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

. Chapter3

Phenomenology

Amedeo Giorgi and Barbro Giorgi

.m.u_%:s:gm;omom.% is 2 philosophy initiated by Edmund Husser] (1900/1970} at

“ihe beginning of the twentieth century. One key aim of phenomenology was

o ground radically the foundations of knowledge so that sceptical attacks on
rationality and its procedures couid 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
0 awareness, but in a much broader sense which would also include pre-
comscious and unconscious processes. Husserl (1913/1983) also detailed &
micthod 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 conscioasness’, it was only natural that interaction between the
two disciplines should take piace. 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., Cloenan, 1995; Merleau-Ponty,
1964; Spiegelberg, 1972). Tn 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
mychology was founded in the late nineteenth century, it began to seek
seeure knowledge according to the most prestigious criterion of that era,
which was the experimental iaboratory. Mainstream psychology has worked
within this set of criteria with minoer variations ever since. To be sure, some
tepitimate knowledge has been gained, but only in fimited regions of the
whole field of psychology, since most early studies focused primarily on
sensory-perceptual experience or experiences tied to physiology because
phenomena of that sort were highly amenable 1o the acceptable procedures
and strategies of those tirnes. Fven when the so-calied ‘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 stil Jaboratory
centred, but at least some {ew differences, in concession o the unique
natuge 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 2 [unctionalistic 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 itselfl by
1800, but the seiting 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, psyclio-
analysis abways suffered from the fact that it was not faboratory-based and,
hence, not a true science in the eves of mainstream psychology. Psychology
is extremely conservative in its interpietation of science, and ane depasts
from conventional criteria at great risk.

‘This chapler assumes not only that qualitative research yieids useful
knowledge but also that it is a3 legitimate a form of science as any other sey
of procedures acceptable to science. This is not the place to argue such a
positien, but we will demonstzate it by accepting ceriain generic operational
criteria of scientific research and showing how the specific approach to
qualitative research that we endorse, the phenomenological approach and
methed, can satisfy those ceiteria. While the perspective of science appiied 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 Glorgi {1986; 1989a; 1989h; 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 o a convenient number of identifiable variables
and control the context in which the phenomenon will be studied,
phenomenology aims Lo 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

Phenomenalogy

fisst-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 phenemenon as lived
by the participant, phenomenological apalysis attempts to discern the
psychological essence of the phenomenon. In other words, phenomenology
seeks the psychological meanings that constitute the phenomenon threugh
investigating and analysing lived examples of the phenomenon within the
context of the participants’ lives. While persons’ awarenesses are con-
comitant with these lived experiences, they are harcdly ever totally coincident
(0 what is being experienced by themn. Usually, the capacity to live through
events or respond o differeat situations greatly exceeds the capacity to know
exactly what we do or why we do what we do. Consequently, an anaiysis of
the meanings being lived by persons from a psychological perspective can be
highly revealing. However, because phenomenoiogy deals with experiences
and meanings, its scientific status is often suspect. We intend to show,
however, that phenomenological research can foilow the general dictates of
sulence.

Toward a NManageable Project

Most psychologists have issues or problems they would like to have the
apportunity to research, but these are usually unformulated, vague and too
impractical to carry out. It takes a careful honing and a discipiined attitude
1o 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. [n 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 dweil long on this first point. In
arder to test the method as it was developing, we used the phenomenon of
learning as the vehicle for research because participants uscally found it easy
o describe, and they had few inhibitions about picking situations they did
not mind sharing with others. In addition, for at least a half-century, learn-
ing was a key phenomenon for psychotogical research because of beha-
vieurism and the verbal learning tradition. Thus, if phenomenoiogical
research. could throw new light on learning, its usefulness could be demon-
strated because of the long history of psychological research on learning.

However, in order to get as many perspectives on learning as possible,
we also began to gather descriptions of failures to learn. Consequently, this
phenomenon will be used to demonstrate the scientific phenomenclogical
method. While the question may seem to be too general for precise research,

.,
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it is not so from the phenomenological perspective that seeks the meanings
of experiences; moreover, it parallels rather precisely the original questions
dealing with descriptions of learning.

