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ABSTRACT -, 

'--=J I 
w 

- \ Gregory Ba teson  a s s e r t s  t h a t  b r e a k i n g  " t h e  p a t t e r n  which 
- ! 

In x 

c o n n e c t s "  i t e m s  o f  l e a r n i n g  d e s t r o y s  a l l  q u a l i t y .  A c o n s i d e r a b l e  
1 - 6 

r '  b& of  w r i t i n g s ,  coming from what i s  sometimes c a l l e d  t h e  P a l o  

'7 
f- 

A l t o  G oup ,  i s  founded i n  l a r g e  p a k t  o n  B a t e s o n ' s  work. T h i s  i 
I 1 i . 

t h e s i s  a t t e m p t s  t o  e x p l a i n  c o n c r e t e l y  what c o n c e p t s  and methods 

t h i s  g r o u p ' s h a r e s .  1n t h e  p r o c e s s ,  t h i s  t h e s 2 s  a l s o  a t t e m p t s 3 t o  > 
I 

v a l i d a t e  t h e i r  c l a i m s  t h a t  t h e s e  cqncept-s  and me.thod> make t h e i r  -: 
b 

work r e s p o n s i v e  t o  what  Ba teson  c a l l s  " t h e  p a t t e r n  which c o n n e c t s " .  

Chap te r  I o u t l i n e s  a  number of c o n c e p t s  t h a t  t h i s  g roup  
- 

o f  w r i t e r s  c o n s i d e r s  e s s e n t i a l  f o r  e x p l a i n i n g  and u n d e r s t a n d i n g  
9 

1 f communication. These  i n c l u d e  t h e  i d e a  t h a t  " a l l  b e h a v i o u r  i s  
1 . .  I 

I c o m u n i c a t i o n " ,  t h e  i m p o r t a n c e  o f  c o n t e x t ,  and the m u l t i - l e v e l e d ,  
i 

\ h i e r a r c h i c a l  n a t u r e  o f  communicafion. ~ h e s e  i d e a s  a r e  q a r i f i e d  
7 

by e x p l a i n i n g  t h e i r  b a s e s  i n  ~ i e r a r c h ~  Theory ,  Group Theory ,  and 
- 

t h e  ~ h > o r ~  of  . L o g i c a l  Types.  The . i m p l i c a t i o n s  of  c o n f u s i n g  o r  , 
a i ! 

i s n o r i n g  l e v e l s  of  r e l a t i o n  a r e  i l l u s t r a t e d  t h r o u g h  t h e - n o t i o n  o f .  
- 

s y m m e t r i z a t i o n .  T h i s ,  i n  t u r n ,  . l e a d s  t o  e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  
. % 

T' 

metacommunication and p a t t e r n .  . , 
6 

-- 

I n  Chap te r  11, t h e  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e s e  c h a r a ~ t e r i s t i c s  i s  

eqpanded i n t o  a n  overv iew of a  c o h e r e n t  approach .  T h i s  approach  
i 

- is*- c a l l e d , .  f o l l o w i n g  B a t e s o n ,  a  rne tapunctuat ion .  T h i s  a l l o w s  f o r  

'i 

iii 



. #  
, r 

t h e  i d e n t i i i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  i d e a s  of  - ' m i s p u n c t u e t i o n  and, 2 
a t i o n .  The no t io r ;  of rne tapunc tua t ion  seems t o  be a t  o&s with the -  

- ' 

t r a n s d i s c i p l i n a r y  n a t u r e  o f  a  comrnunicational a p p r o a c h ,  b u t  t h i s  '. 

t h e s i s  d e m o n s t r a t e  t h a t  a comrnunicational approach  i s  a 

m e t a ~ u n c t u a t i o n  p r  c i s e l y  b e c a u s e  it e m b r a e s  a "bo th /andW a . - . 
* . d i a l e c t i c a l  l 6 g i c 9 h i s  r e p u n c t u a t i o n ,  n e c e s s a r i l y  i n v a l v e d  i n  . ' - 

' J  , t h e  p r o p e r  deve lophen  o f  a .  cornrnunicational approach ,  p r o v i d e s  , . . . 

for a  c a n t e x t u a l  and m e t a c o & u n ~ c a t i o n a l  u r ide r s t and ing  o f  a n y ' .  C -, 

- 

communicative phenomenon. . 
. 12 C h a p t e r  111, p a r a l l e l s  a r e  demorrstrated between t h e  

/ - - 

c o m r k n i c a t i o n a l  a p p r o a c h ,  a s  Lief i n e d ,  and t h e  Marxian d i a l e c t i c .  
"4 9 

A f t e r  a  b r i e f  overv iew of t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  development  o f  d i a l e c t i c s ,  
% 

c e r t a i n  " l aws"  of  d i a l e c t i c s  a r e  presen ted , ,  d i s c u s s e d  and 

jux taposed  w i t h  p r i n c i p l e s  of the c o n u n u n i c a t i ~ n a l  approach .  

T h i s  t h e s i s  c o n c l u d e s  t h a t  a  cornrnunicatio,nal approach  

p u n c t u a t e s  i e l a t i o n s  d i a l e c t i c a l l y  and p r o v i d e s  a c o n t e x t ,  f o r  
I 

- 

u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o t h e r  p u n c t u a t i o n s .  I t  i s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  a d i s c o u r s e  
" 

of a  h i g h e r  l o g i c a l  t y p e  t h a t v p r o v e s  e s s e n t i a l  t o  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  

t h e  s o p h i s t i c a t e d  and complex n a t u r e  pf v a r i o u s  k i n d s  of 

communicatim+. I t  i s  a  k i n d  of p e r s p e c t i v e  t h a t  i s  u r g e p t l y  
g 2 d  

needeb because& it cmsses over--and t r a n s l a t q s - - d i s t i n c t  modes' 

o f  s t u d y .  I n  t h i s  s e n s e  it i s  t r a n s d i s c i p l i n a r y .  
,-' 



,For M i m  and Carol  

let me - who never  s a y  " d i e " .  
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' 
1 

. . What w e  g o t  h e r e  i s  a  f a i l u r e  t o  cchmunica te .  
Warden t o  - P r i s o n e r s ,  i n  

1 * C o d  H$nd Luke (1967,) 
/-- 

-- - 

8 1 

One problem. which r e c u r s  m p r e \  and more' f r e q u e n t l y  
i h e s e l  d a y s ,  i n  b6oks and pl ,ays and movies ,  i s  t h e  
i n a b i l i t y  o f"peop1e  t o  communicate w i t h  t h e  p e o p l e  
t h e y  l o v e .  Husbands and,wives-who c a n ' t  
communicate,  c h i l d r e n  who c a n ' t  cqmmunicate w i t h  
t h e - i r  p a r e n t s  and so on; ~ n b  t h e  c h a r a c t e r s  i n  - 
t h e s e  books and p l a y s  : ; . and i n  r e a l  l i f e ,  I 
might  add', spend b u r s  bemoaning t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
t h e y  c a n ' t  communicate.  I f e e l  t h a t  i f  a  p e r s o n  
c a n ' t  cofnmunicate t h e  v e r y  l e a s t  h e 1  c a n  d o  i s  
s h u t  up,  

Was The Year T h a t  Was ('J-965) 
K" s 

One cafinot n o t  c o p u n i c a t e .  uaul lawick, e 7 t  a l .  , 
t i c s  of Human 

C 

2 

I t  h a s  been &:aid t h a t  a commynicat.iona1 Bapproach  i s  a  q 

d 

; + i 4 *  -L 
"broad  and, i m a g i n a t i v e  way o f  l o o k i n g  a t .  and l anguag ing2  a b o u t  

-. -__ - -  
* *& t - - T * 

' ~ h r o u g h o u t  t h i s  t h e s i s  I h g ~ e  used  q u o t a t i o n s  which- .. 
employ t h i r d  -pe r son  pronouns  and cm&@ctive  nouns i n  t h e  
r n a k u l i n e  gender .  I t  i s  u n f o r t u n a t e  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no way  of'^ 
modifying t h e s e  q u o - t a t i o n s  t o  i n c l u d e  t h e  f e m i n i n e  g e n d e r  w i t h o u t  
c r e a t i n g  confus-ion or impeding t h e  f low o f  l anguage .  T h i s  

.. 
. _  , problem i l l u s t r a t e s  t h e  s u c c e s s  o f  t h e  dominant  male code i n  - 

s u b v e r t i n g  women's b e i n g .  I a s k ' t h e  r e a d e r ,  when e n c o u n t e r i n g  . 
t h e s e  . q u o t a t i o n s ,  t o  b e  aware o f  t h i s  most s e r i o u s  a n d /  
d e b i l i t a t i n g  c o n t r a d i c t i o n .  F.' 

- 

'i 

. * 2 ~ h i s  employmen-t o f  t h e  t e r m  " l a n g b a g i n g "  h a s  a s p e c i f i c s .  
meaning w i t h i n  a  comrnunicat ional  approaqh (cf:p. 109). j . - 



, - 
% A 

+' 3 - human communica<ion" (W'ilder 19.78: -28 ') .  T v i s  approach  'has been + . 
8 c i  

. c a l  led by many an  emergen t  ep i s t emology  ( c f :  .Appendix I )  which 4 a 

break\ o;t and3 c r o s s e s  t h e  b o u n d a r i e s  of  much rcbnyen t iona l  
- .  , - 

' r e s e a r k h  ( i b i d . ' ;  Ba teson  1976 : x i ,  1979 : 4 ;  ~ a t z l a w i c k  e t  a l .  , .  

1967: 1 3 ;  w i l d e n  1980:  x i x ) . .  s i n c e "  it i s  hot c o n s t r k i n e d  by t h e  
G 

g i g i d  b o u n d a r i e s i o f t e n  imposed w i t h i n ' t r a d i t i o n a l  d i s c i p l i n e s ,  a  + !a 
, ,  - 
fi 

comrnunicatibnal approach f i 'nds  i t s  b a s i s  i n  ; r a n s d i s c i p l i n a , f y  4 7 9 

s tudy-  ' -  

/ 
/ 

. The way i n  y h i c h . 1  am d i s c u s s i n g  a  c o m r n u n i c a t i o n a l ~  , A 

I 
I 

/ '  approach stems i n  p a r t  f rom t h e  works of  w r i t e r s  and r e s e a r c h e r s  

who a r e  i n f o r i a l l y ,  &own a s  t h e  " P a l o  A l t o  Group1'--specifically.--  
- - -  - -- 

, the w r i t i n g s  o f  Gregory  B a t e s o n ,  P a u l  Watzlawick a n d  h i s  - 
* -  , 

C 

4 a s s o c i a t e s 3  a h d  Anthony Wilden -and h i s  a s s o c i a t e s .  C 

I t  would s e e m  t h a t  t h e  Larks o f  t h e  PAO A l t o  Group have ,  

f o r  t h e  most p a r t ,  been  n e g l e c t e d  i n  coinrnunications r e s e a r c h  
I 

( w i l d e r  1978:  1 ) .  One r e a s o n  o f f e r e d  f o r  t h i s  e x c l u s i o n  i s  due 
1 

t o  t h e  w i d e l y  h e l d  m i s c o n c e p t i o n  t h a t  some o f  th'e w r i t @ r s  
I .  

C .  

1$ . 
T h i s  i s  h o t  meant t o L i m p l y ,  however,  t h a t  t h e  k i n d s  of '  meaning, 

h i s  t e r m ,  is a t w e n t i e t h  cen tuxy  i d e a .  For  a's Mark ~ ~ ! E ~ ~ ~ ~  i n  1889: ? 

"I w t c h e d  my f i f t y - t w o  boys  n a r r o w l y ; = w a t c h e d  t h e i r  f a c e s ,  
t h e S ' r  wa lk ,  t h e i r  u n c o n s c i o u s  a t t i t u d e s  : \ f o r  a l l  tge'se .B a r e  a  language--a l a n g u a g e  g iven-  u s  p u r p o s e l y  t h a t  iE:may 
b e t r a y  u s  i n  t i m e s  o f  emergency,  when w e  have s e c r e t s  
which w e  want  t o  keep" 11889: 1 1 8 0 ) .  + 

/' I 
c 

3 ~ p e c ' i f i c a l l y ,  Janet H e l m i c k  Beavin , Richard  F i s c h ,  Don 
- Jackson  and John Weakland. + 

# ? 

4 ~ n  t h i s  c a s e ,  Richagd Coe and Tim ~ i i s o n .  
-J 



1 communicz?ion pathology. In fact the early work of Bateson . 
b 

(1952-19623 and his later works (1972-1980) are aimed 'at "the 
--/-' 

general nature of cornmuni'cation in te'rms of 'levels!' (ibid.: 3) - 

5 (cf. p. ' 31). 
/ 

I 1 
. This is not to say that the Palo Alto Group's study of I 

@athological communication has not played an important role in I 
* 4- 

,r. - their overall p&spective. As they explain it, what is being 
I 
I 
I -- -1  

proposed '"is a general theory of human commun cation and that the 3 I J 
emphyis on pathologies serves primarily to unde- tand the* 

* +)- ;F r* O ,  

I p;bjess &y focusing upon- the extremes" (Wilder 1978: 2) . . * 

+-J - - R 

; 3%- $.'SP̂  

Indeed, since one of the-basic premises of this thesis is 
i - 

'i 

that a communicational approach mu3t be contextual, it is only / s; 
3 

' 
appropriate &hat some context be provided for an understanding / * % 

of the works--and background--of both the ~ a l o  Alto Group and the 

three writers previously mentioned. c 
I 

The 'palo Alto Group is not a firmly established group ds - 

such. It is an informal name which - represents a number of 
<F ,- 

researcher~ who are atpmpting to explain what has been variously 
/+' v 

5 ~ t  is difficult to discuss communication @r a ' 

communicational approach without using certain termino18gy 
specific to the communicational discourse. I have tried to avoid 
introducing sucTi.concepts before they have been explained in 
detail ., In some cases, however, I have- found ,it impossible to - 

describe an aspect of communication without using a term not 
- ,  previously discussed. Furthermore, it is often inappropriate to 
. Y go into a lengthy definition of the term at that time without 

A -- ' impeding the descript_.+onL of the. original concept. When this 
A* , - 

occuzx$, I have Ijut a "cf." beside tbg anexplained expression as- 
- 

an' indication to the reader 05 "where it is dealt with ih lengkh. 
1 

._,a --. 
L -;---= 

c 



term* the "New Communication" ( i d . :  1). Generally, people 
d 

connected with the Pa10 Alto Group were in some way or other 

influenced by the writings of Gregory Bateson, the origin 
/' * 

Bateson. Research Group and/or the Jackson Research Group (~%ul 

Watzlawick as told to Wilder 1977: 2). one of those influenced 
* .  

by the Palo Alto Group is R.D. Laing whrsaid, "the work of the 
.--* 

F 

Palo Alto Group . . . has revolutioriized - the concept of what is 

known as 'env'iiohm&ntl and has already rendered obsolete mostp 

earlier discussions on the relevance of 'eAvironmentl to the 
El 

I? 

;' origins of schizophrenia" (1969 : 148) . 
* ,  

In actuality, what is loosely called the Palo Alt~o Group 

stems from two distinct groups of researchers. The original 
C 

I 4- 

group (1952-1962), known as the Bateson Conununication Research 

Project, worked out of the Veteran's Administrative Hospital in 
3 

Palo Alto for the first few years of their inception. One of 
! 

their most significant studies was related to communication and 

schizophrenia, and the publication of that research in 1956, 

, titled "~dward a  heo or^ of Schizophrenia" , presented a 
revolutionary and unprecedented approach for understanding 

C: 
schizophrenia using notions of levels of communication (which 

lead to the idea of a concept known as the "double-bind"). 

This paper suggested the importance of investigating the 
@ field of psychiatry; and related fields of human life, 

from the point of view of levels of communication (Haley 
- 1961: 69). 
F 

The research of this group, however, was not exclusively 

oriented towards -- ~athological communication. On the contrary, 
* - 

their- research encompassed a diversity of areas including work 
-- - 



with dogs for the blind, studying animal communication. 

--specifically animal play at the San.Francisco Zoo--and a 

numb,er of studies involving ventriloquists and hypnotists. 

"They were investigating covunication on a very wide range, but 

always on the princi<le t t communication has a pragmatic, h" 
behavioral effect" as told to Wilder 1977: 2). 

/ 

Dr. Don Jackson, a,,well-known clinician, served as a consultant 

to the B3teson Research Group. He joined the group in 1954. 

