within the
context of the participants’ lives. While persons’ awarenesses are con-
comitant with these lived experiences, they are hardly ever totally coincident
to what is being experienced by them. Usually, the capacity to live through
events or respond to different situations greatly exceeds the capacity to know
exactly what we do or why we do what we do. Consequently, an analysis of

the meanings being lived by persons from a psychological perspective can.be......

highly revealing. However,/because phenomenology deals with experiences

. . ey Ty T - o L b
and meanings, its scientific status-is“often " suspect. " We THEend to " show,
however, that phenomenological research can follow the general dictates of
science.

Toward a Manageable Project

Most psychologists have issues or problems they would like to have the
opportunity to research, but these are usually unformulated, vague and too
impractical to carry out. It takes a careful honing and a disciplined attitude
to convert an interest into a feasible research project. It takes a great use of
knowledge and imagination to eliminate certain variables, control others
and realize how to concretize still others in acceptable ways. In general, the
more limited and more precise the research question is, the better the
research is.

Since the primary purpose of this chapter is to demonstrate a specific

type of qualitative research, we shall not dwell long on this first point. In
order to test the method as it was developing, we used the phenomenon of
learning as the vehicle for research because participants usually found it easy
to describe, and they had few inhibitions aboul pi¢ king situations they did
not mind sharing with others. In addition, for at least a hall-century, learn-
ing was a key phenomenon for psychological research because of beha-
viourism and the werbal learning tradition. Thus, phenomenological
research could throw new light on learning, (s uselulness could be demon-
strated because of the long history of psychological researn I on learning.
However, in order to get as many perspectives on learning as possible,
we also began to gather descriptions of fallures to learn. Conse quently, this
phenomenon will be used to demonstrate the sclentihe phenomenological
method. While the question may seem 10 be oo geneial for precis research,
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'l 15 not so from the phenomenological perspective that seeks the meanings
ol experiences; moreover, it parallels rather precisely the original questions
(lealing with descriptions of learning.

The Lifeworld of Learning

Il one wants to understand a phenomenon in a better way than one can
lo spontaneously in everyday life, one, of course, has to study it more
thoroughly. However, the way that such a phenomenon appears in everyday
lile = which phenomenologists call the lifeworld - should still serve as a
model or guide, or else the research situation may transform the original
‘tuation beyond recognition. This is an especially important problem when
phenomena are so diverse that they can occur practically in any setting
hatever, as is true of learning or failing to learn. One way around this
Aifficulty is to have individuals describe situations in which they have learned
' [niled to learn, instead of trying to set up a specific laboratory situation in
xpectation that subjects will encounter the hoped-for experience. Instead of
[1ie researcher’s trying to come up with one alleged constant situation (alleged
lecause different individuals bring different meanings to the one situation
nyway), we decided to go to the participants and have them describe how
(1iey experienced situations in which they learned. Even though it is assumed
that every situation, as well as the experiences, will be different, the various
perienced situations can become the basis for higher-level invariable
\vlationships between the persons and the situations in order to account for
the phenomenon of learning.
I'he request made of the participants, after a general introduction abogt
the purposes of the research, was this: ‘Please describe for me a situation in
hich you failed to learn.” As mentioned, this parallels the original request,
"lease describe for me a situation in which you learned’, most directly.
( onsequently, the psychological interest has to do with a better under-
nding of learning, and the specific research project is to contrast the
periences of failures to learn with the experiences of successful learning
previpusly acquired.
I'he descriptions of two participants will be used in this chapter, _and
il sets of data represent original descriptive data rather than transcribed
iterviews. The data being used in this chapter came from workshops
onducted by the authors. We try to limit workshop data to a page or two,
cause the analysis is usually a lengthy procedure, and the method' is
| olistic in orientation, so it is practically impossible to select only a port1o.n
| data collected in published articles or dissertations. Sometimes MA thesis
|11 are amenable, but Ph.D. dissertation data are consistently far too long to
I used in a chapter of this size. (For other examples, see G}orgit 1985.) The
(hatim descriptions received from two participants are given in Box 3.1.

Phenomenology

Box 3.1 Descriptions by participants

(Participant no. 1

I learned how to copy a key several days before | actually had to make one./ Now, a
customer had requested several copies of a round key. He was waiting. The person
that usually cut the keys was not available, so | had to do it/ Material prepared, |
placed the master key and the blank in their proper positions on the key machine (a
small unit). | made sure both the keys were lined up just as | had observed when |
was being taught to use the machine. | turned the unit on and began the process of
duplication./ As | was turning the master key to each groove, | realized that the drill,
which etches an identical groove onto the blank, was taking more time than seemed
necessary to cut each edge. | was accustomed to the noise of the machine. | had
observed the key-making process several times, but had ‘listened to' the process
more often. It just did not sound right to me./ By the time | had finished the first
duplicate, | realized that | was doing something wrong./ | removed the copied key
from its slot and compared it to the master. The grooves were not identical. The
copied key had much longer and wider grooves./ | started over. | tried several more
blanks. Each time | tried, | adjusted the blank’s position a bit differently. | tried to
remember exactly what position the blank had to be in. (There is a small spring
which keeps the blank at a proper distance from the drill.)/ | was sure that the spring
was to be left in a loosely coiled position. But the keys | kept making were not the
same as the master./ | kept trying, each time adjusting the key so that the spring
was a bit more tightly coiled./ By the time | was on my third try and blank, | was
getting nervous. Someone was waiting for the copies | was trying to make./ | finally
produced a duplicate that seemed to be like the master key. | gave the key to the
customer and explained that it should be tested as | was not sure it would work./
Back at my desk, | felt miserable./ | had watched the key-making process so
carefully: it was explained to me. Still, | had not learned. | wondered what | had done
wrong./ (I found out later that the spring did in fact have to be coiled very tightly.)
Had | not gotten nervous | might have figured this out myself eventually./