The Lifeworld of Learning

If one wants to understand a phenomencn in a better way than one can
do spontaneously in everyday life, one, of course, has to study it more
thoroughly. However, the way that such a phenomenon appears in everyday
life - which phenomenologists call the lifeworld - should still serve as a
meadel or guide, or else the research situation may transform the original
situation beyond recognition, This is an especially important problem when
phenomena are so diverse that they can occur practically in any setting
whatever, as is true of learning or failing to learn. One way around this
difficulty is to have individuals describe situations in which they have learned
or failed to learn, instead of trying to set up a specific laboratory situation in
expectation that subjects will encounter the hoped-for experience. Instead of
the researcher’s trying to come up with one alleged constant situation (alleged
because different individuals bring different meanings to the one situation
anyway), we decided to go to the participants and have them describe how
they experienced situations in which they learned. ven though it is assumed
that every situation, as well as the experiences, witl be differeat, the various
expertenced situations can become the basis for higherlevel invariable
reiationships between the persons and the situations in order to account for
the phenomenon of learning.

The request made of the participants, after a general introduction about
the purposes of the research, was this: ‘Please describe for me a situation in
which you failed to learn.” As menticned, this parallels the original request,
‘Please describe for me a situation in which you learned’, most directly.
Conseguently, the psychological interest has to do with a better under-
standing of learning, and the specific research project is to contrast the
experiences of failures to learn with the experiences of successful learning
previously acquired.

The descriptions of two participants will be used in this chapter, and
both sets of data represent original descriptive data rather than transcribed
interviews, The data being used in this chapter came from workshops
conducted by the authors. We try to limit workshop data to a page or two,
because the analysis is usually a lengthy procedure, and the method is
holistic in orientation, 50 it is practically impossible to select only a pertion
of data collected in published articles or dissertations. Sometimes MA thesis
data are amenable, but Ph.D). dissertation data are consistently far too long to
be used in a chapter of this size. (For other examples, see Glorgi, 1985.) The
verbatim descriptions received from two participants are given in Box 3.1

Phenomenclogy

Box 3.1 Descriptions by participants

Participant no. 1

{learned how 1o copy a key several days before factually 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./ Materiai prepared, |
placed the master key and the blank in their proper pesitions on the key machine (a
small unit). | made sure both the keys were lined up just as 1 had cbserved when |
was being taught to use the machine. | turned the unit on and began the process of
duplication./ As | was lurning the master key to each groove, | reaiized that the drill,
which elches 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
cbserved the key-making process several times, but had distened 10’ the process
more often. 1t just did not sound right to me./ By the time { had finished the first
duplicate, | realized that } was doing scmething wrong./ | removed the copied key
from its slot and compared it 1o the master. The grooves were not identical. The
capied key had much longer and wider grooves./ | started over, 1 fried several more
blanks. Each time | tried, 1 adjusted the blank’'s position a bit differently. | ired 1o
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 fo 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 colfec./ By the time [ was on my third try and blank, 1 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 o the
cusiemer 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. Stili, | had not learned. | wondered what | had done
wrong./ {) found out later that the spring did in fact have to be colled very tightly.)
Had | not gotten nervous 1 might have figured this out myself eventualiy./

Participant no. 2

I was about 10 years old when | first attempted to ride & bike. We had only cne./
My older brothers had learned long before, so i thought | would. We had a large
backyard where | lived with smalt hills or grades in it, so you'd think it would be easy
for me 1o learn bid for me # was disaster./ I'd try and fall over. I'd try again ard use
the brake too soon. Always something,/ and between fear of gelting hurl and not
catching on at how to do it, it was very frustrating. /A couple of times | thought 1 was
tearning or at least getling over the fear when the family would say, ‘Boy you rust
really be stupid: anyone can ride a bike, it doesn't take brains o do thal./ But { just
couidnt and the more | tried the more | failed and the more ridicule 1 got, but { had
no success./The bike got a flat yre, 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

29



o
o
S

30

Qualitative Psychology

flat tyre as an excuse, bui | was sad also because then | was lefl feeling dumb and
stupid./

Well, many years laler, after being marded and afl, | tried again to ride a bike here
where | live now. The kids thought everyone should krrow how to ride a bike, "What's
your probiem, Mom?/Well, | did try, still without success, stilf the fear of gelting hurt
and the frustration of not being able {0 learn something thal everyone says i s0
simple. | know all my children ride a bike and | do feel dumb not knowing how / bul
this is jus{ a small faifure in my life. | have bigger ones./ Bul failure is very frusirating
and when you try over and over and still fail, you wonder./ But | think, in the case of
1he bike, fear and iack of confidence piay a big part in it. Because if you fear and don't
have confidence you won't succeed, hut this comes a iot from the way you're brought
up.f And maybe semeday Ul try again and just maybe Pl succeed/