Although at first his contact was .largelGie of clinical 
supervision, he soon became a participank in the 
theoretical investigation of the researc-am (Haley 
1961: 68). 

In 1959 the project was admi6istratively divided into two 

areas of study. The ~ational-~nstitute of Mental Health 

provided a grant for research - into fami1.y therapy, while anogher 

&rant from the Foundations Fund for Research in Psychiatry was 

obtained for an ., experimental research project. Haley t6lls us 
-- 

that "this is when the project began ts go in two directions" --  _ 

(ibld.: 91). 
6 

Don Jackson founded his own group (called the Mental 

Research ~Astitute) in 1959, at the Palo Alto Medical Res6arch 

Foundation, coeexisting very -closely in terms of joint staff 

neetings and joint case discussions with the Bateson Group. - 
- - 

J C '  

There was, however, never any formal synthesis of the two groups. 

As Watzlawick explains, "they were just two independent groups 

with Gregory   ate son as the great theoretical mentor and ~ackson 
Ir 

as the great clinician" (as told to Wilder 1977: 3 ) .  ' 



3 1 
Haley h a s  a  s l i g h t l y  d i f f e r e n t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  t h i s  

' 
. - 

s i t u a t i o n .  
- 

J' - *. 

I n  t h e  minds o f  many p e o p l e  t h e r e  h a s ' b e e n  a  c o n f u s i o n  
- between t h e  Batesdn p r o j e c t ,  o r  doub le -b ind  p r o j e c t  asfl 

it was sometimes c a l l e d ,  and t h e  Mental  Research< '3' , 

I n s t i t u t e ,  A c t u a l l y  t h e r e  was never  any connecTion I s  

between them e x c e p t  t h a t  D r .  J ackson  was a  p q r t  t i m e  
I c o n s u l t a n t  on t h e  Ba teson  p r o j e c t  and a l s o  D i r e c t o r  o f  

t h e  M R I .  The ~ i r e s o n  p r o j e c t  c o n t i n u e d  u n t i l  1962 
q u i t e  i g d e p e n d e n t  o f  t h e  MRI and  s h a r i n g  no  o t h e r  

' p a r t i c i p a q t s  e x c e p t  D r .  J ackson  (1961 : 92) . 
- 

.The  c o n f u s i o n  between t h e  two e n t e r p r i s e s  i s  even  f u d e r  

encouraged  by t h e  f a c t  t h a t :  

. . . i n  1959 . . . t h e  Ba teson  p r o j e c t  s o u g h t  a  r e s e a r c h  
b u i l d i n g  i n  downtown P a l o  A l t o  s o  t h a t  r e s i a r c h  f a m i l i e s  
would n o t  need t o  b e  b r o u g h t  w i t h i n  t h e  V e t e r a n s  

"$ 
m i n i . s t r a t i o n J . H o s p i t a l  where t h e  p r o j e c t  was housed.  

a A t h a t  t i m e  t h e  Menta l  Resea rch  I n s t i t u t e  w a s  a l s o  
s e e k i n g  a  b u i l d i n g .  The two g roups  s h a r e d  t h e  same 
p r e m i s e s  f o r  a  period*,and many v i s i t o r s  'assumed t h e r e  
was a  c o n n e c t i o n  between them. A s  a m a t t e , r  o f *  f a c t ,  
Ba teson  would n o t  a l l o w  h i s  p r o j e c t  t o  b e ' p a r t  o f  t h e  
Mental  Research  I n s t i t u t e  and s o  no  p e r s o n n e l  o r  p r o j e c t s  
w e r e  s h a r e d  ( i b i d . 1 .  

% 

Although t h e  P a l o  d l t o  Group f i n d s  i t s  r u d i m e n t s  i n  t h e  - . ". 

r e s e a r c h  o f  t h e  t w o  g roups  o r i g i n a l x y  s i t u a t e d  i n  P a l o  A l t o  

--hence t h e  name--the network o f  wr i te rs  and r e s e a r c h e r s  

c o n n e c t e d  w i t h  t h e  P a l o  A l t o  Groiip can  b e  found througG=rth 
1 

America (and p a r t s  of Europe)  i n  a  v a r i e t y  o f  d i s c i p l i n e s .  T h i s  

i n  no way s u g q e s t s  t h a t  t h e  P a l o  A l t o  Group " s p e a k s  a s  one 

v o i c e " .  P a u l  Watz lawick,  one of t h e  o r i g i n a l  members of t h e  

P a l o .  o .  A l t o  Medica l  ~ e s e a r c h \ ~ o u n d a t i o n  Group, h a s  p o i n t e d  t h i s  

o u t .  H e , e x p l a i n s  t h a t  e v e r y t h i n g  which came o u t  o f  t h e  Jack-son 
r? 

," 
Research  Team was i n f l u e n c e d  by Bateson b u t  t h a t  " o u r  i n d i v i d u a l  

p e r s p e c t i v e s  a b o u t  and a p p l i c a t i o n s  of  h i s  i d e a s  a r e  n o t  a lways  

t o  h i s  i i k i p g U -  t p l d e r  1977 : 4 )  . 
%- -* 



During the,  p a s t  two d e c a d e s  t h e  ne twork a•’ communicdtions 

r e s e a r c h e r s  known i n f o r m a l l y  a s  t h e  p a l o  A l t o  Group h a s  p u b l i s h e d  

s e v e r a l  hundred a r t i c l e s  and mdre t h a n  twen ty  books ,. r e l a t e d  t o  
s * 

tQ9 "New Communication" (Wilder  1 9 7 8  : 1) . One o f  t h e  m o s t  . 

i I 

~ n t e r e s t i n g ,  and t e l l i n g  c h a r a c t e i i s t i c s  o f  t h e  P a l o  A l t o  Group 

and i t s  a s s o c i a t e s  i s  i n  t h e  d i v e r s i t y  of a r e a s  o f  e x p e r t i s e  . 

' r e p r e s e n t e d  by the v a r i o u s  "nonmembers" ( f o r  example ,  
i 

philosophy':> psych  l o g y ,  p s y c h i a t r y ,  a n t h r o p o l o g y ,  g e n e r a l  4 ' 3 
s y s t e m ' s  t 'heory, b*gy, Romance l a n g u a g e s ,  f i l m - s e m i o t i c s ,  

med ic ine ,  u r n a l i s m , ,  l i t e r a t u r e  and l i n g u i s t i c s ) .  

I n  t h i s  t h a t  many o f  t h e  w r i t e r s  .who 

a r e  i n f o r m a l l y  viewed a s  b g i n g  connec ted  w i t h  - t h e  ~ a i o  A l t o  

Group would n o t  r e a d i l y  acknowle-dge t h i s  a s s o c i a t i o n .  For  t h e  
5 - .  

P a l o  A l t o  G ~ D U ~  would seem t o  h o l d  f i r m l y  t o  t h e  axiom, " I  d o n ' t  
* 

c a r e  t o  b e l o n g  t o  any c l u b  t h a t  would acCept  m e  ah a  member" r- 

(Groucho Marx 1967:  n . p . ) .  However, t h e  r e s e a r ~ h  a n d  w r i t i n g s  
19- 

o f  t h e  P a l o  A l t o  Group a r e  a l l  s i m i l a r  i n  r e s p e c t  t o  acknowledge- - 
-J 

ment o f  t h e  i n f l u e n c e  o f  Ba teson  and t h e  o r i g i n a l P a l o  "Al to  

Resea rch  Team's work ,  u s e  of  a  s o r t  o f  common language  i n  t h e  - 

ways i n  which t h e y  a t t e m p t  t o  e x p l a i n  communicat ional  phenomena 

t h e  t e r m s  stemming from - B a t e s o n ' s  r e sea rch- -and  a  
-- - - pp 

1'" 

ahd c o n t e x t u a l  emphasis  on u n d e r s t a n d i n g  

r e l a G o n s .  D i f f e r e n c e s  i n - i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  a r e  " .  . . i n h e r e n t  $n 

t h e  f a c t  t h a t  w e  a r e  i n  an  a r e a  t h a t  h a s  n o t  y e t  been s a t i s f a c t -  
J 

o r i l y  f i n a l i z e d .  Th6 q u e s t i o n  t h a t  a r i s e s  i s :  'How do you make 

a  s t a t e m e n t  abon t  t h i s  a r e a  a t  a l l ? '  And t h e r e ,  p e r s o n a l  op in ion t  - 
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- 

D r .  J u r g e n  Ruesch, whom he m e t  and"worked w i t h  i n  t h e  -y' . 

C l i n i c ,  + a s  b e i n g  t h e  i n i t i a t o r  o f  B a t B s o n t s  

' involvement  i n t o  " m a w  o f  t h e  c u r i o u s  f e a t u r e s  o f  t h e  
Q % 

7 p s y c h i a t r i c  wor ld"  ( i b i $  :- x )  . , Fiom 1 9 4 9  t o  1962,   ates sin was 
. -1 

g i v e n  t h e  t i t l e  o f  "E th  l o g i s t "  a t  . the  V e t e r a n ' s  A d p i n i s t r a t i o n  

H o s p i t a l  a t  P a l o  A l t o ,  where he was g i v e n  t h e  freedom t o  s t u d y  
. * 

a n y t h i n g  he found t o  b e  of i n t e r e s t  ( i b i d . ) .  
0 ,' . 

B a t e s o n ' s  i n t e r e s t  i n  " q i v e l s  of  l e a r n i n g  and l e v e l s  o f  . 
i d  

c l a s s i f i c a t i e ~ ~ s t e m s "  l e d  him t o  app l?  f o r ' a  g6 from t h e  
-3 

R o c k e f e l l e r  Foundatio_n ."tci, i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e  g e n e r a l  n a t u r e  o f  

comrnunica t ion~ i n  t e r m s  o f  l e v e l s "   ale^ 1961:  6 0 )  . - A f t e r  ,, 

-7 e c e i v i n g  a  t w ~ g a r  g r a n t  ~ r o m  t h e  ,Foundation f o r  s t u d y i n g  "The - 
. 

Role o f  Paradoxes  o f  A b s t r a c t i o n  i n  Communication", a  s m a l l  
-P 

r e s e a r c h  team w i t h i n  t h e  V e t e r a n ' s -  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  H o s p i t a l  was . 
formed (Wilde 1978:  2 5 ) .  ~ n d e e d ,  Bateson b r o u g h t  much o f  h i s  ;; . L. 

own e x p e r t i , e  t o  t h e  p r o j e c t .  

. . . t h e  o r i e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e  o r i g i n a l  Bateson communication ' 
p r o j e c t  was a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l ,  and t h e  p r e f e r r e d  approach  % 

t o  a  problem was t o  o b s e r v e  n a t u r a l  h i s t o r y  s i t u a t i o n s  I 

r . '  ?. 

f 
B 

., 
8 ~ h e  t r a n s d i s c i p l i n a r y s  n a t u r e  o f  a comrnunicatio?a'l .. 

X approach  can  \more e a s i l y  unders tqod  i n  l i g h t  o f  i the  d i f f e r e n t  
a r e a s  o f  expe i se  r e p r e s e n t e d  by members o f  t h i s  &oup. I n  v . 

- 

1953,  Bateson was j o i n e d  by J a y  Haley and John ~ e a k l w d .  - " H a l e y ' s  p r e v i o u s  i n t e r e s t  c e n t e r e d  i n  t h e  s o c i a l ' a n d  
p s y c h o l o g i c a l  a n a l y s e s  o f  f a n t a s y ,  p a r t i c u d a r l y , i n  
p o p u l a r  f i l m s .  Weakland, who had e a r l i e r  been a  c h e m i c a l  
e n g i n e e r ,  came from t h e  f i e l d  o f  c u l t u r a l  a n t h r o p o l o g y  
w i t h  a  s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t  i n  China .  t h e  y e a r ,  t h e  
g roup  was j o i n e d  by D r .  Wi l l i am 
. . . h i s  major  i n t e r e s t  was t h e  
p o i n t  of  view o f  L o g i c a l  Types" 



with- ag little intrusion upon the data as possible. 
Such an orientation . . . is antithetical to - 

* experimentation (cited in Wilder 1978 : 25) .9 

(J ~aley ide?itifies the emphasis in the first ''year of the project ~s 

trying to find a common approach. "Since the field of investi- 

gation. was communication in' general, any data was relevant" 

(1961: 6-11. Consequently, the research that first year was 

diverse and involved. 

10 . . . a study.bf otters playing, a study ~f training 
guide dogs for the blind, an analysis of a popular 
moving picture, a filming of Mongoloid children in a 
group, analysis of humor and a ventriloquist and 
puppet . . . (ibid.: 62). \ 

~evertheiess, what was consistently taking place was the 
3 

attempt - to develbp "some common language within the research 
, - * 

- project to describe levels of communication" (ibid.: 61). 

.Needless to say, this 'type of approach was a radical departure' 

3 9 
In regards to Bateson's appliQation of anthropological 

methods, Haley comments: 
"In the field of anthropology, he had also applied to 
the study of culture various general ideas about self- 
reinforcing systems . . . . His interest in the way a 
culture perpetuates itself was carried into the study 
of the indixidual with his idea that the perpetuation of 

9 learning situations in a person's life provide the 
ongoing7framework within which he learns. He argued 
that learning is not a single-level phenomenon, but a 
person alsb learns to lear-n" '(1961: 6 0 ) .  

B 

f O 
d ~ h e  early emphasis upon animals in rese I rch ' was 

related to the desire to begin with as simple natural 
history data as possible, as well as to a general 
interest in the subject ofLethnology . . . . It was of 
particular interest at the time to inquire whether 

-, 

animals qualified their messages, or seemed to have an 
awareness .of signaling, and before the Rockefgller grant 
in-1952 Bateson was filming otters a; the zoo to 
determine this" (Haley 1961: 62). - r"l 



from t r a d i t i o n a l  me thodo log ies  a c c e p t e d  w i t h i n  p s y c h i a t r i c  
" 

r e s e a r c h .  The g r a n t  r a n  o u t  and was n o t  renewed. "Suppor t  t o  1 ,  
make an  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  s o  unique  i n  approach and g e n e r a l  t h e o r y  

d i d  n o t  a p p e a r  fo r thcoming"  ( i b i d . :  6 4 ) .  

The team c o n t i n u e d  t o  w o r k , w i t h o u t  pay u n t i l  a  two y e a r  
. . 

g r a n t  from t h e  Macy Foupdat ion  wis ' ob ta ined  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  
ri 

5- * - 

, . , S c h i z o p h r e n i c  communication'. .This i s  t h e  p e r i o d  i n  which ? t h e  
- . , 

11 
"double-bind h y p o t h e s i s "  was c o n c e p t u a l i z e d  (Ba teson  1 9 7 2 :  x u ) .  P 

Fol lowing  t h e  comple t ion  of  t h e  p a p e r  on " sch izophren ia" ; the  
1. 

r e s e a r c h  team'soemphasis  s h i f t e d  t o  f a m i l y  beha i t iour .  I n k t h e  

p r o c e s s ,  t h e  r e s e a r c h  team d i s c o v e r e d  t h a t  t h e  need f o r  

d e v e l o p i n g  a d e s c r i p t i v e  l anguage  became even more e s s e n t i a l .  ' 

A t  t h i s  t ime  a more i n t e n s i v e  s t u d y  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  , 

communication was conduc ted  which i n c l u d e d  t h e  a n a l y s i s  - 
o f  body movement as w e l l  a s  v o c a l  p a t t e r n s .  Ray 
B i r d w h i s t e l l  f u n c t x n e d  a s  a  c o n s u l t a n t  on body - 
movement and a n  a t t e m p t  was made t o  f i n d  a  compromise 
between d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  g r o s s  g e s t u r e  and minu te  , 

d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  e a c h  movement o f  a  p e r s o n  i n  
c o n v e r s a t i o n  (Haley 1961:  7 2 - 7 3 ) .  