Participant no. 2

| was about 10 years old when | first attempted to ride a bike. We had only one./
My older brothers had learned long before, so | thought | would.-We had a large
backyard where | lived with small hills or grades in it, so you'd think it would be easy
for me to learn but for me it was disaster./ I'd try and fall over. I'd try again and use
the brake too soon. Always something,/ and between fear of getting hurt and not
catching on at how to do it, it was very frustrating. /A couple of times | thought | was
learning or at least getting over the fear when the family would say, ‘Boy you must
really be stupid: anyone can ride a bike, it doesn't take brains to do that."/ But | just
couldn’t and the more | tried the more | failed and the more ridicule | got, but | had
no success./The bike got a flat tyre, we never did get it fixed and it was the only bike
we had. | don’t know if | was glad or sad. | was glad at times because | could use the

continued i
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flat tyre as an excuse, but | was sad also because then [ was left feeling dumb and
stupid./

Well, many years later, after being married and all, | tried again to ride a bike here
where | live now. The kids thought everyone should know how to ride a bike, ‘What's
your problem, Mom?’/Well, | did try, still without success, still the fear of getting hurt
and the frustration of not being able to learn something that everyone says is so
simple. | know all my children ride a bike and | do feel dumb not knowing how / but
this is just a small failure in my life. | have bigger ones./ But failure is very frustrating
and when you try over and over and still fail, you wonder./ But | think, in the case of
the bike, fear and lack of confidence play a big part in it. Because if you fear and don't
have confidence you won't succeed, but this comes a lot from the way you're brought
up./ And maybe someday I'll try again and just maybe I'll succeed./

Determination of Data and Method

While these two procedures could be separated artificially, they are so
intimately connected that it is better to treat them together. The first point to
observe is that they both imply a certain slippage or contingency. That is,
there are more methods available than the one actually chosen and more
happens within a research setting than is recorded by ‘data’. For example, if
one chooses the phenomenological method, one cannot use grounded
theory, and vice versa. Nor can one simply combine them. One has to accept
the limits of the chosen method, and often this choice cannot be fully
justified. Similarly, collecting verbal data means that non-verbal interactions
are not accounted for. Collecting only non-verbal data through videotape
still implies that only one perspective was utilized. In a face-to-face interview,
some non-verbal data can also be noted in addition to the verbal account, but
one can never catch up with the totality of what was ‘lived through’, and this
kind of limitation must be weighed in all analyses. Consequently, all research
requires that the researcher be ever mindful of co-determining contextual
factors even if they are not blatantly manifest.

The intimate reciprocity between method and data should be obvious.
If one wants to record behaviour, one needs instruments that will do so; if
one wants voice registration, one would need different appropriate instru-
ments. If one wants behaviour observation to be the basis of data, one must
situate oneself accordingly; and if one wants to use statistical procedures,
one must respect the assumptions of the procedure chosen and be sure that
appropriate numbers are obtained. Since what is key for phenomenology is
how persons actually lived through and interpreted situations, the database

often becomes retrospective descriptions. Moreover, since what drives the ’

analysis of the descriptive data more than anything else is the search for
psychological meaning as lived by the participant, the description of what it

Phenomenology

was llke for the participant is an excellent databiase, Thus, there is a harmony
among the raw data that s obtalned, the method of analysis and the
outcomes that are sought

Perhaps this 15 a good place to clear up & po e misunderstanding.
While retrospective descriptions are often the source of phenomenological
data because of thelr convenlence, they are not the only source It is pOSSible
to obtain ongoing descriptions from participants by using the ‘talking aloud’
method (Aanstoos, 1985), and it 18 even possible to obtain =l| scriptions of
behaviour from others, so long as they are good descriptions from the
perspective of everyday life rather than technical descriptions Indeed, it is
even possible to videotape the behaviour of others and then replay it and
establish behavioural meaning units rather than verbal ones. Commentary
can also be recorded while watching the videotapes, either by llu- recorder of
the video, another researcher, or the participants themselves, These options
are mentioned so that the reader knows that phenomenological analyses of

data are not limited to retrospective descriptions.

The data presentation in Box 3.1 actually includes the first two steps of
the method. It can do this because the first two steps of the method are
straightforward and basically noninterventional with respect to the raw data.
Consequently, before speaking about the first two steps of the procedure, we
will pause momentarily to articulate some necessary concepts belonging to
the phenomenological perspective.

A key notion of phenomenology is the idea of intentionality, which is
not to be confused with our everyday sense of being ‘goal-oriented’ or
‘deliberate’. Intentionality is the essence of consciousness, rather than aware-
ness, and it means that consciousness is always directed toward some world
or other (the real world, an imaginary world, the dream world, etc.). Stnctly,
intentionality means that all acts of consciousness are directed to objects that
transcend the acts themselves (a perceptual act perceives a perceptual object;
loving is directed towards a loved object, etc.). Moreover, phenomenologists
insist that it is the object itself that is grasped by consciousness, not some
representation of it. Representations in the ordinary sense exist, of course, but
they are derived acts. Husserl upholds a presentational theory of conscious-
ness. Most generically, what every person is present to is the world or some
aspect of it. Consequently, if acts of consciousness grasp objects in the world,
how is one to communicate these objects of consciousness or experience?
Husserl’s basic answer is ‘by careful description’. However, Husserl was aware
that description is a tricky matter. Achieving careful descriptions is much
harder to do than to say. Unexpected biases lurk everywhere, especially in
everyday life or with the ‘common-sense’ attitude.

Thus, to obtain the most precise data from descriptive practices, Husserl
introduced certain attitudinal modifications, but, of course, they are not
guarantees. One attitudinal shift is called ‘epoche’, or ‘bracketing’, and the
other is called the phenomenological reduction, although sometimes both
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ittitudinal shifts are discussed under the heading of the ‘reduction’. Husser]
was aware that a common error in description is simply to subsume later
cxperiences under the rubrics of earlier ones. If one has been to one party,
one has been to all of them, or if one can drive one car, one can drive them
IIl. There is a grain of truth in this, but it is also obviously too sweeping a
‘eneralization. In order to help researchers be fresh and maximally open to
the concrete experiences being researched, he recommended that one bracket
lnowledge about the phenomenon being researched that comes from other
instances or indirect sources. To bracket does not mean to be unconscious of
(hese other sources but rather not to engage them so that there can be no
influence from them on the instance being considered. In addition, bracket-

- other instances of the same phenomenon possibly helps the researcher to
notice different nuances or new dimensions of the phenomenon.