Determination of Data and Method

While these two procedures could be separated artificially, they are so
intimarely 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
aie not accounted for. Collecting only nen-verbal data through videotape
still implies that oniy 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 ail 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-
mments. I 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

Pkenomenclogy

{ike for the participant is an excellent database. Thus, there is 2 harmony
among the raw data that is obtained, the method of analysis and the
culcomes that are sought,

Ferhaps this is a good place to clear up a possible misunderstanding.
while retrospective descriptions are often the source of phenomenological
data because of their convenience, they are not the only source, It is possible
to vbtain ongoing descriptions from participants by using the “talking aloud’
method (Aanstoos, 1985}, and it is even possible to obtain descriptions 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 the recorder of
ihie video, another rescarcher, or the participants themselves. These options
are mentioned so that the reader knows that phenomenotogical analyses of
dista are not limited to retrospective descriptions.

The data presentation in Box 3.1 actuaily inciudes the first two steps of
the method. It can do this because the fisst 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 phenomenotogical perspective.

A key notion of phenomenoclogy 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 reat world, an imaginary world, the dream world, etc.}. Strictly,
intentionality means that all acts of consciousness are directed to objects that
transcend the acts themselves (a perceptual act perceives a perceptuai object;
toving is directed towards a loved object, etc.). Moreover, phenomenologists
insist that it is the object itself that is grasped by consciousness, not seme
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 genericaily, 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 obiects of consciousness or experience?
Husserl’s basic answer is ‘by careful description’. However, Husserl was aware
Lthat description is a tricky matter. Achieving careful descriptions is much
harder to do than to say. Unexpected biases lurk everywhere, especially in
everyday iife or with the ‘commen-sense’ attitude.

Thus, to obtain the most precise data from descziptive practices, Husserl
introduced certain attitudinal modifications, but, of cousse, they are not
guarantees. One attitudinal shift is called ‘epoche’, or ‘bracketing’, and the
other is called the phenemenological reduction, although sometimes both
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attitudinal shifts are discussed under the heading of the ‘reduction’. Husserl
was aware that a common error in description is simply t¢ subsume later
experiences under the rubrics of carlier ones. If one has been to one party,
one has been to akt of them, or if one can drive one car, one can drive them
all. There is a grain of truth in this, but it is also obviously oo sweeping a
generalization. In order to help researchers be fresh and maximally open to
the concrete experiences being researched, he recommended that one bracket
knowledge about the phenomenon being researched that comes from other
instances or indirect sources. To bracket does not mean to be unconscious of
these 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-
ing ether instances of the same phenomenon possibly helps the researcher to
notice different nuances or new dimensions of the phenomenon.

The second methodological aid that Husser! suggested was the phe-
nomenoiogical reduction. Husser! posited several types and levels of reduc-
tion, but there is only space to consider the one most relevant to the method
under discussion. The one we will employ is the one that Husserl called the
rhenomenological psychological reduction, but which we prefer to cail the
scientific phenomenological reduction. The reduction that Husserl wanted
philosophers to use he called the transcendental phenomenological reduc-
tion, and this reduction requires an attitude whereby one considers every-
thing that is given to consciousness from the perspective of consciousness as
such, that is, any creature’s consciousness, and not specificaily a human
mode of consciousness. What we cail the scientific phenomenological
reduction also requires the consideration of the given from the viewpoint of
consciousness, but this consciousness is considered to be a human con-
sciousness that is engaged with the world. The only difference that the
scientific reduction introduces is the fact that the objects or states of affaizs
being considered are taken to be presences, not realities. They are taken fo be
exactly as they present themselves to be, but no claim is made that they
actually are the way they present themselves to be.

Psychologists should be familiar with such phenomena, since we con-
stantly deal with themn. For example, we encounter hallucinations, images,
dreams, false memories and so on that we recognize as experiential givens,
but not as phenomena of the external world. This step helps us to resist the
common error whereby we state that reality is just the way it presented itself
to us. In other words, the epistemological claim reaches only as far as
presence, not to actual existence.

Data Analysis: Four Basic Steps

We are now ready to confront the raw data of our research. The procedure
basically involves four steps, and, as noted above, the first two are relatively
straightforward.