% 

-4' Moreover,  a  v a z i e t y a f  o t h e r  comrnunicat ional  phenomena 
p s  

$="" 

w e r e  s t u d i e d ,  a lways  withip-tk'%o*r(t  of a t t e m p t i n g  go t r a n s -  

l a t e  and u n d e r s t a n d  t h e s e  r e l a t i o n s  i n . a  w i d e r  o v e r - a l l  

'A p e r s p e c t i v e .  A s  Bateson d e s c r i b e d  i t :  

11 
Haley d e s c r i b e s  p a r t  o f  t h i s  p r o c e s s :  

"While a t t e m p t i n q  t o  d e v e l o p  some d e s c r i p t i v e  t e rmino logy  
f o r  l e v e l s  o f  message,  th'e p r o j e c t  a t  t h i s  t i m e  was p u t t i n g  
c o n s i d e r a b l e  emphasis  upon t h e  p e r c e p t i o n ,  o r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  
of messages .  Thus t h e r e  was an  emphasis  upon ways of 
communicating a n d  an emphasis  upon l e a r n i n g  t o  i n t e r p r e t  

I 

- 

t h e  co,mmunication of  o t h e r s .  These two p o i n t s  of  view * 

were b r o u g h t  t o g e t h e r  i n  t e rms  o f  a  c o n f l i c t  between 
l e v e l s  by Bateson . . ( 1 9 6 1 :  6 6 )  . 

The t e r m  "double-bind"  wa e v e n t u a l l y  s u b s t i t u t e d  f o r  "paradox"  
( i b i d . )  . 



. . . t h e  new e p i s t e m o l o g y  must be s u p p o r t e d  by 
e x t e n s i o n  i n t o  many o t h e r  f i e l d s .  O t h e r  b o d i e s  'oaf '. 
phenomena must b e  b r o u g h t  i n t o  t h e  domain o f  t h e  new , - 

t a u t o l o g y  (1976 : x i i )  . 
* - 

- Although t h e  Bateson r e s e a r c h  p ro jec - t  was t e r m i n a t e d  i n  

1962,  a f t e r  t e n  y e a r s  o f  a s s o c i a t i o n ,  t h e i r  r e s e a r c h ,  i d e a s  and 

c o n c e r n s  p r o v i d e s  f o r  a  ground f o r  b e g i n n i n g  t c  u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  
h 

camplex n a t u r e  o f  b o t h  communicat ion,  and t h e  more a l l -  . ,  

encompassing. framework known a s  a  communicat ional  approach .  For  

a s  members o f  t h e  r e s e a r c h  t e F w  o t e  i n  1962:  
P- 2 

What i s  more i m p o r t a n t  i.p o u r  work, and may n o t  have been 
s u f f i c i e q t l y  emphasized 0-r clear i n  o u r  1956 p a p e r ,  i s  a  
g e n e r a l  cornmunicational approach  t o  t h e  s t u d y  o f  9 wide e 
r a n g e  of  human (and some a n i m a l )  b e h a v i o r ,  i n c l u d i n g  
s c h i z o p h r e n i a  a s  one major  c a s e  (Ba teson  e t  a l .  1962:  4 0 ) .  

Bateson l e f t  t h e  r e s e a r c h  team t o  "change h i s  f o c u s " ,  a s  

h e  p u t  it.12' H e  c o n t i n u e d  G i t h  h i s  communicat ional  r e s e a r c h  and 

d e c i d e d  t o  c o n c e n t r a t e  on an imdl 'behav iour  i n  h i s  . s e a r c h  f o r  

advanc ing  t h e  s t u d y  o f  l o g i k a l  t y p i n g  ( c f .  pp. 39-51) i n  

12  
P a r t  of h i s  r e a s o n  f o r  l e a v i n g  had t o  d o  w i t h  h i s  

d i s g u s t  f 9 r  t h e  " c o n v e n t i o n a l  e p i s t e f i o l o q y "  dominant  i n  t h e  
" p s y c h i a t r i c  f i e l d .  " I  must a l s o  c o n f e s s  t h a t  I was bored  and 

d i s g u s t e d  by t h e  ~ u g e a n  muddle of  c o n v e n t i o n a l  p s y c h i a t r i c  
t h i n k i n g ,  by my c o l l e a g u e s '  o b s e s s i o n  w i t h  power l .  . . " (Ba teson .  
1976: x i i ) .  H e  wanted t o  b o t h  b e g i n  t o  u n d e r s t a d  and w r i t e  
a b o u t  t h e  e r r o n e o u s  n a t u r e  of  " l o g i c s " ,  such  a s  b e h a v i o u r i s m ,  
w h i l e  a t  t h e  same eime d e v e l o p i n g  a  more a l l - encompass ing  
p e r s p e c t i v e .  A s  he  w r o t e  o v e r  twen ty  y e a r s  a f t e r . t h e  Resea rch  
Team d i s b a n d e d :  ".  . . i n  t h e  1950s i t  was n o t  p o s s i b l e  fk, what I have  

w r i t t e n  above.  Most o f  it was ,  f o r  m e ,  n l y  d i m l y  
apprehended.  The d i s q u a l i f i c a t i o n  o f  1% i c  was a l r e a d y  , 
C l e a r ,  b u t  t h e  c a t e g o r i c a l  bankrup tcy  of  b e h a v i o r i s m  was /  
t h e n  a  m a t t e r  o f  t a s t e  o r  s m e l l  r a t h e r  t h a n  c o g e n t  a r g u m ' n t .  
The b e h a v i o r i s t s  were even more o b v i o u s l y  powerLhungry dkan 
t h e  c u r e r s .  One of them p u t  t h e  m a t t e r  c l e a r l y :  I h a 8  

. asked him why h e ,  an  o rgan i sm wliose a c t i o n s  w e r e  supposed ly  
t o  b e  e x p l a  ned by t h e  i n v o c a t i o n  of c a u s e s ,  was pe r fo rming  
l e a r n i n g  A r i m e n t s  on f i s h e s .  H e  s a i d ,  'Because  I want  
t o  c o n t r o l  a  g o l d f i s h '  " ( i b i d .  : x i v )  . 



i 1 

communication ( f o r  o v e r ' a  y e a r  he k e p t  a  dozen o c t o p u s e s  i n  h i s  
=. 

l i v i n g  room).  Wanting t o  p u r s u e  t h i s  v e i n  of  r e s e a r c h ,  b u t  n o t  

h a v i n g  t h e  n e c e s s a r y  f u n d i n g ,  Bateson a c c e p t e d  John L i l l y ' s  
" LA 

i n v i t a t i o n  t o  be  t h e  d i r e c t o r  o f  t h e  d o l p h i n  l a b o r a t o r y  i n  t h e  
C 

V i r g i n  I s l a n d s .  ' In  1963,  h e  moved on t o  Hawai i 'where  he became 

a  p a r t  o f  t h e  Ocean ic  Founda t ion  and worked on problems o f  an imal  

and human communication. ~ e - w e n t  on t o  t e a c h  a t  - the U n i v e r s i t y  ., , 
o f  C a l i f o r n i a . a t  S a n t a  Crpz .  Throughout  t h e  y e a r s ,  h e  c o n t i n u e d  

P 

i n  h i s  t r a n s d i s c i p l i n a r y  s t u d i e s ,  re -examining t h e o r i e s  of , .  
. 

b i o l o g i c a l  e v o l u t i o n  i n  t h e  l i g h t  o f  c y b e r n e t i c s  and i n f o r m a t i o n  

t h e o r y ;  e x p l a i n i n g  hob t h e  e v o l u t i o n  o f  i d e a s  r e l a t e s  t o  s o c i a l  

t h i n k i n g ;  d e f i n i n g  t e r m s  (which have  become p a r t i c u l a r  t o  3 
- 

communicat ional  approach)  which he deemed a s  b e i n g  i m p e r a t i v e  t o  

"'-the u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  eve ryday  l i f e ;  and r e f l e c t i n g  upon n o t  o n l y  \ 
4 - I 

r 1  

""how w e  know", b u t  upon t h a t  w i d e r  s e n s e  o f  knowing (Bateson 1979: 

4 ) .  
d 

? 

These examples p r o v i d e  f o r  o n l y  a n  i n d i c a t i o n  of t h e  
C 

w e a l t h  o f  i d e a s ;  and v a r i e t y  o f  a r e a s ,  w i t h  which Bateson invo lved  

, h i m s e l f .  For  what  h e  i s  p r o p o s i n g  i s  ".  . . a  new.way o f '  

t h i n k i n g  abouk i d e a s  and a b o u t  t h o s e  a g g r e g a t e s  o f , i d e a s  which I 

c a l l  'minds '  " (Ba teson  1972 : xv)  . 
I t  h a s  been s a i d  t h a t  t h e  r o l e  o f  a  t e a c h e r  i s  t o -  e ixc i te  

o n e ' s  s t u d e n t s .  I f  t h i s . b e  t h e  c a s e ,  t h e n  Bateson h a s  performed 

t h i s  r o l e  w e l l ,  f o r  he  h a s  had a profoun& i n f l u e n c e  oh many 

contemporary  w r i t e r s ,  who a r e  a t t e m p t i n g  t o  look  a t  r e l a t i o n s  i n  

-_I a  r a d i c a l  and t h u s  communicat ional  manner. Though many of  t h e s e  - 

w r i t e r s  d i s a g r e e  o r  f i n d  f a u l t  w i t h  c e r t a i n  ~ a t e s o n i ' a ~ o n c e p t s  
B 
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\ 

and /o r  f i n d  h i s  o v e r a l l  p e r s p e c t i v e  l i d i t e d  i n  many a r e a s - - h i s  - 
r e f u s a l  t o  r e c o g n i z e  s o c i o - p o l i t i c a l  and economic r e l a t i o n s  o f  

o p p r e s s i o n ,  f o r  example--his  approach h a s  p r o v i d e d  a  u s e f u l  - 

ground f o r  t h e  p e r s u a l  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  i d e a s  and /o r  r e l a t i o n s .  A s  
t 

W i l d e r  e x p l a i n s  i t ;  " t h e  scope of  B a t e s o n ' s  i n t e r e s t  is  a t  once 
t -- 

s t i m u l a t i n g  and f r u s t r a t i n g  a s  he moves w i t h  *at c o n f i d e n c e  

and d e f t n e s s  th rough  a n t h r o p o l o g y ,  an imal  be-havior ,  a e s t h e t i c s ,  

b i o l o g y ,  g e n e t i c  t h e o r y ,  and p s y d h o a n a l y t i c  t h e o r y  . . . . What 

Ba teson  p r e s e n t s  i s  a  v e r y  p a r t i c u l a r  way of  t h i n k i n g  a b o u t  b e i n g  

i n  and knowing o f  t h e  wor ld  . . ." (1978: 2 0 ) .  
, h, 

But p e r h a p s  one o f  t h e  b e s t  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of "what  

Bateson does"  i s  p u t  fo rward  by Bateson h i m s e l f  ( i n  h i s  expl- 
\ % 

a t i o n . o f  why he w r o t e  h i s  l a s t  book) : 

. . . t h e r e  i s  some p r i d e  i n  i t ,  t o o ,  a  f e e l i n g  t h a t  i f  w e  
a r e  a l l  g o i n g  down t o  t h e  s e a  l i k e  lemmings; t h e r e  s h o u l d  
b e  a t  l e a s t  one lemming t a k i n g  n o t e s  and s a y i n g ,  " I  t o l d  
you s o " .  To b e l i e v e  t h a t  I s h o u l d  s t o p  t h e  r a c e  t o  t h e  
ocean would b e  even more a r r o g a n t  t h a n  s a y i n g ,  "I t o l d  you- 
s o "  ( 1 9 7 9 :  2 3 1 ) .  

Gregory Bateson d i e d  i n  June  1980. , 

P a u l  Watzlawick,  one  o f  t h e  more w i d e l y  known members o f  . 
t h e  P a l o , A l t o  Group, j o i n e d  t h e  ~ a c k s o n  Research  Team i n  1960. 

H e  had r e c e i v e d  h i s '  d o c t o r a t e  i n  Ph i losophy  a ~ d ~ ~ o d e r n  ~ a n g u a g e s  

and  completed t r a i n i n g  a t  t h e  C.G. Jung I n s t i t u t e  f o r  A n a l y t i c a l .  
\ - 

- Psychology i n  Zur ich .  L i k e  s o  many others- ;  h e  became i n t e r e s t e d  

i n  t h e  P a l o  A l t o  Group a f t e r  e n c o u n t e r i n g  t h e  works o f  Bateson 

and h i s  r e s e a r c h  a s s o c i a t e s .  .In 1967,  he co-au thored  p ragmat ics2  

o f  Human Communication, a  book which d e m o n s t r a t e s  t h e  r e l e v a n c e  

o f  a  cornmunicational approach t o  t h e  s t u d y  o f  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  
, -  



interactions. ~ h &  explanation of characteristics of communica- 

tion with practical application to the theatre, the analysis of 

the 'family and other group processes, found their foundations in 

. the works of Bateson and his assbciatqs. 

d of the host significant c ntributions of the Palo Alto 

Group--in this cise, Paul~atzlawick t al. r 1gG7, lg7$ and 1977 
J 

--is the development of $tudying -path logies in human 4 
communication in a contextual manner. 1 Borrowing from psychology, 

UP-@ * I  .r 

cybernetics, information theory and g+neral systehs theory, 

Watzlawick et4al. are attempting to e3tablish what they call a 

4 1 2 1 ~ s  of communications"; calculus being "a method resting 

upon the employment of symbols, whose of combinatiw "&re 

known and general, and whose:results admit of a consistent . .. 
interpretation" (Watzlawick et al. 1967: 39). What Watzlawick 

et al. are suggesting is that communication in general is at - 

least as rule-governed as is natural language--which b is, of 
' -  

course, determined by grammar and syntax (Wilder 1978: 18). This 
1 

calculus of liuman communication is an attempt to identify and 

describe -the complexity of levels, concepts 

characterize a communicational approach. 
13 

and pz+nciples . which 

13 
It is disappointing, but necessary to note that althoughFq f l  

Watzlawick et al.'s conceptualization and explanation of Q 

characteristics of both communication and .a comrnuni6ational t 

approach prove essential for the study of communication, their 
application of these conceptualizations seem to have "lost 
something" in the translation. Although they are concexned with 
the idea of contextual levels of constraint, they do not deal 
with (or even refer to) levels of real kinds of socio-political 
and economic constraints (for example, class, race and/or sex). 
One consequence of this deficiency is that a sexist bias is often 
evident in their works (cf. Wa.tklawick et al, 1976: 57, 86-90, 
96-99 and 1974: 35-36, 68, 129-133). 

7 
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Anthony- Wilden received his Ph.D. in Romance Languages 

at Johns Hopkins University. A1 hough-he was never a member of 

the Bateson orGJackson research groups, he was influenced by 

their research 'and writings, particularly by the works of 

Gregory bate son^^ Wilden's work represents a transdisciplinary @ 
. 

approach to understanding and explaining the nature of a 

diversity of communicational phenomena. 

The diiection of search indicated 'by this new 
7. . interpretation is toward analyses of relationships, - 

dialectical opposition and communication (Holland .. - 1977: 248). 

LiKe other members (or non-membess) of the Palo Alto 

Group, Wilden is concerned with thg-development of a new epist- 

emology, which borrows and translates from various modes of study. -. 
Holland comments that: 

14 . . . in addition to those which come in with Laxan 
there are Gregory Bateson, whose ecological theory of 
mind based on a study of animal and human behaviour looms 
very large, and Marx, whose historical materialism can 
be read at many levels and to2many purposes. Fortu~ately, 
the~e and many other minor contributions can be gathered 
together under the theme of language and communication 
in open systems (ibid. ) .I5 

"Sluzki and Ransom identify "a political and historical 

i consciousness" in Wilden's writings, which provides for "a , c* 

r. J- 

14 - . 6 -  

Jacques Lacan is a French psychoanalyst. ~ilde&' 
translated and provided extensive notes on some of the writings . - 
of Lacan. A critical analysis of many Lacanian ideas proves 
essential to Wilden's overall perspective. 