The second methodological aid that Husserl suggested was the phe-
nomenological reduction. Husserl posited several types and levels of reduc-
1011, but there is only space to consider the one most relevant to the method
«ler discussion. The one we will employ is the one that Husserl called the
wnomenological psychological reduction, but which we prefer to call the
‘entific phenomenological reduction. The reduction that Husserl wanted
ilosophers to use he called the transcendental phenomenological reduc-
o and this reduction requires an attitude whereby one considers every-

Cthat is given to consciousness from the perspective of consciousness as
I that is, any creature’s consciousness, and not specifically a human
I ol consciousness. What we call the scientific phenomenological

lictlon also requires the consideration of the given from the viewpoint of

Cionsness, but this consciousness is considered to be a human con-

iness that is engaged with the.world. The only difference that the
Nl reduction introduces is the fact that the objects or states of affairs

onsidered are taken to be presences, not realities. They are taken to be
lly as they present themselves to be, but no claim is made that they
Ly are the way they present themselves to be.

I"“vchologists should be familiar with such phenomena, since we con-

deal with them. For example, we encounter hallucinations, images,
{1lse memories and so on that we recognize as experiential givens,
\» phenomena of the external world. This step helps us to resist the
i1 error whereby we state that reality is just the way it presented itself
I other words, the epistemological claim reaches only as far as
ot to actual existence.

Batn Analysis: Four Basic Steps

ready to confront the raw data of our research. The procedure
olves four steps, and, as noted above, the first two are relatively
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The first is that the researcher must assume a psychological perspective,
get within the attitude of the scientific phenomenological reduction, and be
mindful of the phenomenon being studied (in this case, the failure to learn).
Then the first actual step is to read the entire description written by the
participant. This is an obvious step, but it needs to be made explicit because
certain other methods analysing verbal data do not impose this requirement.
The phenomenological perspective is a holistic one, and so one does need to
know the global sense of the description before proceeding farther. Nothing
more needs to be done here because the subsequent steps continue the work
of the clarification of sense.

The second step of the method is the constitution of the parts of the
description. This step is a bit of a luxury with the brief, demonstrative
examples chosen for this chapter, but it is absolutely necessary when the
original taw data cover over 100 pages. But even with small sets of data,
the constitution of parts is helpful because one can clarify implicit matters
to an extent far beyond what would have been possible from a holistic
perspective. Since we are doing psychological analyses, we would want to use
the criteria most relevant to a psychological perspective, and since it is
ultimately meanings that the analysis aims to discover, we use the criteria of
meaning transitions to constitute the parts. Operationally, the ‘meaning
units’ (the name applied to the parts) are formed by a careful rereading of

- the-description, and every time the researchers experience a transition in

meaning based upon the attitude we initially described, they place a slash in
the text. That is why the original descriptions in Box 3.1 contain slashes.

It is important to note that there are no ‘objective’ meaning units in
the texts as such; rather, they are correlated with the attitude of the
researcher. Nor is it important that different researchers may constitute
different meaning units. The making of meaning units is a practical step that
will help the achievement of the subsequent step. Ultimately, what matters
is how the meaning units are transformed, not their size or their comparison
with other researchers.

Perhaps the third step is the time to say a word about the transfor-
mations that follow. Colleagues are often surprised to see what they consider
to be active transformations of sense by the researcher in the method we are
advocating. However, science almost always demands transformations or
modifications of original data. What makes this difficult to comprehend very
often is the laboratory tradition. It seems as though one goes into the
laboratory and gets data rather directly. However, what is often overlooked is
the fact that the laboratory itself is not a natural setting. It is a highly
artificial environment constructed precisely in order to improve upon
naturalistic settings. There are darkrooms, soundproof rooms, instruments
for controlling stimulus intensity and quality, and other instruments for
controlling participant responses, whether human or animal. In other words,
the transformations take place initially in the situation so the data can be
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collected straightforwardly. With our method, the data are collected from an
everyday perspective, but in order to make the raw data most relevant to
psychology (or any other discipline), the transformations have to take place
after the raw data are collected.

Why this difference between the laboratory tradition and experiential
research? Basically, the difference depends on whether variables or factors
are independent of each other and externally related, or interdependent and
intrinsically related. The laboratory tradition began with research on ‘things’
or other phenomena that were fundamentally independent, and so the
manipulation of variables was relatively easy. However, in so far as experi-
ences belong to a given individual, they tend to be interdependent and
intrinsically related. One can abstractly isolate experiential variables or
factors, but one cannot do that actually without simultaneously modifying
the structure of the experience. Where human beings are concerned, rela-
tionships are so primary that a person cannot be defined without referring to
relationships. Consequently, by beginning with a description from the per-
spective of the lifeworld, one is picking up contextual and referential issues
as they appear important to the participant. Since meanings are also basically
relational, one begins to see how different dimensions of the experience
relate to each other actually rather than hypothetically. Finally, the special
relevance of these connections to psychology have to be made explicit, since
it is obvious that the same set of raw data can be the basis for several
disciplinary analyses.

The type of transformations being sought can be specified a bit more.
One goal is to transform what is implicit to the explicit, especially with
respect to psychological meaning. This aspect of the transformation is what
allows the analysis to reveal meanings that are lived but not necessarily
clearly articulated or in full awareness. A second aim is to generalize some-

~what so that the analyses are not so situation specific. Seeking the psycho-
‘logical meaning of a situation in part means to go from the concrete lived

situation as an example of something and clarify what it is an example of.
Thirdly, where possible, one is to describe what took place in ways that are
psychologically sensitive. This does not mean ‘labelling’ meanings in terms
of psychological jargon so much as genuinely articulating and rendering
visible the psychological meanings that play a role in the experience.