Phenomenglogy

The first is that the researcher must assume a psychological perspective,
ot within the attitude of the scientific phenomenological reduction, and be
mindful of the phenomenon being studied (in this case, the failure (o icarn).
‘Then the st actual siep s o read the entire description written by the
participant. This is an obvious step, but it needs to be made explicit because
ain other methods analysing verbal data do not impose this requirement.
The phenamenological perspective is a holistic ane, and so one does need 1o
know the glebal sense of the description before proceeding farther. Nothing
maore 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
ariginal raw data cover over 100 pages. But even with small sets of data,
the constitution of parls is belpful because one can clarify implicit matters
1o an extent far beyond what would have been possible from a holistic
perspective. Since we are doing psychologicat analyses, we would want to use
the criteria most relevant to a psychological perspective, and since it is
uliimately 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
tlwe 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 1o see what they consider
ter be active transformations of sense by the researcher in the methed we are
advocating. However, science almost always demands transformations or
madifications 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 overloaked is
the fact that the laboratory itself is not a natural setting. it is a highly
artificial envizonment constructed precisely in order to improve upon
naturalistic settings. There are darkrooms, soundpreof rooms, instruments
for controlling stimulus intensity and quality, and other instruments for
controlling participant responses, whether human or animat. in other words,
the transformations take place initially in the situation so the data can be
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coflected straightforwardly. With our method, the dara are co ed brom an
everyday perspective, hut in order to make the raw data most relevant (o
psychology {or any other discipiine), the transformations have to take place
after the raw data are collected.

Why this difference between the laboratory tradition and experientia
rescarch? Basically, the difference depends on whether variables or factors
are independent of each other and exterpally related, or interdependent and
intrinsically related. The laboratory tradition began with research on "things’
or other phenomena that were fundamentally independent, and so the
maniputation of variables was relatively easy. However, in so far as experi-
ences belong 0 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 structare of the experience. Where human beings are concerned, refa-
tionships are so primary that & person cannot be defined without referring to
relationships. Consequently, by beginning with a description from the per-
spective of the lifewerld, one is picking up contextua) and referential issues
as they appear important to the participant. Since meanings are also basically
relational, one beging 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 goai is 1o transform what is implicit o the explicit, especiaily with
respect Lo psychological meaning. This aspect of the transformation is what
allows the analysis to reveal meanings that are Iived buet 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 semething 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 articutating and rendering
visible the psychological meanings that play a rote in the experience.

Let us now turn to the analyses. For both participants 1 and Z 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 te 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 dimension.

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

Box 3.2 Analysis of participant 1's (P1) data

Phenomenology

Participant no. 1

1. llearnad how to copy a
key several days before |
actually had to make one.

1. P1 states that he had
apparently acquired a
certain skill several days
before he actually had to
produce a preduct that
required the skill.

2. Now, a custemer had
requested severat copies
of a round key. He was
walling. The person that
usually cul the keys was
not available, so { had to
do it.

2. P1 states that hie had
1o 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 machins that
produced that product
was not around, £1
refuctantly recognized
thal he had to do i,

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

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

3. P1 states that he got
the materiat prepased,
and since making the
product involved an
originat and a duplicate,
and a precise relationship
between them, Pi claims
that he lined up the
relationship between the
original and the duplicate
as he remermbered
se¢ing them when being
instructed. P1 says that
he turmed on the machine
and began the process of
making the praduct.

3. P1 sefates that there
was no apparent difficulty
in getting the materials
assembled, but, although
not yet clear to P1i, the
first trouble peint for P1
was the precise
Telationship between the
original and the duplicate,
which in the absence of
the teacher who coutd
have told him the answer,
P1 relied on his memory
of the refationship as he
observed it when he was
It

is very likely that the

continued
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refationship as originaily
tived and perceived was
not as focused as P1
needed # o be in his
present circumstances.
P1 nevertheless hegan
the process by turning on
the machine.

4. As | was tuning the
master key to each
greove, | realized that the
drill, which efches an
identical greove onte the
blank, was taking more
time than seemed
necessary o cul each
edge. | was accustomed
to the noise of the
machine. | had ohserved
the key making process
several times, but had
‘fistened to’ the process
more often. It just did not
sound right to me.

4. P1 states thal as the
process started and
continued, he observed
{hat one part seemed to
be taking longer than
seamed necessary and
that the noise that the
maching made did nol
searm right to him. P1
noted thal while he had
observed the process
several times before, he
had ‘heard' it more
frequently, and this
attempt did not scund
right to his ears.

4, P1 states that during the
time that the process
ensued and that he was
operating the machine, he
ohserved what appeared to
be visual and auditory
discrepancies, but he couid
NGt 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
alse seemed fonger than
necessary to P1.