. >  - - 

15 ,, . . . this central theme of language and communicatim . 
leads back eventually to self, knowledge and society" (Holland 

' 1977: 253). For Wilden is always concerned with the applications -- 
of a communicational approach to real concrete relations. 
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4 

t o  o u r  'knowledge a b o u t  knowledge'  b t  a n  &st;acff 
-?, - -  L-,J ,-- 

A 

I 
8 P 3 l e v e l ,  a s  w e l l  a s  s u p p l y i n g  ammunition i n  t h e  s t r u g g l e  w i t h  t h e  

- - 
. c o n c r e t e  r e a l i t y  t h a t  i n f d r m a t i o n  i s  power and t h e  sc&&n5&f l c  ' . 

d - 
' -- 2 =: A f '  

d i s c o u r s e  i s  a h idden  weapon i n  t h e  a r s e n a l  o f  sociaif,  c ~ @ t f o l "  .- 
--a .. 1&.4*-j Tb .+ 

(1976a:  3 2 6 ) .  ) - , <  

_J 

s' 
Endeed, t h e  develppment  of a  "new ,way o f  t a l k h g  aboutL., 

6 

F t h e  wor ld"  i s  c e n t r a l  t o  W i l d e n ' s  r e s e a r c h .  I n  t h e i r  d i s c u s s i o n  
4 

o f  t h e  "double-bind"  , wilden'  and Wilson a s s e r t  t h a t  ". . . t h e  
4 6 

o f  i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  l e v e l s  of  o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  and 

- h e t e r a r c b i c a l  c o n s t r a i n t  . . ." u n d e r l y i n g  a 
I 

- 

c o m m u n i c a t - i o n a F 6 a c h  " .  . . a p p e a r s  t o  b e  t h a t  which' 
i 

a c t u a l l y  o p e r a t e s  i n  a l l  s o c i a l  sys tems"  (197%: 267) . T h i s  I \ 

approach  i s  t h u s  , l a b e l l e d  e c o s y s t e m i c .  . 
- L 

S i n c e  i t  i s  . . . concerned w i t h  t h e  m u l t i d h e n s i o n a l i t y  
o f  system-environment  r e l a t i o n s  i n  t h e  r e a l  wor>d, i t  may 
a l s o  b e  p r o p e r l y  c a l l e d  an  e c o s y s t e m i c  l o g i c .  I t ; i s  a 
l o g i c  concerned t o  t a k e  i n t o  a c c o u n t  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  long- 
r a n g e  s u r v i v a l  o f  any whole depends upon t h ~ s u f v i v a l  of  
b o t h  s y s t e m  and env i ronment  ( i b i d . )  . - 

W i l d e n ' s  c o n t e x t u a l  and m u l t i - l e v e l e d  e x p l a n a t i o n s  
rl 

a n a l y s e s l o f  a 1 1  s o r t s  of  communication a r e  an  a p p r c s p r i a t e  

and 

i l l u s t r a t i o n  o f  t h e  n e c e s s i t y  o f  t h i s  a p p r o a c h ' s  t ransdisc i@&rar .ynnn -.. ,- - - 4. 

n a t u r e .  Wilden e x e m p l i f i e s  t h i s  i n  h j s '  e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  what i s  

a t t e m p t e d  i n  h i s  book System and S t r u c t u r e :  Essays16  i n  

Communication and Exchange. 
7 

T= 
The e s s a y s  i n  t h i s  book a r e  an  a t t e m p t  a t  t r a n s l a t i o n  
and i n t e g r a t i o n .  They set o u t  t o  t r a n s l a t e  between 

i - 

16 
" E s s a y s " ,  f o r  Wilden,  mean p a t t e r n  (1980 : x v i i )  . 

Wilden a l s o  d e m o n s t r a t e s  a  conce'rn f o r  " t h e  p a t t e r n  which 
i '  

c o n n e c t s " .  . 



some o f  t h e  many d i a l e c t s  o f  t h e  d i s c o u r s e  o f  s c i e n c e  
i n  o u r  c u l t u r e ;  a n d ,  a s  a  r e s u l t ,  t o  b r i n g  t o g e t h e r  ' 

c o n c e p t s  and even t r a d i t i o n s  which a r e  g e n e r a l l y  
a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  q u i t e  d i s t i n c t  f i e l d s  o f  s t u d y  i n  t h e  
modern o r g a n i z a t i o n  o f  knowledge (1980 : x v i i i k 1 7  

A major  c r i t i c i s m  o f  t h e  communicat ional  p e r s p e c t i v e  i s  

t h a t  t h e r e  i s  *e c l e a r  c u t  and e a s i l y  i d e n t i f i a b l e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  
f, 

- c o m m u n i c a t i ~ f i s ,  a s  s u c h ,  o r  of t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n s  o f  a  comrnunicg- 

t i o n a l  approach.  T h i s  i s  b e c a u s e  t h e  v e r y  d e p t h  and 

e x p a n s i v e n e s s  of t h e  a p p r o a c h ,  deve loped  under  B a t e s o n ' s  

e t  a l .  ' 5 c l i n i c a l  e x p e r t i s e ,  h a s  p r e s e n t e d  forrnidaEle method- 

o 3 o g i c a l  cha l l en -ges  which a r e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  s u p p o r t  t h r o u g h  

t r a d i t i o n a l  e m p i r i c a l  r e s e a i c h  d e s i g n s .  I t  i s  n o t  s u r p r i s i n g ,  
- 

t h e n ,  t h a t  t h o s e  s c h o o l e d  i n , C l a s s i c a l  r e s e a r c h  t e c h n i q u e s  w i l l  

o r  u n s c i e n t i f i c  ( c f .  pp. 93-114)-  I t  Is ,  i n  f a c t ,  d i f , f i c u l t  t o  

- select an a p p r o p r i a t e  r e s e a r c h  paradigm f o r  r i g o r o u s  and 

s y s t e m a t i c  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  w i t h i n  a  communicat ional  approach  due t o  

t h e  s h e e r  e x p a n s i v e n e s s  o f  t h e  a r e a  and what  it encornpas&% :-. 

(Wi lde r  1978: 1 9 ) .  T h i s  does  - n o t - m e a n ,  however,  t h a t  t h e  

17 
Some o f  t h e  c o n c e p t s  and t r a d i t i o n s  Wilden a t t e m p t s  t o  

b r i n g  t o g e t h e r  a r e  " d e r i v e d  most  . immedia te ly  from Anglo-American 
double-bind t h e o r y ,  from French  p s y c h o a n a l y s i s ,  and f rom 
a n t h r o p o l o g y ;  b o t h  ' s t r l l c t u r q l '  and ' e c o l o g i c a l ' ,  and c o n c e p t s  ' 

emerging from c y b e r n e t i c s  and ' s y s t e m s '  t h e o r y ,  from l i n g u i s t i c s  
and  s e m i o t i c s ,  from ' i n f o r m a t i o n  s c i e n c e '  and communicat ion - 

t h e o r y ,  from metamathemat ics  and e c o l o g i c a l  b i o l o g y ,  and from 
- 

Hege l i an  and Marxian d i a l e c t i c s "  (1980: x v i i i ) .  



I, " 
5 

comrnunicationa pproach cannot be applied far beyond thg, 

J---, 
original focus of the works of Bateson and his colleagues on 

schizophrenia and family interaction, for example. 

contrary, a communicational approach. is a truly different 

. radical way of understanding complex relations and phenomena. 1 9 h  
. 7 .  . 

It has been specifically applied to explain such diverse 

subjects as art, humour, drama, film, economic and ideological 

systems (Wilder 1978: 20) and can be more generally found in 

discussi,ons which attempt t~ look at, and language about, / 

communicational phenomena (cf. pp.. 20(f)) in a transdisciplinary 

and contextual manner. For as Bateson reminds us: 

Observe, however, that there have been, and still are, in 
the world many different and even contrasting epistemologies 
which have been alike in stressing an ultimate unity and, 
although this is less sure, which have also stressed the 
notion,that ultimate- unity is aesthetic Ccf. pp. 77, 1131. 
The uniformity of these views gives hope that perhaps the 

. == 

18~ateson notes that the ~ t u d y  of schizophrenka and/or 
pathological communication are on=gy a set of special cases of 
epistemologica~ error, and that: 

"It is not that these cases are more fundamental than 
other varieties of creativity which spring from the tangles 
of epistemological contradiction. Humor, art, poetry, 
religion, hypnosis, and so on are equally rich, equally 
informative, and equally alien to the epistemologies of 
both logic and direct c usality. 

He who would discovrr for himself what ideas are made 
of and how ideas combine to make a mind must wander in one 
or more of these transcontextual mazes" (1976: xv) . 

191ndeed, this has been demonstrated in the general 
discussion of the Palo Alto Group and'its associates, and will 
continue to be demonstrated throughout this thesis. 



,' 
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g r e a t  a u t h o r i t y  o f  q u a n t i t a t i v e  s c i e n c e  may b e  i n s u f f i c i e n t  
t o  deny a n  u l t i m a t e  u n i f y i n g  b e a u t y  (1979: 1 9 ) . 2 0  

? 

What i s  b e i n g  a r g u e d  i n  t h i s  t h e s i s  i s  t h a t  a  

c~mrnun~~ational~a~proach i s ,  'indeed, a  r a d i c a l  and emergent  
1 - 

ep i s t emology .  I t  d i f f e r s  frdm t r a d - i t i o n a l  modes o f  s t u d y  i n  t h a t  

i t  i s ' n o t  j u s t  a n  approach  t o  communicat ions as  a~  s u b j e b t .  b u t  1s  

'comrnunica t ional  i n  i t s e l f .  T h i s  type. of  approach  must ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  

b e  t r a n s d i s c i p l i n a r y  i n  t h a t  i t - t r a n s c e n d s  c o n v e n t i o n a l  
0 '  

b o u n d a r i e s ,  impdsed upon d i s c i p l i n e s ,  by b e g i n n i n g  t o  set  up a  
, . 

t h e o r e t i c a l  v o c a b u l a r y  and s y n t a x - - f o r  e x p s a i n i n g  r e a l  c o n c r e t e  
a 

r e l a t i o n s - - " w h i c h  i s  n o t  dependent  on any p a r t i c u l a r  s c i e n c e  o r  . 
- 

d i s c i p l i n e  f o r  i t s  r e p r e s , e n t a t i v e  mGtaphors,  % o r  on any s p e c i f l c  
e 

' 9 

j a rgon  f o r  i t s  models  o f  i n f o r m a t i p n  and t r a n s f o r m a t i o n ,  P e l a t i o n -  

- 9  
s h i p  and change" (Wilden 1983 : x i x )  . 

='.k 0. 

2 0 ~ h a t  i s  b e i n g  a rgued  i s  t h a t  a  & m m u n i c a t i o n d l -  * ' 

transdisciplinary*approach i s  no,t e x c l u s i v e  t g  t h o s e  who c a l l  
themse lves  c o m , u n i c a t i o n a l  ' s c h o l a r s .  ~ n d e e d ,  t h e  'same k i n d s  o f  
concerns- -as  t h o s e  e x p r e s s e d  by t h e  P a l o  A l t o  Group and i t s  
a s s o c i a t e s - - c a n  b e  found i n  t h e  works of. a  d C v e r s i k v  of 
w r i t e r s  who a r e  a t t e m p t i n g d f t o  d i s c u s s  r e l a t i o n s  i n  a p a t t e r n -  
o r i e n t e d ,  c o n t e x t u a l  and ' t r a n s d i s c i p l i n a r y  nibanner. An e x a m p l e  
of t h i s  e x i s t s  i n  f h e  area. o f  "e thn~methodo1ogy"r  (common *$ense . 4 

methodology) .  <* _ -  . 
~ t h n o m e t h o d o l o < ~  i s  a n  emerging new apprpach' which " h a s  c G  

b u r s t  wha tever  b o u n d a r i e s  might  have  o r i g i n a l l y  c o n s t r a i n e d  it" 
(Turner  1974: 7 ) .  Roy T u r A v  f u r t h e r  p o i n t s  out* t h p t  t h i s  
methodology " .  . . f a r  from d e p i c t i n g  a  domain o f  e s t a b l i s h e d  
f i n ~ i n t s  . . . i n v i t e  e x p l o r a t i o n  and r e s e a r c h  on eperyday  
ph%nomena. The h o r i z o n  i s  a n  open o n e ,  f o r '  a t  t h i s - p o i n t  i n  t h e  
h i s t o r y  o f  t h e  d i s c i p l i n e  t h e - e v e r y d h y  wor ld  o f  p r a ~ t i c ' a l  4 - 
a c t i v i t i e s  in~ites~investigation~~discovery and a n a l y s i s  a t  P 

e v e r y  t u r n "  ( i b i d .  : 1 2 )  . - * ' ,, i 

Wilder  comments Tat: " I t  i s  pe rhaps  t h e  e t  nomethodo log i s t s  who have  . taken t h e  * - 
most s e r i o u s  l o o k  a t  a c c o u n t i ~ g  f o r ,  p r o c e s s e s  , P 

of n a t u r a l  communicat ion" (1978: 3U.e 
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e 

Bateson describes this "new way of -thinking about the 

2 
world" as "the ecology of.mind" or "the ecology of ideas" (1972: 

xv). The Palo Alto Group and ?its contemporaries have no 

pretensions about this "mode of study" beinpa.finished and 

complete theoretical framework. For as Wilder explains: "one 

must view the4work of the Palo Alto Group'as being, theoretically 

and epi,stemologically, 'in progress"', as it involves many 

P theories and ideas. It is impossible to find a ';*ontemporary 

d metatheoretical statement" to explain the comm cational 
0 

approach (1978: 19). This approach is, in f a c ~ ,  "a science which 
I 

doqs not exist as- an oGganized body of theory or knowledgen 
$r 

0 
" ; (Bateson 1972: Bv; emphasis' mine): 

w e 

Furthermore., to trac$.the development of this trane- 
8 9 

\ 

aisciplinary manner of "seeing" poses probl~ms in itself :-n that: 
B 0 a . . I J '  a 

The diffgrentiation of a new paradigm . . . does not 
L 

hapgen suddenly at an iden ifiable moment. It is, 
4 therefore, diffic~lt tm sa that any given part of the 

3 

5 
u.nfolding of the new vision was due to one ratherMan 
arpther of the workers iqthe field (Bateson 19 6: xi). 

d 7 
I Although these adnkssibns would be 

b B, 
P 

"blasphemous" in many academic d3rc~es 
B Yhe (cf. 

* J6 

\ Appendix 1V)j'nature of a communicational approach provides fgr 
d 

4 

r- radical franslations % ~f ideas--borrowed from a diversity of 

disciplines and resear&--which are necessary to ou; understanding 
t 
-0 

e I 6f the m lti-leveled experience; involved in human communication. 9 I 0 

'e 
The 'emphas2s on a co&unicational. 8pProach being an' ongoing and 

Q B 
er-ending proc;ss is situated inithe nature of communication 

9;. as such. For~comrnunication, as a subject, is omnipresent and 
6 a 

P 
* 

 all-encompassing "precisely because each-of us is as mudb 
* 

I, r e 



embedded in communication' as communication is embodied in all of 
\" 

us". Therefore, "communication begins e~e~rywhere; tt mediates 
"* 

k 7' 

a11 our relations, and although it necessarily involves goals of 

some kind, it has no end" (Wilden 1977: l).- 
A- 

. n .That there is no rigid and fixed methodology provided for 

by a ~comrnunicational approach does not negate its effectiveness 

(cf. Chapter 11, -pp.  90-114). On the contrary, a cornmunicational 

ahproach is characterized by a *variety of "rules" (and relations) 

which serve as constant reminderse-that no social phenomenon can 
, 

be examined in isolation. (A "thing" cannot be understood unless 

it is perceived in relation ,to "others"-and thus to its meta- 

communicative context--and the higher levels ~f contextual 
% 

constraint which affects our choice of wanting to study "the 

thing". ) I 

Watzlawick and Weak1 nd opt strongly for a "rules" rather h than "laws" orientatipn in discussing a cornmunicat~onal 
perspective . . . urging investigation into the "grammar" 
of. conversation; the calculus or algofithms of 
communication (Wilder 1978 : 2 7 ) . .  

' Generally speaking, then, a communicational approach is 
. . 

concerned with the investigation and description of a "vast 
L .  

network or matrixof.interlocking message.materia1 and abstract 

tautologies, premises, and exempli.fic.ations . ., . under rules 
and regularities" (Bateson 1g79: 21).  b he lack of rigidly,defined 

laws only enhances the essence of a communicational approach for 

providing "fresh and novel insights into human communication and 

the hope that by expl&;ing its possibilities we may better 

discover the subtleties and nuances of comunication process and 



spend less 

3 6 ) .  

2 

- 
t i m e  'hacking our w a y  through open 

i 

# 

doors '  " (Wilder 



CHAPTER I 

CONTEXT 

Conventional epistemology, which we call "sanity",, 
boggles at the realization that "properties" are 
only differences and exi$t only in context, only 
in relationship. 

Gregory Bateson, "Introduction" - 
to Double Bind (1976) 

The above quotation is an apt expression of the essence 

of the radical nature of the emergent epistemology which, for 
i - 

our purposes, is called communicational. For one of the most 

significant aspects of a communicational approach is that it is 

indeed contextual. What this chapter attempts, then, is to 
-- 

provide ascontext for understanding certain characteristics (and 

- related notions and ideas) of communication itself, while at 

another level providing a contextual framework for explaining 

how~these characteristics can be translated into a more ' 

all-encompassing perspective (what the Palo Alto Group, and its , 

associates call "a calculus of communication"). 