Let us now turn to the analyses. For both participants 1 and 2 in Boxes
3.2 and 3.3, the left-hand column presents in their own words their descrip-
tion of a situation in which they failed to learn. The two right-hand columns
represent the transformations performed by the researcher. (There is no
fixed number of transformations; one does whatever is necessary.) The
difference between the two right-hand columns is simply synthesis and
highlighting of the psychological dimensiomn.

Normally, one would not try to write a structure for a single case, but
since the purpose here is demonstrative, we have done so anyway. Writing a

Box 3.2 Analysis of parti ipant 1

participant no. 1

1. | learned how to copy 4
key several days baefore |
actually had to make one.

5 Now, a customer had
requested several copies
of a round key. He was
waiting. The person that
usually cut the keys was
not available, so | had to
do it

3. Material prepared, |
placed the master key
and the blank in their
proper positions on the
key machine (a small
unit). | made sure both
the keys were lined up
just as | had observed
when | was being taught
to use the machine. |
turned the unit on and
began the process of
duplication.

AR

y (P1) data
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1. P1 slates that he had

apparently & quired a
certain skill several days
pefore he actually had to
produce a product that

required the skill.

2. P1 states that he had
to exercise the recently
acquired skill on his own
because a potential user
had requested the
product that involved the
skill and the potential user
was waiting for the
product. Since the person
who ordinarily operates
the machine that
produced that product
was not around, P1
reluctantly recognized
that he had to do it.

3. P1 states that he got
the material prepared,
and since making the
product involved an
original and a duplicate,
and a precise relationship
between them, P1 claims
that he lined up the
relationship between the
original and the duplicate
as he remembered
seeing them when being
instructed. P1 says that
he turned on the machine
and began the process of
making the product.

continued

IS

1 + 2. P1 found himself in
a situation where he had
to execute a recently
acquired skill, on his own,
that is, without instructor
guidance, in a ‘real’
situation with the potential
user waiting. It is clearly
among his first attempts
to execute the skill in
such a situation and
participant 1 feels the
pressure.

3. P1 relates that there
was no apparent difficulty
in getting the materials
assembled, but, although
not yet clear to P1, the
first trouble point for P1
was the precise
relationship between the
original and the duplicate,
which in the absence of
the teacher who could

have told him the answer,

P1 rehed on his memory

of the relationship as he

observed it when he was

firat acquiring the skill. 1t

|§ vary likely that the
P
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relationship as originally
lived and perceived was
not as focused as P1
needed it to be in his
present circumstances.
P1 nevertheless began
the process by turning on
the machine.

4. As | was turning the
master key to each

groove, | realized that the

drill, which etches an
identical groove onto the
blank, was taking more
time than seemed
necessary to cut each
edge. | was accustomed
to the noise of the
machine. | had observed
the key making process
several times, but had
‘listened to’ the process
more often. It just did not
sound right to me.

4. P1 states that as the
process started and
continued, he observed
that one part seemed to
be taking longer than
seemed necessary and
that the noise that the
machine made did not
seem right to him. P1
noted that while he had
observed the process
several times before, he
had ‘heard’ it more
frequently, and this
attempt did not sound
right to his ears.

4, P1 states that during the
time that the process
ensued and that he was
operating the machine, he
observed what appeared to
be visual and auditory
discrepancies, but he could
not pinpoint just what the
trouble was. The present
experience of the process
was contrasted to several
previous observations now
given memorially, and
even more auditory prior
instances also memorially
contrasted, and all that he
knew at this time was that
the production process
neither looked nor sounded
right to him. The process
also seemed longer than
necessary to P1.

5. By the time | had
finished the first duplicate,
| realized that | was doing
something wrong.

5. P1 states that by the
time he finished his first
attempt at making the
product, he knew that he
was doing something
wrong.

6. | removed the copied
key from its slot and
compared it to the
master. The grooves
were not identical. The

6. P1 states that he
removed the product from
the machine and
compared it to the original
and saw that the two

5 + 6. When P1 finished
the product, he felt it was
wrong and this was
precisely confirmed when
P1 compared his product
with the original. The
construction of his
product implied more time
(grooves longer and
wider) just as his
perception of the process
had indicated and had

continued
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copied key had much
longer and wider grooves.

were not identical. The
product he produced was
‘off” in a way that
carresponded to his
visual and auditory
perception.

given P1 a feeling of not
performing correctly. Now
he could confirm that the
duplicate was indeed not
a perfect match.

7. | started over. | tried
several more blanks.
Each time { tried |
adjusted the blank's
position a bit differently. !
tried to remember exactly
what position the blank
had to be in. (There is a
small spring which keeps
the blank at a proper
distance from the drill.)

7. P1 states that he
started the process again
and tried several more
duplicates. With each
attempt, P1 states that he
used a different initial
pasition as he groped in
memaory for the exact
position the duplicate was
supposed to be in. P1
then explains that there is
a part of the machine
which keeps the duplicate
at a proper distance.

7. P1 then states that he
started the process over
again’ with ditferent
duplicates and each
time he used random
trial and error as the
principle guiding the
initial position of the
duplicate since his
memory, which was the
reference point in the
absence of precise
knowledge or of a
knowledgeable other,
was only vague. P1 then
explained that the
concern was how to set
the machine so that the
relationship between the
original and duplicate
was correct.

8. | was sure that the
spring was to be left in
a loosely coiled
position. But the keys |
kept making were not
the same as the
master.

8. P1 states that he was
sure that one device was
meant to be loose, but the
products he made were
not the same as the
original.

9. | kept trying, each time
adjusting the key so that
the spring was a bit more
tightly coiled.

9. Nevertheless, P1
states that he kept trying
and one difference that
he introduced each time
was to tighten the device
that he had kept loose a
little bit more.