5. By the time | had
finished the first duplicate,
| reafized that 1 was doing
something wrong.

5. P1 states that by the
fime he finished his first
atternpt at making the
product, he knew that he
was doing something
WrOng.

6. | removed the copied
key from #s siol and
compared it 1o the
masier. The grooves
were not identical. The

6. 1 states that he
removed the groduct from
the machine and
compared it to the original
and saw that the two

5 + 6. When P1 finished
the product, he feft 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

copied key had much
longer and wider grooves,
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were not identical. The
product he produced was
‘off” in a way that
corresponded to his
visual and auditory
perception.

given £1 a feeling of not
performing correctly. Now
he could confirm that ihe
duplicate was indeed not
a perfect match.

7. 1 started over. | tried
several more blanks.
Each time 1 tried |
adjusted the blank’s
position a bit differently. |
tried to remersber exactly
what position the blank
had to be in. (There is a
small spring which keeps
the blank at a proper
distance from the dril.)

7. P1 states that he
started the process again
and tried several more
dupficates. With each
attempt, P1 states that he
used a different initia
posilion as he groped in
memory 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 different
duplicales and each
time he used randem
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
concermn 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 ohe device was
meant to be loose, but the
products he made were
not the same as the
original.

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

9. Nevertheless, 1
states that he kep! 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. #1 states that ane
point of cerfitude for him
was that a certain piece
of the machine was
meant to be loose;
nevettheless, in
contradiction ¢f this
alleged certitude, P1
varied the ‘looseness’ of
this part of the machine
as part of his
experimental trial and
BITON PIOGESS.

continued
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10. By the time | was on
my third try and third
blank, | was getling
nervous. Someone was
waiting for the copies |
was irying 1o make.

10. P1 states that when
he was on his third
attempt, and third
duplicate, he began 1o gel
nesvous. Pt became
more conscious of the
person waiting for his
products.

10. P1 states that by his
third attempt at making
what he fell that he
should have been able 0
do in the eyes of the
other, who was waiting,
he began to gel nervous
and he kept the tension in
his phenotmenal field
hetween the task and
awareness of the
expectant, wailing

other,

11. 1 finally produced a
duplicate thal seemed to
be like the master key. |
gave the key {0 the
cuslomer and explained
that it should be tested as
i was not sure it would
WOTK.

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

11. P slates that he
firatly produced an
apparently acceptable
dupiicate but gave il to
the waiting other with a
sense of insecurily and
with warning that the
product might not be
funclional.

12. Back ai my desk, | felt
miserable.

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

13. | had watched the
key-making process so
carefuty. i had been
explained 1o me, Still, |
nad not tearned. |
wondered what | had
done wrong.

13. P1 reflects on the
process he just lived
through. He was aware
that he had waiched the
process of making the
product carefuly; the
process had been
explained to him. But he
cancluded 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 16 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
iy appropriated the
precess in an empodied,
self-directed way, and
even though he had
produced a duplicate, P1
knew he was not master
of the process and

continued
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process ke had just lived
through.

wondered whal there was
ahout this fiving through
of the procedure that was
not comract,

14. (I found out laler that  14. P1 later found out that

the spring did in fact have  what he thought he was

o be coiled very tightly.)  ‘sure’ about was precisely

Had | nol gotien nervous | opposite to what the case

might have figured this was meant 10 ba, The

cut myseif eventually. 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 stales that he later
found out where the error
was. He became aware
that it was precisely what
he was ‘sure' about, and
therefore explicilly not
questioned, thal was the
source of the trouble
since his remembered
‘certainly’ was the
opposite of what it should
have been. P1 reflects
that had he not become
nerveus, and thus
entered into a tense
phenomenal fild, 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.

stracture based upen 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 Giorgl, in press). We mentioned above some of the specific reasons for
transformation of the raw data. One of the points we made was that a certain
degree of generalization should take place. Thus, in meaning unit 1 of Box
3.2, we see that ‘making a key' was replaced by ‘acquizring a skill’, and we
spoke about making a product that required the skill instead of a key. In
meaning unit 7, participant 1 tatked about ‘blank keys’ annd how he adjusted
their position differently, and we spoke about the ‘process’ that participant 1
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Box 3.3  Analysis of participant 2's {P2) data

Participant no. 2

1. | was about 10 years
old when 1 first attempted
to ride a bike. We had
only one.

1. P2 was a child when
she first altempted to
acquire a skill that many
children seem to acquire
easily (side & bike). P2
states that her family had
only one such object.