Because of the wide-ranging use of the term communication 

and the diversity of research undertaken in either the name of 

communication and/or within the discipline of,comrnunicati~n, it 

is not surprising that we find.a variety of definitions of, t Y 
term, or as often as not, no explanation at all of what is meant 

-.Ic 

by communication. It is not surprising either that students, 



d i s c i p l i n e  o f t e n  c r i n g e  a t  t h e  i d e a  o f  h a v i n g  t o  b r i e f l y  e x p l a i n  

what communication a c t u a l l y  e n t a i l s .  
*. 

A l l  Behaviour  i s  Communication 
a ,  ,' I .  . 

0 x 6  a g a i n ,  w e  can  t u r n  t o  &e work of  Ba teson  and t h e  
. 

r 
-Palo A l t o  Group f o r  a n  i n s i g h t  i n t o  t h e  n o t i o n  t h a t  a l l  behav iour  

i s  communication. Ba teson  t e l l s  u s  t h a t  

. . . a l l  p e r c e p t i o n  and a l l  r e s p o n s e  . . . a l l  l e a r n i n g  6 

and a l l  g e n e t i c s ,  a l l  neurophys io logy  and a l l  
e n d o c r i n o l o g y ,  a l l  o r g a n i z a t i o n  and a l l - e v o l u t i o n - - o n e  - 

e n t i r e  sub jec t - -mus t  b e  r e g a r d e d  a s  communicat ional  i n  
n a t u r e  . . . . (1972:  2 8 2 )  

 his m u l t i - l e v e l e d  e x g l a n a t i o n L m a y  be r a t h e r  c o n f u s i n g  

a t  f i r s t  g l a n c e .  F u r t h e r ,  i n  l i g h t  of  t h i ;  i l l u s t r a t i o n  of  

B a t e s o n ' s  w r i ' t i n g ,  it i s  n o t -  s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  many communicat ions 

t h e o r i s t s  d i s m i s e  Bateson a s  b e i n g . t o o  g e n e r a l  and/or  d i f f i c u l t  - , - 
I -' - 

/ 

t o  u n d e r s t a n d .  Qowever,  w i t h  t h e  v a r i o u s  t r a n s l a t i o n s  andr  

a p p l i c a t i o n s  o f  B a t e s o n ' s  t h e o r i e s - - s p e c i f i c a l l y  t h o s e A  o f f e r e d  
- ,  b E 

by t h e  P a l o  A l t o  drpup and i t s  s tuden t s - -one  can  g r a s p  t h a t  h i s  
I- 

d e f i n i t i o n  of corndunicat ion i s  t h e  most u s e f u l  and a p p r o p r i a t e  

f o r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  t h e  c o m p l e x i t y  o f c i t s  n a t u r e .  To e x p l a i n :  a s  

Bateson s t a t e s ,  a l l  b e h a v i o u r  i s  communicat ion,  t h e n  it i s  

i m p o s s i b l e  n o t  t o  commuhicate. A s  Watzlawick e t  a L  t r a n s l a t e  
/- -_ - 

\ - 
1-- I- - 

, -&is i d e a ,  b e h a v i o u r  h a s  no  o p p a s i t e .  T h e r e f o r e ,  f o r  a  l i v i n g  
. 

organ i sm "there i s  no such t h i n g  as n>nbehaviour o r ,  t o  p u t  it  

more s i m p l y ,  one c a n n o t  n o t - b R h a v e W  (1967: 4 8 ) .  I t  f o l l o w s  -, Q 

t h e n  t h a t  i f ,  as Watzlawick e t  al, a s s e r t ,  a l l  b e h a v i o u r  i s  a  - 
\ 

c o n s c i o u s  'and/or unconsc ious  a c t i v i t y - - w h i c h  is always  t a k i n g  



++ 
place in relation-  it must therefore have message value.' The 

emphasis on "all behaviour taking place in re.lation(ships)" is 

the key to this notion. 

' Given the recognition of the communicational matrix,' it 
is self-evident that no "behaviour" or "communication" 

. can operate intransitively. For every living system 
Ccf. Appendix I11 or subsystem there are multiple 
environments and levels of environment without which 
'it cannot survive (wilden and Wilson 1976: 265). 

What is being underlined, then, is fhat "behaviour" is always "---- 
taking place whether it be in relationship to ,real, concrete 

others and/or to environments'and/or to imaginary others. For 

example: 

- What we call "monologues" and " thougfj$s" in human 
systems are in fact messzges to and rom imaginary 
others without whom we should not be human (ibid.). 

The axiom that all behaviour is communication, and the 

axiom that there is no such activity as non-communication are the, 
rP 

'blessage value, i n  this sense, is synonomous with the - 
semantic? and pragmatics of communication. According to 
Watzlawick et al. semantics is "the philosophy of science", while 
pragmatics involves the psychology or "behavioral effects of 
communication". 

"In this connection it should be made clear from the 
outset that the two terms communication and behavior are 
used virtually synonomously. For the data of pragmatics 
are not only words, their configurations, and meanings, .V 

syntactics and semantics, but their nonverbal concomitants 
and body language as well. Even more, we would add to 
personal behavio ions the communicational clues 
inherent in the in which communication occurs. 
Thus from this p ive of pragmatics, all behavior, 

unication, and all communication not only speech, is 
Leven the cornmu a1 clues in an impersonal 
context--a•’ fects behavior" (1967: 22 )  . 

It becomes increasingly difficult to distinguish between the two 
terms, but let it stand that semantics involves the overall 
framework--the philosophy of a communicational approach--while 
the pragmatic aspects involves the concrete, zeal relations which 
clarify the semantic terrain. 



- 
ground f o r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  t h e  r a d i c a l  n a t u r e  o f  what  i s  b e i n g  

, encompassed by t h e  usey  of  t h e  t e r m  communicat ion.  

The C o n t e x t  o f  C o n t e x t  
0 

- I f  we a c c e p t  t h a t  a l l  b e h a v i o u r  i s  communicat'ion, t h e n  

w e  must  a l s o  r e c o g n i z e  t h a t  it  is  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  d i s c u s s  any 

a s p e c t  o f  communication w i t h o u t  t a k i n g d i n t o  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  t h e  
C 

c o n t e x t  i n w h i c h  it t a k e s  p l a c e .  A "phenomenon remains  a c7' 
u n e x p l a i n a b l e  a s  l o n g  a s  t h e  r a n g e  02 o b s e r v a t i o n  i s  n o t  wide 

enough t o  i n c l u d e  t h e  c o n t e x t  i n  which it o c c u r s "  ( ~ a t z l a w i c k  

e t  a l .  1 9 6 7 :  2 0 ) .  To u n d e r l i n e  t h e e f a c t  t h a t  a l l  communication 

t a k e s  p l a c e  i n .  r e l a t i o n  ( s h i p s )  , . c o n s i d e r  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  : 

/' 
F a i l u r e  t o  r e a l i z e  t h e  2 n t r i c a c i e s  o f  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  
between a n  e v e n t  an'd t h e  m a t r i x  i n  which  it t a k e s  p l a c e ,  
be tween a n  o rgan i sm and i t s  environment- ,  e i t h e r  
c o n f r o n t s  t h e  o b s e r v e r  w i t h  something " m y s t e r i o u s "  o r  
i n d u c e s  him t o  a t t r i b u t e  t o  h i s  o b j e c t  o f  s t u d y  c e r t a i n  
properties. t h e  o b j e c t  may n o t  p o s s e s s  ( i b i d .  : 21) . - - 

Using t h e  example of  p a t h o l o g i c a l  communicat ion,  
.1 

Watzlawick e t  a L  show how d i s t u r b e d  b e h a v i o u r  c a n n o t  be  under-  

s t o o d -  i f  s t u d i e d  i n  i s o l a t i o n ,  a s  t h e  l i m i t s  o f  i n q u i r y  must  b e  

e x t e n d e d  t o  i n c l u d e  &he e f f e c t s  o f  t h e  ' behav iour  on o t h e r s ,  t h e i r  

r e a c t i o n s  t o  i t ,  t h e  r e a c t i o n s  of  t h e  " d i s t u r b e d "  i n d i v i d u a l  t o  

t h e  r e a c t i o n s  o f  o t h e r s  and t h e  c o n t e x t  i n  which a l l  t h i s  t a k e s  

p l a c e .  I t  i s  t h e n  t h a t  t h e  f o c u s  s h i f t s  from t h e  a r t i f i c i a l l y  

- i s o l a t e d  v a r i a b l e  t o  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  p a r t s  and 

l e v e l s  ( c f -  p. 31)  of  a  w i d e r  sys tem,  and it i s  o n l y  t h e n  t h a t  

t h e  d i s t u r b e d  b e h a v i o u r  c a n  b e  begun t o  b e  u n d e r s t o o d  (:bid. ) . 
The n e c e s s i t y  o f  p e r c e i v i n g  a l l  communication i n  c o n t e x t  - 

h o l d s  t r u e  f o r  t h e  s t u d y  o f  any ph&nomena--from- such  seemingly  - 



diverse areas as the mass media to the oppression of minority 

groups. For how can we begin to understand the complexity of the 

- media, for example, without locating them in their multi-leveled 

context which would at 1east'involve.what we see or hear and how 

it affects our behaviour (communication), who chooses what we see 
t. 

or hear (ownership patterns, private industry and government iriter- 

vention), mass media's role in the dominant ideological system, 

and the dominant ideological system's role in mass media content.. 
1 

1 
In short, the notion of context is essential for under- 

- 
. . 

standing communication, forewithout the- recogniltion of thip . 

notion, communication--in the.sense that we are taking it here 

L 
--could not even be discussed. As'Bateson explains it, context , 

provides .for "meaning". 

,without context, words and actions have no meaning at all. . 
This is true not only of human communication in words bnt 
of all communication whatsoever, of all mental processes, 
of all mind including that which tells the sea anemone , 

how to grow and the amoeba what he should do next (1979: 16). 
< 

1 

x Therefore, to begin to examine a communic&ion, one must 
/- 

attempt to learn the relationship of that communication to its 

context--which in turn is a commudication in relationship to its 
Z F 

t 

 his is not to say that we dbn't find many theorists 
--who call themselves communications theorists--employing 

- 
0 

E 
erroneous definitions of communication due to their refusal td 
recognize context, or their underestimation of the importance of 
this notion. It must be emphasized that the omission of context 
from an explanation of communication can in no way negate its 

- existence (just as asserting that the world is flat cannot change 
its roundness) but only serves to reduce the multi-leveled and 
radical nature of communication (and consequently a communica- 
tional approach), thus neutralizing.its worth as a truly novel 
and different way for understanding complex relations (cf. 
Appendix IJ for a more extensive discussion of this problem). 



- - 
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., 
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.- - i - , c o n t e x t  and so on. I n  q % e f - w o r d s ,  communication i s  o f t e n  " 
rr -- 

- !? 
i n d i ~ t i n ~ u i s h ' a b l e  from i t s  c o n t e x t  a s  t h a t  c o n t e x t  . i s e o f t e n  o n l y  

a n o t h e r  l e v e l  of communication o p e r a t i n g  i n  r e l a t - i o n  t o  a  h i g h e r  

l e v e l  o f  c o n t e x t u a l  c o n s t r a i n t  ( c f  . pp: 31-4) --which i s  i n  i t s e l f  
-3 

communicat ional  i n  n a t u r e -  ( i . e . ,  it h a s  message v a l u e ) .  What 
+% 

communication i s  a lways  c o n c e r n e a  w i t h  t h e n  i s  t h e  "con ' text  o f  
r - 

c o n t e x t " .  For examljle, t h e  c o n t e x t  f o r  t h e  baby i n  the womh Is-" 
9 

i t s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  i t s  m o t h e r ' s  body. T h a t  ba.by', however,  a l s o  

p r o v i d e s  p a r t  of  t h e  m o t h e r ' s  c o n t e x t  i n , i t s  movements, t h e  
> I 

manner i n  which t h e  m o t h e r ' s  body h a s  changed t o  a c c o k o d a t e  the,  

f e t u s ,  and t h e  t r e a t m e n t  o f  t h e  motHer by o t h e r s  whose b e h a v i o u r  

i s  i n f l u e n c e d  by h e r  p regnancy .  Of c o u r s e  t h e r e  a r e  many o t h e r  
\ 

l e v e l s  o f  c o n t e x t  and r e l a t i o n s h i p  i n v o l v e d ,  such  as t h q  s o c i a l  

s t a t u s  o f  the 'mother - -he r  c l a s s ,  r a c e  and m a r i t a l  s t a t u s - - h e r  

w o r d  env i ronment ,  home and s o  o n S 3  + A l l  t h e s e  r e l a t i o n s  n o t  o n l y  

p r o v i d e  p a r t  o f  t h e r c o n t e x t  f o r  t h e  mother ,  b u t  a l s o  f o r  t h e .  

baby-.-who .i s f  a s  p r e v i o u s l y  i l l u s t r a t e d ,  p a r t  o f  t h e  m o t h e ' s  . . 
4 con t e x t .  - F r 

3&reover ,  i r t  must  b e  r e c o g n i z e d  t h a t  d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  o f  
c o n t e x t  a r e  i n t e r r e l a t e d .  I n  t h i s  i l l u s t r a t i o n ,  t h e  class and/or  
r a c e  of  t h e  mother  c a n  a f f e c t  t h e  k i n d s  of h e a l t h  care s h e  can  
a f f o r d  d u r i n g  t h e  pregnancy which ,  i n  t u r n ,  p r o v i g s  t h e  c o n t e x t .  
f o r  t h e  r e q u i r e d  amount o f  n u t r i t i o n a l  v a l u e ,  f o r e x a m p l e ,  s3e 
and,  c o n s e q u e n t l y ,  t h e  f e t u s  r e c e i v e .  Also ,  t h e  k i n d s  o f  stress 
s h e  e x p e r i e n c e s  c a n  b e  a f f e c t e d  by h e r  own p e r s o n a l  c o n t e x t  which ,  
i n  t u r n ,  c a n  b e  a f f e c t e d  by t h e  w i d e r  c o n t e x t  o f  c l a s s  and/or  
r a c e .  F 

\ 

4 ~ n  i m p o r t a n t  l eve l - ; • ’  c o n t e x t ,  which i s  r a r e l y  d i s c u s s e d ,  
i s  t h e  c o n t e x t u a l  framework w e ,  a s  t h e  r e a d e r  and/or  w r i t e r ,  
p r o v i d e .  For  o u r  invo lvement  i n  t h i s  p r o c e s s  must ,  i n  i t s e l f ,  
t a k e  p l a c e  i n  c o n t e x t .  Our p a r t i c u l a r  e x p e r t i s e ,  b i a s ,  s o c i o -  
p o l i t i c a l  and economic s t a t u s  ar.e p a r t  o f  t h e  c o n t e x t  f o r  t h e  
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\i Y L  
unexpla inab le  w i thou t  i t s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  l e v e l  t h e n  t h e  r e l a t i o n  - 

,- 

s h i p  l e v e l  would have t o  be  a t  a d i f f e r e n t  and h i g h e r  l e v e l  t han  - 
t h a t  of  t h e  con ten t .  For what t h e  rel$tionship l e v e l  does i s  t o  

ar 

provide  t h e  r u b r i c  f o r  how t h e  conten? l e v e l  i s  unders tood .  
\ -- 

4 P 
' 3 

Leve 1 s 
, 

f 'i- 
. . 

&roughout t h e  p rev ious  d i s c u s s i o n ,  an e s s e n t i a l  no t ion  

has  emerged, a n o t i o n  which i s  c r i t i c a l  t o  bo th  t h e  rea l i t ies  - 
,+ 

and unders tanding  of  a l l  k i n d s  of communicational phenomena. 