8 + 9. P1 states that one
point of certitude for him
was that a certain piece
of the machine was
meant to be loose;
nevertheiess, in
contradiction of this
alleged certitude, P1
varied the ‘looseness’ of

" this part of the machine

as part of his
experimental trial and
error process.

continued
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10 By the time | was on
y hird try and third
blank, | wan getting
narvous '|1)|llllll||‘| wias
wailing for the copies |

was lrying to make.

10 "1 silali st whion
he waa on hig third
attempt, and third
duplicate, he began to get
nervous. P1 became
more canscious of the
person waiting for his
products,

10. 1 alates thal by |us
third attermpt at making-
what he felt that he
should have been able to
do in the eyes of the
other, who was waiting,
he began to get nervous
and he kept the tension in
his phenomenal field
between the task and
awareness of the
expectant, waiting

other.

11. | finally produced a
duplicate that seemed to
be like the master key. |
gave the key to the
customer and explained
that it should be tested as
I was not sure it would
work.

11. P1 states that he
finally produced a
duplicate that seemed like
the original, but he wasn't
sure. He gave the
duplicate to the potential
user with a sense of
insecurity and explained
to him that it should be
tested since he was not
sure it would work.

11. P1 states that he
finally produced an
apparently acceptable
duplicate but gave it to
the waiting other with a
sense of insecurity and
with warning that the
preduct might not be
functional.

12. Back at my desk, | felt
miserabie.

12. P1 then states that he
returned to his own place
at work and felt
miserable.

13. 1 had watched the
key-making process so
carefully. It had been
explained to me. Still, |

. had not learned. |

wondered what | had
done wrong.

13. P1 reflects on the
process he just lived
through. He was aware
that he had watched the
process of making the
product carefully; the
process had been
explained to him. But he
concluded that he had not
learned, despite the fact
that he made a product
and he wondered what
was wrong with the

12 + 13. P1 then went to
his own place in the work
environment feeling
miserable about his
attempts to make the
duplicate. P1 was aware
that he had observed the
process apparently
carefully and had had it
explained to him, but
apparently he had not
truly appropriated the
process in an embodied,
self-directed way, and
even though he had
produced a duplicate, P1
knew he was not master
of the process and

process he had just lived
through.

Phenomenology

wondered what there was
about this living through
of the procedure that was
not correct. '

14. (I found out later that
to be coiled very tightly.)

might have figured this
out myself eventually.

continued

the spring did in fact have

Had | not gotten nervous |

14. P1 later found out that
what he thought he was
‘sure’ about was precisely
oppaosite to what the case
was meant to be. The
device had to be tight. P1
states that had he not
become nervous, there
was a chance that he
could have figured that
fact out on his own
eventually.

14. P1 states that he later
found out where the error
was. He became aware
that it was precisely what
he was ‘sure’ about, and
therefore explicitly not
questioned, that was the
source of the trouble
since his remembered
‘certainty’ was the
opposite of what it should
have been. P1 reflects
that had he not become
nervous, and thus
entered into a tense
phenomenal field, he
might have figured out the
correct procedure on his
own. That is, he might
have also, in a knowing
way, submitted to trial
and error testing even the
aspect that he thought he
was sure about, and
might possibly have
discovered the correct
procedure on his own.

structure based upon a single example is the most difficult condition since
there is minimal variation to help the researcher intuit what is common.
(For an example of where two descriptions fit under one structure, see Giorgi
and Giorgi, in press). We mentioned above some of the specific reasons for
transformation of the raw data. One of the peints we made was that a certain
degree of generalization should take place. Thus, in meaning untit 1 of Box
3.2, we see that ‘making a key’ was replaced by ‘acquiring a skill’, and we
spoke about making a product that required the skill instead of a key. In
meaning unit 7, participant 1 talked about ‘blank keys’ and how he adjusted
their position differently, and we spoke about the ‘process’ that participant 1

"
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lox 3.3 Analysis of participant 2’s (P2} data

Participant no. 2

I. | was about 10 years
oiwd when [ first attempted
to ride a bike. We had
anly one.

1. P2 was a child when
she first attempted to
acquire a skill that many
children seem to acquire
easily (ride a bike). P2
states that her family had
only one such abject.

2. My older brothers had
loarned long before so |
thought | would. We had
1 large backyard where |
lived with small hills or
grades in it, so you'd think
It would be easy for me to
learn, but for me it was
disaster.

2. P2 states that her older
siblings had learned the
skill long before she did
and so she thought that
she would try. P2
described the environment
for acquiring the skill as an
apparently suitable one
and one favourable for her
efforts, but she says that
the actual attempts were
disasters.

2. It was implicit from the
siblings that the
achievement should have
been easy for P2. The
environment suggested
the same.

i I'd try and fall over. I'd
Iry again and use the
brake too soon. Always
;omething,

3. P2 states that she
would try and fail. She
would try again and make
one type of error or other,
always something that
prevented her from
succeeding.

I and between fear of
(etting hurt and not
catching on at how to do it
was very frustrating.

4. P2 states that between
fear of getting hurt in
trying to acquire the skill
and not ever being able to
do it successfully, she
found the experience to
be frustrating. (She
apparently does not relate
the fear to the failure.)

4, P2's attempt to acquire
the skill with a fearful
attitude is not conducive to
learning. Never
experiencing a moment of
success also is
counterproductive for
acquiring the skill, as is
the consequent frustration.

continued
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5. A couple of times |
thought | was learning or
at least getting over the
fear when the family
would say, ‘Boy, you must
really be stupid: anyone
can ride a bike; it doesn't
take brains to do that.

5. P2 states that there
were a couple of times
when she was on the
threshold of overcoming
her fear of being hurt or
‘catching on’ to the
correct performance,
when P2's significant
others would make
derisive remarks ,
regarding her in relation
to her attempts to acquire
the skill.

5. Attitude of significant
others has a constraining
effect on P2, especially at
key moments. When
encouraging words might
have helped P2, she got
negative remarks instead
and these inhibited her
attempts.

6. But | just couldn’t, and
the more | tried the more |
failed and the more
ridicule | got, but without
success.

6. P2 states that for some
reason she just could not
acquire the skill, and the
more she tried
(performed?) the more
she failed, and the more
she failed, the more
ridicule she got from
significant others — but
without success.