2. My older brothers had
learned long before so |
thought | would. We had
a large backyard where i
lived with small hills or
grades in it, so you'd think
it wouid be easy for me fo
leam, but for me it was
disaster,

2. P2 states that her older
iblings had learned the
skill ong before she did
and so she thougitt that
she would try. P2
described the environment
for acquiring the skilf 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
ngs thal the
achievement shouid have
been easy for P2, The
environment suggested
the same,

3. I'd try and fall over. i'd
try again and use the
brake too soon. Always
sormething,

3. P2 states that she
would try and fail. She
would try again and make
one type of error or other,
aiways something that
pravented her from
succeading,

4. and between fear of
getting hurt and not

catching on at how to do it

was very frustrating.

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

4. P2's atternpt o acquire
the skill with a fearfut
aititude is not conducive to
learning. Never
experiencing 2 moment of
success also is
counterproductive for
acquiring the skill, as is
the consequent frustration.

continued

5. A couple of times |
thought { was learning or
at least getiing 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' 1o the
correc! performance,
when P2's significant
others wouid make
derisive remarks
regarding her in relation
1o her attempts to acquire
the skill.

Phenomenology

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

6. But 1 just couldrt, and
the more | tried the more |
failed and the more
ridicule | got, bt without
SUGCReSS.

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™ know if |
was glad or sad, | was
glad at times because |
could use the flat tyre as
an excuse, but | was sad
alse because then | was
left feeling dumb and
stupid,

7. P2 states that the
object became non-
functional, and so she
could no lenger attempt to

repaking the object. The
actual state of the object
left her in a stale of
ambivalence — alternately
glad and sad. P2 was
glad because the object
as dysfunctionat was an
excuse for her not to
make new attempts
{before ridiculing
significant others). Bul £2
was sad because she
reglized that the state of

conlinued

7. P2 seemed not
motivated to bring her
relation to the task to
closure, and avoided
confromtation with closure
with excuses. However,
the lack of closure of the
expetience left P2 with
unresoived ambivalent
feelings (reliet from
further challenge, but
dissatisfaction in not the
completing task),
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affairs at the time the
object became
dysfunctional was one in
which she fell ‘dumb’ for
never succeeding
acquiring an apparently
easy skifl.

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

8. P2 siates 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 acqguire the sl
because it was perceived
0 he easy.

9, Wel, | did try stiil
without success, stili the
fear of getting hurt and
the frustration of not
tiging able o leam
something that everyone
says is 50 simple. | know
all my children ride a bike
and | do feel dumb not
knowing how.

9. P2 states that she
afternpted once again 1o
acquire the skill, but dida't
succeed, acknowledged
that she still had the fear of
geting hurt and still
experienced a frustration in
not being able to perform a
skift that relatives and
acquaintances pereeived
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
having bigger ones.

10. P2 accepts this §
because she ¢an point to
others thal overshadow it,
thus creating a situation

where there is no maotive

to change.

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

11. Neverheless, P2
acknowiedges that faiture
is very frustrating for her,
and that failure after

continued
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repeated attempts make
her wonder {about
herself).

12, But | think that in the  12. P2 offers an
case of the bike, fear and  inlerpretation of her
lack of confidence play a  failure to acquire the ski self-interpretations on the
big part. Because if you by suggesting that her part of P2 that seemn 1o
fear and dor't have fear of being hurt and lack  make it acceptable.
confidence you won’t of confidence in hersell Maybe that's why greater
succeed, but this comes a  played big parts in her motivation to succeed is
lot from the way you're experience of failure. P2 lacking.
brought gp. then theorizes

(generalizes) that if one

does not have confidence

and if cne is afraid of

possibly being hust when

trying 1o perform

adequately on a task, one

does not succeed,

However, P2 relates this

generalization to the way

ir which one is brought

up, implying that it applies

to her.

12. The faiiuse experience
seems in tine with familiar

13. And maybe someday  13. Finally, P2 suggests

Il try again and just that scmetime in the

maybe VIl succeed. future she could possibly
be motivated to try to
acguire the skill again,
and expresses the
(wishfui?) hope that she
may succeed the next
time.

was trying to achieve, In Box 3.3, for participant 2, in meaning unit i again,
‘learning to ride & bike’ becomes ‘an attempt to acguire a skil¥ 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-functionai’. By our
calling ‘learning to make a key’ and 'learning to ride a bike' ‘skill acqui-
sitions’, the reader can see the potential for synthesis if all other constituents
wouid fall into place as well. Yet, the claim is made that the psychological
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