That  i s ,  t h a t  a l l  ~ & ~ n i c a ~ i o n  invo lves  t h e  i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p  
. - ., 

of " l e v e l s " .  For l e v e l s  are indeed t h e  s t u f f  of  co  

The< importance of t h e  r o l e  of  l e v e l s  *of co  n i c a t i o n  
- Fat lo"- a - 

has  a l r e a d y  been i n d i c a t e d  i n  t h e  exp lana t ion  of  c o n t e x t .  A l l  
4 

~ & u n i c a t i o n  t a k e s  p l a c e  i n  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  i t s  c o n t e x t ,  which 

i s ,  i n  f a c t ,  a  h i g h e r  l e v e l  of  communication. And by r&ognizixig 

t h e  c o n t e x t  of communication, we a r e  examining t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  - - 

, 
02 r e l a t i o n s h i p  (wbat Bateson c a l l s  " m e t a r e l a t i o n s h i p s " )  which k, 

e 

a r e ,  i n  a c t u a l i t y ,  d i f f e r e n t '  " l e v e l s "  of communicational r e l a t i o n -  .< 

\ 
\ 

s h i p . .  Indeed,  human communication i s  s o  c o m p l e r t ~ r e c i s e l y  
/ 

because of  its mul t i - l eve l ed  n a t u r e .  
- T xchange b f  messages,  

f o r  example , - involves  a  l e v e l s .  A s  Bateson reminds us :  

I can t e l l  you "I love  you" when i n  g a c t  I do n o t .  But 
d i s c o u r s e  about  r e l a t i o n s h i p  'is commonly acqompanied 
 by^ a  mass of  semivolunta ry  k i n e s i c  .and autonomic 
s l g n a l s  which provide  a more t ru s twor thy  comment on 
t h e  v e r b a l  message (1972: 137)' .  

undecidable .  The command a s p e c t  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, r e f e r s  
%to what s o r t  of  a messaqe i t - i s  t o  be  t aken  a s ,  and,  
t h e r e f o r e ,  u l t i m a t e l y  t o  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  : a 

cornrnuni,cants" ( 1 9 6 7 :  51"-52): P 



\u 

W k i a t  i s  b e i n g  emphasiz'ed h e r e  i s  t h a t  t h e  non-verbal  

l e v e i  of  communication d e s c r i b e s  ( p r o v i d e s  t h e  c o n t e x t  f d r )  t h e  

v e r b a l  l e v e l  o f  communicat ion.  The non-verba l ,  t h e n ,  u s u a l l y  
Lr 

e x i s t s  a t  a h i g h e r  l e v e l  t h a n  does  t h e  v e r b a l .  However, &en 

w i t h i n  t h e  v e r b a l  r a n g e ,  l e v e l s  a r e  c o n s t a n t l y  employed. 

Human v e r b a l  communication can  o p e r a t e  and a lways  does  
, o p e r a t e  a t  m a y  c o n t r a s t i n g  l e v e l s  of a b s t r a c t i o n  

( i b i d . :  1 7 7 ) .  

With a l l  t h e s e  i n t e r r e l a t i n g  l eveLs  o f  communication (and l e v e l s .  

of  l e v e l s  of  communicat ion)  o c c u r r i n g  s i m u l t a n e o u s l y ,  how can  

one make s e n s e  o f  t h i s  t a n g l g  o f  l e v e l s  o f  complex i ty?  

A communicat ional  approach p r o v i d e s  f o r  a  way o f  b o t h  . 

e x p l a i n i n g  t h e  n a t u r e  o f - l e v e l s  i n ,  and f o r ,  a l l  k i n d s  of 

communicat ional  phenomena and u s i n g  a  l e v e l - o r i e n t e d  a n a l y s i s  

f o r  q n d e r s t a n d i n g  communicat ion.  For  a  communicat ional  approach 

' --i6 genera l - -and a l l  t h e  c h a r a c b e r i s e i c s  o f  t h i s  proach 
- 9" 

- - s p e c i f i c a l l y - - c o u l d  n e v e r  have  been r e a l i z e d  w i t h o u t  t h e  a l l  

i m p o r t a n t  r e c o g n i t i o n  and a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  l e v e l s  o f  r e l a t i o n .  

t h e n ,  l e v e l s  a r e  t r e a t e d - - i n  theory--as  

i n  p r a x i s :  a s  b e i n g  i n t e r r e l a t e d  i n  a  

- h i e r a r c h i c a l  manner. 

H i e r a r c h y  Theory 

By bor rowing  from H i e r a r c h y  Theory w e  can  b e g i n  t o  
- .  - .  

u n t a n g l e  the k n o t s  o f  l e v e l s  and ' !me ta leve l s"  o f  , r e l a t i o n s .  

~ h e , ~ b s t  common and m o s t  c o n c r e t e  c o n c e p t  we associate 
w i t h  h i e r a r c h i c a l  o r g a n i z a t i o n  i s  t h e  c o n c e p t  o f  
d i s c r e t e  b u t  i n t e r a c t i n g  l e v e l s  . . . - ( P a t t e e  1 9 7 3 :  132)  . 

-1 . T h i s  h i e r a r c h y  of  d i s c r e t e  and i n t e r a c t i n g  levels can  

b e s t  b e  unders tood-  i f  w e  imagine  h i e r a r c h i e s  a s  a  set  of Chinese  
F 

L. 
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for ak ,indication of, the complex and multi-leveled nature of 

communication, b-also because it furnishes us with a way to 
D 

7 \ 

begin to understand and discuss these very cokplexitiesq. + .' 
., 

1 
Within a communicational approach these multi-dimensyonal 

0 
: '  

hierarchies of relations are begun to be understood and talked . - - ' 

about by two notLons : Group Theory and the Theory:.of+ Logical .' % 

m L 

Types . P 

Group Theory . . 

Both Group Theory and the Theory of Logical Types are 

drawn from the field of mathematical logic. The basic posgulates 

?- . 
of Group Theory are "concerned with relationships between 

1 

, $ 2  

elements and wholes . . . " (Watzlawick et al. 197.4: 3) . 
According to this theory a group has the following properties:. 

1) "It is composed of members which are all alike in one 
L, 

common characteristic, while their actual nature is otherwise .- I 

irrelevant for the purposes of the theory" (ibid.). b -  

What constitutes the nature of the "members" is 

irrelevant; the members of a group can be anything from numbers 

to concepts. The only requirement of the members of a group is :. 
that they have a common denominator (for example, the members 

7 For example, Wilden emphasizes that the notion of 
hierarchies is essential to our understanding of social systems. 
He demonstrates that one of the significant differences between 
Capitalism and Tribal Society is the difference in the 
hierarchical structure of each system. Within ~ a p m l i s m ,  for 
instance, it is illustrated that "competition" constrains 
"cooperation", such that "competition" exists at a higher level 
than does "cooperation". Under Tribal Society, however, the 
inversion of these levels of relation is the case (1976: 335- 
337; 1980: ivi). 



* 
G3 w 

- B of t h g  group' ' " ~ o u r @ s  o f  the  Clock" a r e  composed o f  t h e  i n t e g e r s  
a 

% F 

I > 

1 t o  1 2 ,  which i n d i c a t e  t h e  h o u r s  on t h e  f a c e  o f  t h e  c l o c k )  and , 

t h a t  t h e  r e s u l t  o f  a n y a p o m b i n a t i o n  of two or- 'more members o f  a '  . 12 ,. 
group  i s  i t s e l f  a  member o f . t h e  g roup .  I n  t h e  c a s e  o f  t h e  "Hours" 

, , 

3.' g roup ,  " t h e  combina t ion  o f  two o r  m o r e  members i s  a g a i n  a m-ef 

of t h e  group" i n  t h a t  "8:OO A.M. p l u s  s i x  h o u r s  t a k e s  u s  t o  2:00 

. ' i n  t h e  a f t e r n o o n "  ( b i d .  . I n  t h i s  c a s e ,  "combina t ion"  i s  

r e f e r r i n g  t o  t h e  p r o c e s s  o f  s u b t r a c t i o n  o r  a d d i t i d n .  

T h i s  l e a d s  u s  back t o  t h e  n o t i o n  of " l e v e l s  o f  s t r u c t u r e "  

which was i d e n t i f i e d  a s  a c h a r a ~ t e r i s t i c ~ ~ o f  h i e r a r c h i e s .  For  
B 

I 

' what t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  " r u l e "  o f  Group Theory i s  r e f l e c t i n g  i s  t h e  
. . 

r e a l i t y  o f  how o u r  p e r c e p t i o n  of  " t h e  wor ld"  must t a k e  p l a c e .  

While  i t  is  o b v i o u s  t h a t  no two t h i n g s  w i l l  e v e r  b e  
e x a c t l y  a l i k e ,  t h e  o r d e r i n g  o f  t h e  wor ld  i n t o  P 

(complex i ty  i n t e r s e c t i n g  and o v e r l a p p i n g )  g r o u p s  
composed o f  members w,hich a l l  s h a r e  a n  i m p o r t a n t  

. e l e m e n t  i n  common g i v e s  s t r u c t u r e  t o  what  would . 
_I- o t h e r w i s e  be a  p h a q t a s m a g o r i c  chaos  ( i b i d . :  4 ;  

emphasis  mine) . 
~ o r e o v e ? ,  t h i s  seeming ly  s i m p l e  e x p l a n a t i o n  of what  c h a r a c t e r i z e s  

* 

a  g roup- -a t  d e e p e r  e x a m i n a t i o n - - i s  a n  e x c e l l e n t  metaphor f o r  
, 

I ,  

i n d i c a t i n g  t h e  c o m p l e x i t y  of  l e v e l s ,  and m e t a l e v e l s ,  , i nvo lved  i n  

a l l  o u r  r e l a t i o n s .  . For  t h i s  "way of  , o r d e r i n g w  n e c e s s i t a t e s  

! ' i n v a r i a n c e ,  I n v a r i i n c e  i n  t h e  s e n s e  t h a t  n o t  o n l y  i s  a  " t h i n g "  

i t se l f  a  member o f  a g r o u p ,  b u t  a  m e m b e r  of  s group i n  , . .  

combina t ion  w i t h  (and  i n  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o )  any number o f  o t h w  

group  members must  r e s u l t  i n  a  m e m b e r  of t h e  g roup  ( e . g . ,  i n  t h e  
. #  1 I 

1 
group  o f  a l l  i n t e g e r &  2 + 4 + 3 j = 2 ;  i n  t h i s  case, t h e  number.; 

- .  

2 i s  . n o t  o n l y .  inv'olved i n  t h e  s o p h i s t i c a t e d  p r o c e s s  o f  cqmbin- 

a t i o n ,  bug becomes,, i t s e l f ,  t h e  r e s u l t  of  t h i s  p rocess ] ' .  Thus,  
C - 

, , . I -  

. < , 

. \ 
. . 



a  c o r n b i n a t h n  o f  any g roup  members i s  i t s e l f  a  m e m b e r  o f  t h e  

g roup .  T h i s  "proper t 'y"  o f  g roups  t h e n  a l l o w s  f o r  a n  i n f i n i t e  
' . 

amount o f  changes  ( i n  many c a s e s ) ,  b u t " c h z n g e s  o n l y  w i t h i n  t h e  

g roup .  ' I n  o t h e r  wofds, "it is i m p o s s i b l e  f o r  any member o r  
/ 

combina t ion  o f  members t o  p l a c e  t h e m s e l v e s  o u t s i d e  t h e  % s t e m w  
6 L 

( i b i d . )  . 
2 )  Another  p r o p e r t y  of a  g roup  i$. i%at  "one may Combine i t s  

c - '  members i n  v a r y i n g  s e q u e n c e ,  y e t  t h e - o u t c o m e  o f  t h e  combina t ion  
I _ .  

remainsQth$  same" ( i b i d .  ) . 
e.. 

,"On$'mighk, t h e r e f o r e ,  s a y  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  c h a n g e a b i l i t y  

i n  p r o c e s s ,  b u t  i n v a r i a n c e  i n  outcome" ( . i b i d .  : 5 )  . 
3 )  The t h i r d  p r o p e r t y  o f  g r o u p s  i s  t h a t  e v e r y  g roup  c o n t a i n s  

a n  i d e n t i t y  member, such  t h a t  i t s  combinat ion  w i t h  any o t h e r  

member m a i n t a i n s  t h a t  member's i d e n t i t y .  For  example,  i n  g roups  

w h o s e - r u l e  o f  combina t ion  i s  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  i d e n t i t y  member i s  0 
- f 

I f  t h e  t o t a l i t y  o f  A l l  sounds  w e r e  a  g r o u p ,  its i d e n t i t y  
mercber would be s i l e n c e ,  w h i l e  t h e  i d e n t i t y  member o f  
t h e  -g roup  o f  a l l  changes  o f  p o s i t i o n  ( i . e . ,  o f  movenents)  
would be i m m o b i l i t y  . ( i b i d .  ) . 
4 )  T h i s  l e a d s  t o  t h e  f o u r t h  and f i n a l  p r o p e r t y  of  g r o u p s ,  t h a t  

, . 

" e v e r y  member h a s  i t s  r e c i p r o c a l  o r  o p p o s i t e ,  such  t h a t  the-  
- 

' combinat ion  "of any' member w i t h  i t s  o p p o s i t e  g i v e s '  t h e  i d e n t i t y  

' ~ n d e e d ,  i n  o u r  relatick . t o  everyday e x p e r i e n c e ,  how is, 
it t h a t  w e  r e c o g n i z e  d i f f e r e n c e s - ,  e x c e p t  i n  t h e  s e n s e  t h a t  
d i f f e r e n c e  i s  o f t e n  made i d e n t i f i a b l e  th rough  changes  i n  o u r  
p e r c e p t i o n s .  For  example,  we know i ' f , i t  i s  l a t e  or e a r l y  i n  
t h e  d a y  because  w e  c a n  compare t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  changes  o f  
t h e  s u n ' s  p o s i t i o n ,  and t h e  s t r e n g t h  o f  t h e  l i g h t .  

- 



member; e . g . ,  5 + ( -5)  = 0 where t h e  combina t ion  r u l e  i s s  

addition" ( i b i d .  ) . 
These b a s i c  con'ceptssof Group Theory a r e  meant t o  

& 

detnonstrate t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  changes  w i t h i n  t h e  g roup  may make no 
i --% 

difference 'to t h e  s t r u c t u r e  o f  t h e  grbup a s  a  whole .  I n  o t h e r  
i. - _ .-c "\ 

E$, e words,changes e x i s t i n g  a t  t h e  same l e  e l  may n o t  a f f e c t  t h e  
6. .  5%' - t 

higher l eve l  o f  c o n s t r a i n t .  Moreover,  t h e  f r e q u e n c y  and 

necessity of combina t ions  of  change can  be  c o n s t a n t l y  t a k i n g  

place a t -  d i f f e r e n t  le ;e ls ,  and \ t o  c o n f u s e  t h e s e  l e v e l s  of  
e 

changing r e l a t i o n s h i p  can  n e g a t e  t h e  r e a l i t y  of  h i e r a r c h i e s  of 
, . 

levels of c o m m h i c a t i o n .  

I sadora  Duncan p u t  it w e l l  when s h e  s t a t e d :  "If  I c o u l d  

t e l i  you what it meant ,  t h e r e  would be no p o i n t  i n  d a n c i n g  i t "  

( i n  Bateson 1972: 1 3 7 ) .  L e t  u s  p ropose  t h a t  a l l  dance  movements 

are  members of t h e  g roup  "Dance". T h e r e f o r e ,  a l l  t h e  movements, 

whether alcne 'or i n  c o m b i n a t i o n  ( b u t  a lways  i n  r e l a t i o n s h i p  - t d  

each other) can  be  p e r c e i v e d  a* a  p a r t i c u l a r  k i n d  o q d a n c e .  They 

can be understood ( f o r  t h e  p u r p o s e  o f  t h i s  example)  a s  e x i s t i n g  

a t  the same l e v e l ,  r e g a r d l e s s  o f  t h e  complex i ty  and 

sophist icat ion of  t h e i r  o r d e r i n g  and combina t ion .  What I s a d o r a  

Duncan would seem t o  have meant  by h e r  s t a t e m e n t ,  t h e n ,  i s  t h a t  : 

If the me"ssage were  t h e  s o r t  of message t h a t  c o u l d  be  
communicated i n  words,  t h e r e  would be  no p o i n t  i n  
dancing i t ,  b u t  it i s  n o t  t h a t  s o r t  o f  message. I t  i s ,  
i n  f a c t ,  p r e c i s e l y  the s o r t  of message which would be  
f a l s i f i e d  i f  communicated i n  words,  b e c a u s e  t h e  u s e  of 
words ( o t h e r  t h a n  p o e t r y )  would imply t h a t  t h i s  i s  a 
fully c o n s c i o u s  and v o l u n t a r y  message,  and t h i s  would 
be simply u n t r u e  (Ba teson  1972: 138)  . 