7. The bike got a flat tyre,
we never did get it fixed
and it was the only bike
we had. | don’t know if |
was glad or sad. | was
glad at times because |
could use the flat tyre as
an excuse, but | was sad
also because then | was
left feeling dumb and
stupid.

7. P2 states that the
object became non-
functional, and so she
could no longer attempt to
acquire the skill without
repairing the object. The
actual state of the object
left her in a state of
ambivalence — alternately
glad and sad. P2 was
glad because the object
as dysfunctional was an
excuse for her not to
make new attempts
(before ridiculing
significant others). But P2
was sad because she
realized that the state of

7. P2 seemed not
motivated to bring her
relation to the task to
closure, and avoided
confrontation with closure
with excuses. However,
the lack of closure of the
experience left P2 with
unresolved ambivalent
feelings (relief from
further challenge, but
dissatisfaction in not the
completing task).

continued
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affairs at the time the
object became
dysfunctional was one in
which she felt ‘dumb’ for
never succeeding in
acquiring an apparently
easy skill.

8. Well, many years later
after being married and
all | tried again to ride a
bike here where | live
now. The kids thought
everyone should know
how to ride a bike,
‘What's your problem,
Mom?'

8. P2 states that many
years later, as an adult
with children of her own,
P2 attempted to acquire
the skill again because of
the attitude of her children
that anyone should be
able to acquire the skill
because it was perceived
to be easy.

9. Well, | did try still
without success, still the
fear of getting hurt and
the frustration of not
being able to learn
something that everyone
says is so simple. | know
all my children ride a bike
and | do feel dumb not
knowing how.

9. P2 states that she
attempted once again to
acquire the skill, but didnt
succeed, acknowledged
that she still had the fear of
getting hurt and still
experienced a frustration in
not being able to perform a
skill that relatives and
acquaintances perceived
as simple.

10. But this is just a small
failure in my life. | have
bigger ones.

10. However, P2
acknowledges that the
failure to acquire the skill
is merely .a single failure
in her life. She admits to

10. P2 accepts this failure
because she can point to
others that overshadow it,
thus creating a situation
where there is no motive
to change.

Phenomenology

repeated attempts make
her wonder (about
herself).

12. But | think that in the
case of the bike, fear and
lack of confidence play a
big part. Because if you
fear and don't have
confidence you won't
succeed, but this comes a
lot from the way you're
brought up.

12. P2 offers an
interpretation of her
failure to acquire the skill
by suggesting that her
fear of being hurt and lack
of confidence in herself
played big parts in her
experience of failure. P2
then theorizes
(generalizes) that if one
does not have confidence
and if one is afraid of
possibly being hurt when
trying to perform
adequately on a task, one
does not succeed.
However, P2 relates this
generalization to the way
in which one is brought
up, implying that it applies
to her.

12. The failure experience
seems in line with familiar
self-interpratations on the
part of P2 that seem to
make it acceptable.
Maybe that's why greater
motivation to succeed is
lacking.

13. And maybe someday
I'll try again and just
maybe I'll succeed.

1

13. Finally, P2 suggesis
that sometime in the
future she could possibly
be motivated to try 10
acquire the skill again,
and expresses the
(wishful?) hope that she
may succeed the next
time.

having bigger ones. = ! ) ; :
: was trying to achieve. In Box 3.3, for participant 2, in meaning unit 1 again,

‘learning to ride a bike’ becomes ‘an attempt to acquire a skill’ and in
meaning unit 7, participant 2 states that ‘the bike got a flat tyre’, and we
express that point by saying ‘the object became non-functional’. By our
is very frustrating for her, calling ‘learning to make a key’ and ‘learning to ride a bike’ ‘skill acqui-
and that failure after § sitions’, the reader can see the potential for synthesis if all other constituents
g would fall into place as well. Yet, the claim is made that the psychological 1

11. Nevertheless, P2
acknowledges that failure

11. But failure is very
frustrating, and when you
try over and aover and still
fail, you wonder.

= continued
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B 44 el structure for participants 1 (P1) and P2

— ~

[ 1o learn the implementation of a recently acquired skill occurred when
pply his knowledge unexpectedly and prematurely and wiltr_wut the

{ 1 roliable expert other to guide him, but in the presence of a waiting user.
process, P1 was aware of auditory and visual discrepancies beiwee_n a
(lormance of the task and his own performance and did not have a detailed
o memory available to correct this discrepancy. P1 had to rely upon faulty
and unguided trial and error, and he had to cope with a self-imposed
[rocipitated by the waiting user. In such circumstances, he me_maged to make

1 but he was uncertain of its effectiveness and frustrated by his performance.

|1 P2 the experience of failing to learn a skill occurred twice when she
|10 a task that others claimed to be easy, but for her involved a fear structure

| Aifculties and tack of proper support, such that the attempt at the taslf was
(enced as primarily frustrating and led her to feel ambivalent about continuing
|k P2 experienced the attitudes of significant others as corjstra:nlng_ aqd the
Io experience was situated within a context of acceptance of failure that indicates

/| 7 lacked confidence in herself.

onificance does not suffer from this kind of generalization. Indeed, one

could argue that it clarifies the psychological by lifting it out of potentially
confusing empirical details.

Another purpose of the transformations was to render the }mplicit
cxplicit. In meaning unit 2 of Box 3.2, participant 1 recognizes tilmt since the
person who ordinarily cut keys was not there, and a pote-ntlal user was
expecting the key, ‘he had to do it’, and in the transformatlon-s i added
‘reluctantly’, since it is clear from other parts of the description that
participant 1 would have preferred handing the task over to the person who
normally did it. In meaning unit 10, we made it explicit that partm:lpant i
folt that he was doing a task that, from the perspective of the potential user,
he was able to do. It seems that he did not clarify the situation to the
potential user, and so he experienced the situation as one of failureltg learn.
In meaning unit 2 of Box 3.3, we made explicit the fact t}}at parF1c1pant 2
assumed, because of the attitude of others, that learning ’_co ride a bike would
be easy — as implied by her siblings - and even the environment suggested

to participant 2.
= A t%ird plitrpose of the transformations mentioned above was to make
them more descriptively articulate and better able to be fche bearers o?
psychological meanings. For example, in meaning unit 7 gthlrd column) lrcl)
Box 3.2, it is made explicit that participant 1 relx?d on his memory of_ the
relationship between the original key and the dL{pllcate in the absence f)f't. ?
expert other, and it is also noted that it is quite probab.[e that the 1glt1'a
perception as lived by participant 1 was not as focused as it needed to be in
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order for his recall to be successful in his present circumstances. For mean-
ing unit 13 (third column of Box 3.2), we stated that participant 1 ‘had not
truly appropriated the process in an embodied, self-directed way’. This was
not explicitly stated by participant 1, but we would argue that this is the
implicit psychological meaning embedded in the situation as he describes it.
The psychological expressions articulated by the researchers help clarify the
psychological meaning in a more direct and pertinent way.

In Box 3.3 meaning unit 5 (third column) makes explicit that the
attitude of significant others has a constraining effect upon participant 2 and
the last meaning unit (13) makes explicit the idea that participant 2 was
not motivated to keep trying to learn to ride a bike. While the constraint
imposed by others and the ensuing lack of motivation to continue further
are both implied in the empirical data, specifically tying constraining
influences to the attitude of significant others and the lack of motivation to
keep trying to learn to her historical self-interpretations are psychologically
revealing dimensions of the concrete experience being reported.

Therefore, method and data are highly correlated and both are related to
the purpose of the research as well as assumptions regarding psychology. Our
assumption is that psychology has to dip into the subjective world of the
participant as much as possible. Collecting only behavioural data limits such
access, although it is not without merit (in so far as behaviours reveal
meanings), and the use of quantification tends to inhibit access to the sub-
jective world of the other even more. One must not here confuse two separate
issues: the world of the participant is subjective, but the means of capturing
that world on the part of the scientist is intersubjective or objective.

The discussion of the structure of the experience also belongs to the
relationship between data and method, and this is the fourth and last step of
the procedures we are outlining. The structure is gained by going over the
last transformations of meaning units and attempts to determine what con-
stituents are typically essential in order to account for the concrete experi-
ences reported. By ‘typically essential’, we mean that the structures obtained
are not universal, but only general because of the role of context. One always
tries to obtain one structure for all of the data, but that is not always
possible, and one should not try to force the data to fit one structure. The
necessity of several structures to account for the data means a fairly high
degree of variability. For our examples in this chapter, a single structure was
not possible; consequently, a structure was written for each example (see Box
3.4). However, usually, as more cases are added, the types of structures
solidify, become enriched and trail far behind the cases. For example, one
might have four or five types for 20 or 25 cases.

It is important to realize that a structure refers not only to the key
constituents but also to the relationships among them. It is also possible for
structures to have common constituents but still not be identical. A holistic
view has to be taken in order to appreciate the relationship among the
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constituents. For example, frustration is part of each of the structures we are
considering, but for participant 1, his frustration was over not getting right
what he thought he knew. However, participant 2's frustration was related to
the seeming impossibility of success, and it led her to have ambivalent
feelings about continuing the task. In other words, the psychological mean-
ings of the frustration were not identical. Moreover, participant 1 experi-
enced pressure and anxiety, but participant 2 was fearful, and the significant
others were actively detrimental for participant 2 whereas participant 1 was
desiring an absent other, and while he felt pressure from the potential user,
the latter was not vocally and actively detrimental. These differences are too
great to be considered merely intrastructural, and, as interstructural, they
require different structures to do justice to them.

Communicating Our Findings

The true closure of a research process is when the published material is read
by a competent colleague. Without the reading of a research report, the
entire process becomes practically useless. Thus, how the data are interpreted
and communicated is also critical, and undoubtedly many contingencies
enter into this process, especially for those who have a minority perspective.
However, many of the difficulties encountered in this phase of the research
process ate not unique to phenomenology but are generally true for any
minority perspective. Consequently, we do not think that these difficulties
need to be discussed in this chapter.

Issues to Think About

All experienced researchers know that there is no perfect method. Each
method has strengths and limits, and the research process itself can be
enhanced only when limitations of methods are made explicit so that proper

~limits on ensuing interpretations of findings can be established. Obviously,

this truth also holds for the phenomenological method as inspired by
Husserlian phenomenology.

The first thing to be noted when retrospective descriptions are obtained
as the raw data is the possibility of error or deceit on the part of the
participant. Honest errors can obviously occur, but they are not as crucial for
the psychological analysis as might at first appear. After all, the psycho-
logical perspective implies that the descriptions obtained are subjectively
dependent ones, not objective reports. The interest is in how the participant
experienced situations even if they come through memorial modes, because
the manner in which situations stand out in memory is alse psychologically
revealing. This double possibility of error (memory and perception of

Phenomenology

original situation) certainly should make the researcher‘wary, but it do_es r}ot
present an insurmountable obstacle in so far as no claims for the objective
reality are made. Rather, epistemological claims are basgd solely on how
situations were experienced oOr remembered by the participant. In phengm-
enological research, this step is heightened because of the use of the scien-
tific phenomenological reduction. The reader should recall that w1_th1n the
reduction, strong epistemological claims are made only for how things pre-
sented themselves to the experiencers, not for how they actually were. But
this is precisely what a psychological perspective tries to d(? o) dep_lct how
situations are experienced. With this emphasis, the objective reporting of a
situation can serve as an aid in detecting the psychological profile, but the
objective account should not serve as a substitute for the latter.