She can only communicate a b o u t  t h a t  communication by. employing 



the members of the group.9 Thus, the definition of groups being ' 

. involved with both stability and change is made more apparent. - 
Some familiarity with tae properties of Group Theory 

proves important for our understanding of, and thus our ability 

to discuss, the complexity of levels of interrelationship involved 

in allq (kinds of) communication. In e o r d s ,  it provides for 

a starting point, a way of talking ab ut a t ngle of relation- 

ships which are so overpowering in qualit&at they are 

difficult to even begin to identify . Group Theory 

/ describes is the change (and place within 

/ --and between--relations which exist at thbqame logical level. 

i A good illustration of th'e complexity of levels--in this 

case those taking place within the realm of everyday social \.i 
i teraction--can be found in the works of R.D. Laing. "? 

Jill I'm upset you are upset. 
Jack I'm not upset. 
Jill. I'm upsetathat you're not upSet that I'm upset 

you' re upset. 
Jack I'm upset that you're upset that I'm not upset 

that you're upset that I'm upset, when I'm pot 
I 

(1970: 21) . 
Laing's insightful--somewhat tongue-in-cheek--demonstration of 

the multi-leveled nature of human communication leads us to 

This does not mean that Duncan could not communicate 
about this communication by employing dance itself to talk about 
dance (cf .  pp. 54-72). 

l01t must be remembered that there are deficiencies 
inherent in talking about levels and metalevels of relations in 
this manner, in that when employing this inodel the quality of the 
relations are necessarilv reduced. This is, however, not a ' 

serious problem if we rekember that a model--*hich involves levels 
of description--must be less complicated than what it represents. 
Coe and Wilden point this out by using the analogy of a map. 
"The function of a map is precisely to allow the-system (say, an 
organism) to decide which information to deemphasize, and which to . 
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Or, as Bateson puts it, "a name is not the thing named . . ." 
(1972: 280). In illustration, Humankind is the class of all 

. individuals, but itself is not an individual. Moreover, "a class 

cannot be one of those items which are correctly classified as its 

nonmembers" ( b i d . .  Bateson provides us with. a simple 

explication of this axiom by demonstrating that all chairs w 
the items which make up the class of Chairs. Tables and lamps are 

members of the class Non-Chairs. Therefore, the class of Chairs 

- cannot be a member of the class of Non-Chairs (ibid.). 
.. It is when these "rules" of the Theory of Logical Types 

are contravened that confusion and contradiction and/or paradox 12 

''within a communicational approach, it is imperative 
that. the distinction between paradox and other kinds of 
contradiction be clearly understood. Although both paradox and 
contradiction often involve confusion of different 1evels.of 
abstraction (or different logical types) their natures are far 
from similar. "A qualitatively different feature of paradox is 
its reflexiveness--the invalidation of its referents by itself 
--so long as one remains conceptually within the frame posed,by, 
\he paradox" (heles 1976: 118; emphasis mine). 

The following example of the importance 5 f the distinction 
is offered by Watzlawick: "With a pair of contradictory orders 
such as 'Stop' and 'No Stopping Anytime', one may choose to obey 
m e  or the other, though the ,unchosen will of course be , 

disobeyed" (in Abeles 1976: 118). (In this case, what Watzlawick 
calls contradiction is in actuality an opposition. For both 
"s.topV and "no stopping anytime" exist at the same level and 
allow for choice--one can stop or go. Contradictions exist at 
different levels--are of different logical types--and are, 
unfortunately, often mistaken for oppositions. Cf. the 
distinctipn between opposition and contradiction, p. 151.) 

-"&ith paradox, however, there is7 essentially no choice, 
' 

though there is illusion of choice; e.g., a sigwhich reads 
"Ignore This Sign'. In this illusion lies the d ficulty, since 
'it is riot simply that you will be wrong whatever you do, but 
that you cannot really do anything at all" (ibid. 1 .  

Contradictions (and to a lesser extent, oppositions) are 
indeed debilitating and have long-term serious political, 
economic and ideological effects (cf. "~ialectics"). 'They do 
not, however, have the peculiarly paralyzing effects of paradox, 
wherein a perpetual oscillation between nonexistent alternatives 
is set in motion. It is something like turning on the light to 
better inspect the dark; you shply cannot do it" (ibid.: 119). 



w i l l  a r i s e .  A s  Watzlawick e t  a l .  d e m o n s t r a t e ,  t h e  b e h a v i o u r  of  

t h e  p o p u l a t i o n  of  a  l a r g e  c i t y  cannok be  u n d e r s t o o d  i n  ter.ms o'f 

t h e  b e h a v i o u r  o f  "one  i n h a b i t a n t ,  m u l t i p l i e d  by ,  s a y ,  f o u r  

13  
m i l l i o n "  (1974:  6 )  . . I n c o n s i s t e n c i e s ,  and most  l i k e l y  e r r o r ,  

$. would b e  g e n e r a t e d  by t h i s  t y p e  o f  c o n f u s i o n  of  l o g i c a l  t y p e s .  
- .  

A s  Bateson e x p l a i n s  it: 

The e f f e c t  o f  any such  jumping of  l e v e l s t t u p w a r d  o r  
downward, i s  t h a t  i n f o r m a t i o n  a p p r o p r i a t e  a s  a  basis 
f o r  d e c i s i o n  a t  one l e v e l  w i l l  be used a s  b a s i s  f o r  
d e c i s i o n  a t  s o m e  o t h e r  l e v e l ,  a common v a r i e t y  o f  e r r o r  
i n  l o g i c a l  t y p i n g  (1979:  2 2 0 ) .  

What t h e  P a l o  A l t o  Group and i t s  a s s o c i a t e s  a r e  

emphasiz ing  is t h a t  a  c l a s s  i s  n o t  j u s t  q u a n t i t a t i v e l y  b u t  

q u a l i t a t i v e l y  d i f f e r e n t  from a  member, b e c a u s e  the '  c l a s s  i n v o l v e s  
L 

t h e  p a t t e r n s  o f  i n t e r a c t i o n  among t h e  i n d i v i d u a l s  (Watzlawick 

e t  a l .  1974: 6 )  . what a n  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h i s  n o t i o n  . . 
does  i s  t o  a i d  u s  i n  r e c o g n i z i n g  t h e  i n h e r e n t  e r r c r x o f  myths 

p e r p e t u a t e d  by t h e  dominant  i d e o l o g y .  An example whikh comes - 
immedia te ly  t o  mind i n v ~ l v e s  t h e  s o c i a l l y  d e f i n e d  imag inary  '. 
images w e  have  o f  o t h e r  p e o p l e  which a r e  ~ ~ e r p e t u a t e d  b y , a  p r o c e s s  

1 3  The r a i s e d  by t h i s  s o r t  o f  ' confus ion  o f  
l o g i c a ' l  t y p e s "  can  be b e s t  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  t h e  c o n t e x t  of  t h e  
f a l l i b l e  n a t u r e  o f  s o - c a l l e d  p u b l i c  o p i n i o n  p o l l s .  For  e v e n  
w h ~ r e s u l t s  o f  a  pol l - -which  h a s  been b a s e d  on a  " r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  
sampl ing" - -a re  d e c l a r e d ,  t h e y  o f t e n  do n o t  r e f l e c t  t h e  real  

' s i t u a t i o n .  F o r  example ,  t h e  r e c e n t  i980 American P r e s i d e n t i a l  
P o l l s ,  which f o r e c a s t  a c l o s e  e l e c t i o n ,  w e r e  soon p roven  "way 
o f f  t h e  mark" by the l a n d s l i d e  v i c t o r y  of  t h e  Repub l i can  
c a n d i d a t e .  F o r  as Ba teson  reminds u s ,  " t h e r e  i s  a d e e p  g u l f  
between s t a t e m e n t s  a b o u t  a n  i d e n t i f i e d  i n d i v i d u a l  and s t a t e m e n t s  
a b o u t  a c l a s s .  Such s t a t e m e n t s  a r e  o f  d i f f e r e n t  l o g i c a l  t y p e  
and p r e d i c t i o n  from o n e  t o  t h e  o t h e r  i s  a lways  unsure"  (1979: 4 6 )  . 



" 1 4 / h  known a s  s t e r e o t y p , i n g  . 
1 - 3 

S o c i e t y  i n d u c e s  u s  / to  s t e r e o t y p e  o t h e r  p e o p l e  and t o  
t u r n  d i f f e r e n t  grotips of Coppressed p e o p l e s ]  i n t o  
s c a p e g o a t s  f o r  o u r  f e a r s  and f r u s t r a t i o n  (Wilden 
1980a:  6 5 ) .  

Simply p u t ,  s t e r e o t y p i n g  i n v o l v e s  t h e  I c o n s c i o u s  , and unconsc ious  

a t t r i b u t i o n  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  charac ter i s t ics - -usual lyr ,negat ive- - to  

a n  e n t i r e  c l a s s  05 p e o p l e .  T h e r e f o r e ,  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s - - w h i c h  

may be a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  a  few t o k e n  members--become confused  w i t h  

t h e  c l a s s  ( " a l l  b l a c k s  a r e  s h i f t l e s s  and l a z y " ,  " a l l  Jew$ a  7 .  
t h e i P e s H ,  " a l l  women a r e  s h a l l o w - a n d  v a i n " ) .  T h i s  c o n f u s i o n  and 

r e d u c t i o n  o f  l e v e l s  h a s  d&bj.li+z%,ing i m p l i c a t i o n s  •’0; a l l  s o c i e t y .  

For what  k t e r e o t y p i n g  e n c o u r a g e s  i s  t h e  n e u t r a l i z a t i o n  of  any 
I 

/ ' - -  
a t t e m p t  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of  rea l  l e v e l s  o f  power 

* 

r e l a t i o n s  and t h e  c o n t e x t u a l  framework f o r  comprehending why s u c h  
. . 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  have  b e e n  a p p l i e d .  A s  Watzlawick e t  a l .  p r o p o s e ,  * 

outcomes o f  t h i s  n a t u r e  " a r e  t h e  r e s u l t  o f  i g n o r i n g  t h e  paramount 

d i s t i n c t i o n  between member and c l a s s  and t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a  c l a s s \  

c a n n o t  b e  a  m e m b e r  o f  i t s e l f "  (1974: 7 ) .  . - 

Bateson e x p l a i n s  t h a t  a  c l a s s  i s  a  h i g h e r  l o g i c a l  t y p e  
* 

t h a n  i t s  members b e c a u s e  it f rames  t h e  c o l l e c t i o n .  
c 

No c l a s s  can  b e  a  member o f  i t s e l f .  The p i c t u r e  f r ame ,  
t h e n ,  b e c a u s e  it d e l i m i t s  a background,  i s  h e r e  - 
r e g a r d e d  a s  a n  e x t e r n a l  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  of  a  v e r y  

. s p e c i a l  and i m p o r t a n t  p s y c h o l o g i c a l  frame--namely a  
f rame whose f u n c t i o n  i s  t o  d e l i m i t  a  l o g i c a l  t y p e  
(1972:  1 8 9 ) .  

I n  o t h e r  words, t h e  p i c t u r e  frame i n s t r u c t s  t h e  I .  d w e r  t o  n o t  

" e x t e n d  t h e  p r e m i s e s  which  o b t a i n  between t h e  f i g u r e s  w i t h i n  t h e  
I 

14ns Kimball  t e l l s  i t ,  s t e r e o t y p e s  - " a r e  myths t h a t  a r e  
c r e a t e d  by t h o s e  w i t h  auTBority t o  speak f o r  t h e  c u l t u r e  f o r  
t h e  purpose  o-f s o c i a l  c o n t r o l "  (19'75 : 122) . 



p i c t u r e  to  t h e  w a l l p a p e r  beh ind  i t "  ' ( i b i d .  ) . The 
- . 

f rame  

c l a s s i f i e s  what  i s  c o n t a i n e d '  w i t h i n  i t ,  and i s  t h u s  o f  a  h i g h e r  

l o g i c a l  t y p e .  

What l o g i c a l  t y p e s  a r e  a b o u t ,  i n  f a c t ,  a r e  d i f f e r e n t  

l e v e l s  o f  change.  Watzlawick e t  a l .  d i s c u s s  t h i s  i n  t e r m s  o f  

motion (chdnge of p o s i t i o n )  where a c c e l e r a t i o n  o; d e c e l e r a t i o n  

r e p r e s e n t  a  change o f  change o f  p o s i t i a n  (1974:  7 - 9 ) .  ( A  change 

of a c c e l e r a t i o n  o r  d e c e l e r a t i o n  i s ,  i n  f a c t ,  chan_ge o f  change o t  
r 

change,  and s o  o n . )  U n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  - .  sometimes i t  is  n o t  w i t h i n  x 

J 

o u r  d i s c o u r s e  t o  d e s c r i b e  t h e s e  d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  o f  change.  For  
/ 

i n s t a n c e ,  we have  no l anguage  t o  t a l k  a b o u t  l anguage ,  and t h i s  A 

c a n  i n d e e d  l e a d  t o  c o n f u s i o n s  o f  l c g p a l  t y p e s .  And-even when w e  2- 

d 

do have  t h e  t e r m i n o l o g y ,  w e  s t f l l  t h a t  t h e  c l a s s  i s  o  

confused  w i t h <  i t s  m e m b e r s .  ~ a t z l a w i c k  e t  a l .  u s e  t h e  efample  o f  

methodology and method where "method d e n o t e s  a s c i e n t i f i c  
'-. 

e d u r e "  w h i l e  methodology i s  t h e  " p h i l o s o p h i c a l  s t u d y  of  t h e  

t y  o f  methods which  a r e  a p p l i e d  i n  ' t h e  v a r i o u s  s @ e n t i f i c  
I 

-9: - -  
d i s c i p l i n e s .  I t  says h a s  t o  do  w i t h  thez-ac%iviSty o f  a c q u i r i n g  

- 
knowledge,' n ~ t  w i t h  a  s p e c i f i c  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  i n  p a r t i c u l a r "  

( i b i d . :  8 ) .  A r e d u c t i o n  o f  methodology--the c lass - ; to  method -0 L 

--one o f  i t s  me'mbers--produces " p h i l o s o p h i c a l  nonsense"  i n  t h a t  

/ it d e s t r o y s  t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  t h e  not iori .  

T h i s  l e a d s  u s  t o  a fund'amental axiom o f t h e  Theory of 
,- 

L o g i c a l  Types,  an  axiom which h a s  b e n  i m p l i c i t  i n  o u r  d i s c u s s i o n  
- 

t h u s  far. 

The c e n t r a l  t h e s i s  o f  t h i s  t h e o r y  i s  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  
d i s c o n t i n u i t y  between a- c l a s s  and i t s  members (Bateson 
1972: 2 0 2 )  . 



The c l a s s  c a n n o t  b e  a member of  i t se l f ,  n o r  c a n  one  o f  t h e  , 

members be t h e  c l a s s ,  b e c a u s e  t h e  . te rh  u s i d  f o r  t h e  c l a s s  i s  o f  - 
a  d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l  o f  a b s t r a c t i o n  o r  l o g i c a l  t y p e  •’tom t h e  terms f ir 

I 
I '  

used  f o r  t h e  members of t h e  c l a s s  ( i b i d .  ; w i l d e n  1972: : 1x7)  . 
I t  i s  t h i s  n o t i o n  o f  d i s c o n t i n u i t y  which i l l u m i n a t e s  t h e  

i 
r a d i c a l  and f k a n ~ d i s c i ~ l i n a r y  n a t u r e  o f  a  c o m r n u n i c a t y n a l  

approach.  F o r ,  once  a g a i n ,  t h e  P a l o  A l t o  Group and i t s  
I 

a s s o c i a t e s  borrow a f o r m a l  t h e o r y - - s p e c i f i c  t o  a  p a r t i c u l a r  , d  

c? 
G ' d i s c i p l i ~ e - - a n d  t r a n s l a t e  i t  s.0 t h a t  it becomes a p p l i c a b l e  f o r  ' 

A 

examining everyday  r e l a t i o n s . "  
51. 

The Theory o f  L o g i c a l  Types was f i r s t  d e r i v e d  from !the 
- 

, a b s t r a c t  wor ld  o f  l o g i c "  T ~ a t e s o n  1972:  2 0 2 )  . W i t h i n  t h e  wor ld  '* - 4 
5' * ' of fo rmal  l o g i c  and mathemat ics  e v e r y  a t t e m  f i s  made m a i n t a i n  6 

r .  