The question of deceit is morc problematic in the sense that a re:sezlirch
interviewer can be deceived over a short period of time or with descriptions
that are as brief as the demonstrations presented in this chapter. However,
with longer interviews such as are used in doctoral dissertations or sustained
research, the fact that something is awry is usually detectable. One may nqt
know just why the narratives are stilted or ‘off’, but the fact that a parti-
cipant is trying to control a description usually comes tk?rough. Agalm, the
use of the phenomenological reduction is helpful here since the EplS:tE!H_lO~
logical claim is only for the experiential structure, not for the ob]ectr?re
reality. Still, one was seeking authentic experiential structures, not dec?1t—
fully contrived ones. The latter only offer how someone construed the
phenomenon to be. ‘

Another possible prohibitor of deceit is the fact that in pheno_men—
ological research one is merely trying to find out what. h;.lppe.:ned. That is, no
specific hypothesis or theory is being advanced, so it is .difﬁCUlt to know
why deceit would motivate the participant, unless it was mmply to cover up
personal failures or embarrassments. The research within the phenorr'i-
enological attitude is usually discovery oriented rather than hypothesis
proving or theory testing (Giorgi, 1986). _

It would be fair to point out that these vulnerabilities are not unique to
phenomenological research. All qualitative research dependent upon par-
ticipant accounts of situations is equally vulnerable. Indeed, more :)l)]gct1ve
approaches that depend on instruments such as questionnaires or test items
would be equally vulnerable even though the participant only makes check

marks on sheets of paper. There are checks and balances, but no foolproof
strategy for detecting deception. In addition, one should not forget that all
‘talk therapy’ is equally vulnerable, although the establishment ol a rela-
tionship over a lengthier period of time can establish a type of trust that

research situations rarely allow.

Another vulnerability that is rather transparent with this ;
fact that the whole process seems to be dependent upon the res ‘.ni.wr s
subjectivity. This is especially true with respect to the third step of the

method is the
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wihod, the one in which expressions take on psychological sensitivity. We
we already explained why this transformation is necessary because all
nce transforms raw data in some fashion, either a priori through the
rowearch setting or instruments, or a posteriori. Since the phenomenologist’s
franslormation is a posteriori, and since it is concerned with precise expres-
‘ons of psychological meaning, it often appears to be arbitrary or heavy-
liinded. Nevertheless, there are rigorous guidelines for such transformations,
but their processes cannot be intersubjectively checked: only the outcomes
can. And, of course, through dialogue with other researchers, greater clarity
in be achieved, but that usually requires a special effort beyond the primary
purpose of the research.
The inevitable fact that all psychologists seeking a scientific pursuit of
the subject matter must face is that ‘neutral’ total access to their subject
matter is lacking. One may believe that one has full access to one’s own
cxperiential processes, but, even if true, this access is not fully shareable with
the critical other, and this attitude does not account for unconscious
dimensions. If one turns to the behaviour or experience of the other as
subject matter, again total access of any type is lacking since experiences are
not directly shareable. Traditional psychology has tried to overcome this gap
by means of quantification — numbers are precise and exactly shareable — or
objectification. However, the conversion of psychological meaning to num-
bers loses a lot, and, in any case, to be psychologically rich, the process has
to be reversed. That is, one has to go from the numbers back to the sub-
jective psychological reality, and this is usually accomplished entirely
subjectively by each researcher. Objectification participates in the same
process, but perhaps not so radically. The difficulty is that the objectification
of the subjective is not the same as comprehending the subjective as sub-
jective. Ironically, to do so is closer to an authentic objective understanding
of the subjective than the two previous strategies offer.

The phenomenological approach recognizes this lack of totalness.
Consequently, since the critical other cannot directly share the phenomeno-
logical researcher’s intuitions, meaning discriminations and transforma-
tions, the researcher leaves as complete a track record of the process as is
possible. The phenomenological researcher shows the critical other the
meaning unit discriminations that are made; the researcher shows the
transformations that are correlated with each of the meaning units, although
it is understood that contextual factors also operate with every transforma-
tion. Also clearly visible are the final transformations for each meaning unit
that are the basis for the articulation of the structure of the experience. It is
true that some critical processes remain invisible even though outcomes do
not, but, through dialogue with the critical other, even some of these
processes can become accessible.

Finally, it should be pointed out that the analysis should be done f‘rom
an intersubjective attitude. That is, the researcher does not remain in a
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purely biographical attitude. Rather, he or she assumes a psychological
attitude, the researcher’s role, and is constantly conscious of the fact that a
critical other will be reviewing the intuitions being described. The intuitions
are not so much person based as role based. Again, these are not guarantees,
but they are checks and balances, and they offer principles for believing in
the possibility of objective outcomes.

Basically, both traditional researchers and qualitative researchers recog
nize the same dilemma, but different strategies are employed to overcome
the problem of lack of total access. The traditional laboratory or meas-
urement psychologists following a pre-established tradition err on the side of
getting intersubjective agreement among researchers (of course, even with
this bias, problems persist), but often the price paid is the reduction of the
psychological richness of a phenomenon. Qualitative researchers woul
rather err on the side of ‘fidelity to the phenomenon’ and struggle with
intersubjective agreement. In any case, both biases have some legitimation
and they ought to be able to coexist with each other. Arbitrary exclusion of
one of these positions by the other is the great error that should be avoided.
After all, psychology is still a developing discipline that is trying to find ity

essential definition.

Further Reading

Cloonan, T.F. (1971) ‘Experiential and behavioral aspects of decision-
making’, in A. Giorgi, W. Fisher and R. van Echartsberg (eds), Duguesne
Studies in Phenomenological Psychology. Pittsburgh, PA: Duquesne

University Press. pp 112-31.

Another exemplification of the application of the descriptive phe-
nomenological method on a different phenomenon.

Creswell, | W. (1998) Qualitative Inquiry and Research Design. Choosing
among Five Traditions, Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

A comparison of five different qualitative methods with some
theoretical foundation for each, along with concrete examples from

each tradition.

Giorgi, A. (ed.) (1985) Phenomenological and Psychological Research.
Pittsburgh, PA: Duquesne University Press.

The book within which Giorgi first articulated the phenomeno-
logical method, including a sustained theoretical justification in the

second chapter.

49