,"F - - -  
t h e  d i s c o n t i n u i k y  between d i f f e r e n t  l o g i c b  t y p e s ,  f o r  when.. 2'. 

- 

3 " 

b r e a c h  of  t h i s  d i s c o n t i n u i t y  o c c u r s ,  pa radox  is  g e n e r a t e d  O 

. I 

- ( ~ b e l e s  1976 : 118)  . Whitehead and R u s s e l l  e x p l a i n g d  . t h a t  a  b r e a c h  .. 
-4, ' 

of d i s c o n t i n u i k y  " s u b j e c t s  t h e  argument  upon which t h e  d i s c o u r s e  

i s  based  t o  ' v i c i o u s  c i rc le  r e a s o n i n g ' "  which r e n d e r s . i t  

= i n v a l i d ,  t k u s  causi 'ng it t o  v a n i s h  ( i n  Abe les  1976 :, -(1l8) . 
-5%- 

I n  t h a t  w o r l d ,  when a t r a i n  of  p r o p o s i t i o n s  can  b e  
shown t o  g.enerqCe a  pa radox ,  t h e  e n t i r e  s t r u c t u r e  o f  
axioms,  theorems,  etc. , i n v o l v e d  i n  g e n e r a t i n g  t h a k r  

, , 
paradox  is  t h e r e b y  n e g a t e d  and reduced  t o  nothing..-  
I t  i s  a s  i f  it had n e v e r  been  ateso son 19-72: 2 8 0 ) .  , 

, * 

However, r e l a t i o n s  a n d  level;  bf r e l a t i o n s  l g e n e r a t i h g  paradox)  

do n o t  d i s a p p e a r  i n  t h e  r e a l  wor ld .  For* i n  rea l  l i f e ,  where 

t i m e  p r e v a i l s ,  n o t h i n g  which  h a s  been--which h a s  once  e x i s t e d - -  

--can e v e r  b e  t o t a l l y  n e g a t e d  i n  t h i s  s e n s e ;  i n s t e a d ,  a r e l a t i ' o n ,  . . 



 of^ p e r p e t u a l  o s c i l l a t i o n  t a k e s  p l a c e  ( i b i d .  ; bePes  .I976 : 118)  . P 15 

Although ifi t h e  wor ld-  o f  f o f m a l  l o g i c  and mathemat ics  

t h e r e  i s  a n  a t t e k p t  t o  -ma in ta in  t h e  d i s c o n t i n u i t y  between a  
* 

class and i t s  members, i n .  t h e  psychology o f  " r e a l "  c o m r n u n i c a t i o ~ s  
\ 

" t h i s  d i s c o n t i n u i t y  i s  c o n t i n u a l l y  and i n e v i t a b l y  b reached"  

( 3 a t e s o n  1972: 202; Wilden 1972: ~ k j ) .  T h i s  " b r e a c h i n g "  i s ,  i n  
i 

f a c t ,  a  c o n d i t i o n  o f  hunian c r e a t i v i t y  (Wilden 1972:  117)  . 
somdtimes,  however,  when t h i s  c o n f u s i o n  e x i s t s  i n  t h e  

communication b e z t w e  i n d i v i d u a l s  ( e s p e c i a l l y  i n d i v i d u a l s  . 

i n v o l v e d  i n  p o w e r - r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  s u c h  as t h a t  between p a r e n t  and 

c h i l d )  i t  may l e a d  t o  p a t ~ o ' l o ~ i c a l  communication. 

Bateson e t  a l , .  are aware of t h e  i n h e r e n t  d i f f i c u l t i e s  

. (and problems)  w i t h  t h e  t r a n s l a t i o n  o f  a  t h e o r y  f r o m ' t h e  a b s t r a c t  

- tp t h e  c o n c r e t e .  L L 
- 

I n  f a c t ,  t h e r e  a r e  i m p o r t a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  - 

. wor ld  o f  logi 'c  and  t h e  wor ld  of p h e n o m e n ~  and t h e s e  
d i f f e r e n c e s  ,must be  a l lowed  f o r  whenever w e  b a s e  o u r  
arguments  uppn t h e  p a r t i a l  b u t  i m p o r t a n t  ana logy  
which e x i s t &  between them (Bateson* 1972: 201) . 

ra 
'i 

Bateson i s  mo-re t h a n  aware o f  bhe d e f i c i e n c i e s  o f  t h e o r i e s  

d drawn from--and i n t e n d e d  t o  e x p l a i n - - a n a l y t i c  l o g i c .  H e  

I 5 ~ o  i l l u s t r a t e ,  c o n s i d e r  t h e  c l a s s  s t a t e m e n t  o f  t h e  ' 
i 

C r e t a n  Epimenides who s a i d :  " ' A l l  C r e t a n s  l i a r s . '  The ' 

s t a t e m e n t  seems t o  i n c l u d e  i t s e l f  w i t h i n  scope  such  t h a t  2 f a l s e ,  t rue1 '  (Abeles  1976: 118) . i f  it \ U r u e ,  it i s  f a l s e ;  - 

1. ' 
1 Thus,  a p a k a d o x i c a l  s i t u a t '  o c c u r s  and a  r e l a t i o n s h i p  of  

-,.. ; o s c i l l a t i o n  r e s u l t s :  For  a s  R u s s e l l  e x p l a i n e d  it, " t h e  - 
-, r e f l e x i v e  a s p e c t  o f  t h e  s t a t e m e n t  t " ~  a m  l y i n g " ]  i s  o f  a  h i g h e r  ' 

l o g i c a l  t y p e  t h a n  t h e  c o n t e n t  a s p e c t  and t h a t ,  b e c a u s e  t h e  two 
s t a t e m e n t s  a r e  d i f f e r e n t  l o g i c a l  t y p e s ,  t h e i r  , j u x t a p o s i f h n  
g e n e r a t e s  (Coe 1975: 4 3 1 ) .  



r e c o g n i z e s  t h a t ,  i n  t h e s e  t y p e s  of  i n s t a n c e s  where t h e  t h e o r y  i s  

an i m p o r t a n t  e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  c e r t a i n  k i n d s  o f  c o m p l e x i t y ,  it i s  

n e c e s s a r y  t o  t a k e  what  o n e  can  krom t h i s  t y p e  o f  t h e o r y  and a p p l y  

i t  t o  t h e  " r e a l  w o r l d " .  Such i s  t h e  c a s e  ,wi th  t h e  Theory o f  

L o g i c a l  Types. A s  Ba teson  p o i n t s  o u t :  

. . . w e  a r e  noL. in  t h e  w o r l d  of  a b s t r a c t  l o g i c  o r  
mathemat ics  and c a n n o t  a c c e p t  a n  empty h i e r a r c h y  o f  
names o r  c l a s s e s .  For  t h e  mathemat ic ian ,  it i s  a l l  
v e r y  w e l l  t o  s p e a k  o f  names o f  names o f  names or  o f  
c l a s s e s  o f  c l a s s e s  o f  classes. But  f o r  t h e  t s o c i a l l  
s c i e n t i s t ,  t h i s  empty wor ld  i s  i n s u f f i c i e n t  
(1979: 2 0 5 ) .  

> 

The r e a s o n  f o r  t h i s  b r e a c h i n g  of d i s c o n t i n u i t y  between 
0 

l e v e l s  o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  t h e r e f o r e  i n e v i t a b l e ,  due t o  t h e  m u l t i -  

d i m e n s i o n a l  n a t u r e  o f  human' communication. 

The d i v e r s i t y  of c o m r n u n i c ~ t i o n a l  modes. amongst human 
b e i n g s  a l l o w s  t h e  b r e a c h i n g ' o f  t h e  b o u n d a r i e s  be tween 
l o g i c a l  t y p e s  bo th '  W I T H I N  t h e  message and i t s  c o n t e x t s  
(Wilden 1972: 1183 . >- 

I n d e e d ,  a l l  human communication invo lves .  t h e  employment, .  

and 'unders tanding--whether  c o n s c i o u s  o r  unconscious--of  m u l t i p l e ,  

h i e r a r c h i c a l  l e v e l s .  Bateson i n s i s t s  t h a t  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  $and le  

t h e  m u l t i p l e  t y p e s  o f  s i g n a l s ,  employed'by s o c i a l  

r e l a t i o n s h i p ( s ) ,  i s  i t s e l f  a  l e a r n e d  s k i l l  and i s  

of  multiple l e v e l s  o f  r e a s o n i n g ' ( 1 9 7 2 :  204-205).  F o r  eve ryday  
$ 

i n t e r a c t i o n  is made up o f  " t h e  p r o c e s s  o f  d i s c r i m i n a & i n g  

communicat ional  modes w i t h i n  t h e  s e l f  o r  between t h e  s e l f  and f 

- o t h e r s "  ( i b i d .  ) . So even  " l e a r n i n g "  i s  'on ly  p o s s i b l e  because .  o f  

t h e '  e x i s t e n c e  o f  -Tog ica l  types ' .  

Every a c t i o n  o f  t h e  l i v i n g  c r s a t u r e  i n v o l v e s  s o m e  t r i a l  
and e r r o r ,  and  f o r  any t r i a l  t o  b e  new, it nu5t be i n  -- 
some 6 e g r e e  random. Even i f  t h e  new ac t iom i s  o n l y  a  
member o f  some w e l l - e x p l o r e d  c l a s s  of  a c t i o n s ,  i t ' m u s t  
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d i s t i n c t i o n s  n e c e s s a r y  t% i n d i c a t e  a  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  l o g i c a l  

t y p e s  i s  p o o r l y  deve loped  ( t o  s a y  t h e  l e a s t ) .  W e  t h u s  o f t e n  have 

t o  r e l y  upon "non-verba l  media o f  p o s t u r e ,  g e s t u r e ,  f a c i a l  

e x p r e s s i o n ,  i n t o n a t i o n ,  and t h e  c o n t e x t  f o r  t h e  communication o f  

t h e s e  h i g h l y  a b s t r a c t ,  b u t  v i t a l l y  i m p o r t a n t "  s i g n a l s  which l a b e l  

o r  f rame l eve l s -*and  p r o v i d e  a n  i n d i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  employment o f  

d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s - - o f  communication (Ba teson  1972: 203) . 
Within  v e r b a l  communication "naming" i s  used t o  d i s t i n -  

g u i s h  (and  employ) l o g i c a l  t y p e s .  The p r o c e s s  of  "nqming" 

( l a b e l l i n g ,  f r aming)  i s  a r e p r e s e n t a t i o n ,  i n  t h a t  i t  s u b s t i t u t e s  
3 

t h e  i d e a  o f  " t h e  t h i n g " .  The name i s  n o t  t h e  " t h i n g "  named; t h e  2 

name i s  t h e  c l a s s  which d e s c r i b e s  t h e  members. The i d e a  of a  h o t  
- 

fudge  sundae ,  f o r  example,  i s  ( d e f i n i t e l y )  n o t  t h e  sundae  i t s e l f .  

!'Namingw i s  a s t e p ,  o r  perfiaps a  v a g t  jump, i n  l o g i c a l  t -yping.  

The u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  what  i s  i n v o l v d  i n  "naming" a i d s  i n  o u r  
2 

r e c o g n i t i o n  of t h e  r e a l  e x i s t e n c e - - a n d  n e c e s s i t y - - o f  h i e r a r c h i e s  

of  l e v e l s  o f  communication and how moving from one l e v e l  t o  - 
anoth6r  i n v o l v e s  a  " s h i f t "  o r  a  "jump" i n  l o g i c a l  t y p e s .  

And when w e  a d m i t  naming 8s a phenomenon o c c u r r i n g  i n  
and o r g a n i z i n g  t h e  phenomena we s t u d y ,  w e  acknowledge 
i p s o  f a c t o  t h a t  i n  t h o s e  phenomena, w e  e x p e c t  h i e r a r c h i e s  " 
o f  l o g i c a l  t y p i n g  (Ba teson  1979: 205) . 

Now - t h a t  some awareness  o f  t h e  complex i ty  o f  h i e r a r c h y  

of  l e v e l s  t a k i n g  p l a p  a l l  around--and wi th in - -us  h a s  been 
\ 

r e a c h e d ,  Watzlawick e t  a l .  warn u s  o f  t h e  d a n g e r s  o f  c o n f u s i n g  

l o g i c a l  t y p e s .  
* 

I n  a l l  o u r  p u r s u i t s ,  b u t  e s p e c i a l  i n  r e s e a r c h ,  w e  a r e  
c o n s t a n t l y  f a c e d  w i t h  t h e  h i e r a r c  it.8 y of l o g i c a l  l e v e l s ,  
s o  t h e  d a n g e r s  o f  l e v e l  c o n f u s i o n s  and t h e i r  p u z z l i n g  
consequences  a r e  u b i q u i t o u s  (1974: 7 ) .  



I 
. , 

The'se ' con fu i ibns ,  howe'ver, :do .n'ot always have p a t h o l c g i c a l  
. 1 

T-3 

consequences.  
Q?+ P 

v .  - 
Our c e n t r a l  t h e s i s  may b.9 Summed up as .a9"satement  of  ' 

\ - t h e  n e c e s s i t y  of  parado$es of  a g s t r a c t i p n .  I t  i s  n o t  
me.rely bad h i s t o r y  30 s u g g e s t '  t h a t  people  might *or  " 

shou ld  obey t h e  ~ b e o r y  of Logicdl  Types i n  t h e i r  
communications; t h e i r  f a i l u r e  t o  d o , t h i S  i s  n o t  due t o  , 
any c a r e l e s s n e s s  . o r  ignorance.  Ra the r ,  we: b e l i e v e  1 

\ t h a t  t h e  paradoxes  of a b s t r a c t i o n  must make t h e i r  
appearance i n  a l l  communication m r complex . . . , 9 and t h a t  w i t h o u t  t h e s e  paradoxes t h e  e v o l u t i o n  of 
communication would be  a t  an  end. L i f e  would then  
be  a n  . end less  i n t e r change  of s t y l i z e d  messages,  a  game 
w i t h  r i g i d  r u l e s ,  un re l i eved  by change o r  humor 
(Bateson ' ~ 9 7 2 :  193) . 

I n  l i g h t  of t h i s  s ta teme'nt ,  l e t  us  examine t w o ~ • ’ o r m s  of - 

r b 

t h e  breach ing  of  d i s c o n t i n u i t y  between l o g i c a l  t ypes  ( t h e  
, -% 

confus ion  of l e v e l s )  which t a k e  p l a c e  i n  human communication. 

Humour is' a  r e f l e c t i o n  of b o t h ' t h e  m u l t i - l e v e l e d  n a t u r e  

of human communication, and t h e  everyday employment o f  confus ing  

l e v e l s  of  r e l a t i o n s .  I t  i s  a  form of t h e  condensa t ion  of l o g i c a l  

t y p e s .  

The punch- l ine  of a  joke has  t h e  p e c u l i a r  e f f e c t  o f '  
r e q u i r i n g  a  r e - eva lua t ion  of  t h e  a n t e r i o r  l o g i c a l  
t yp ing  (Wilden 1972: 118) . 

4 

What o f t e n  occu r s  i n  t h e  t e l l i n g  of a  joke i s  t h a t  a  p rev ious  

message i n  t h e  joke m a s b e  re -eva lua ted  by t h e  punchl ine  s o  t h a t  
1 

t h e  punch l ine  becomes a  - c l a s s i f i e r  ( a  metamessage, a  message 

e x i s t i n g  a t  a  h i q h e r 9 1 e v e l )  t han  t h e  i n i t i a l  communication. This  - 
u s u a l l y  has  t h e  e f f e c t v o f  changing t h e  o r i g i n a l  p e r c e p t i o n  of  t h e  

i n i t i a l  message an-d r e s u l t s  i n  an o s c i l l a t i o n  between t h e  message ,- -- 
and metamessage which i s  amusinq f i b i d . ) .  I n  o t h e r  words, an  



i n t e n t i o n a l  s h i f t i n g  o f  l e v e l s  t a k e s  p l a c e .  
16 

The m e r e  f a c t  o f  humor i n  human r e l a t i o n s  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  
a t  l e a s t  a t  t h i s  b i o l o g i c a l  l e v e l ,  m u l t i p l e  - - t y p i n g  i s  
e s s e n t i a l  t o  hiunan communicat ion.  I n  t h e  a b s e n c e  of  t h e  
d i s t o r t i o n s '  o f  l o g i c a l  t y p i n g ,  humor would be  u n n e c e s s a r y  
and p e r h a p s  c o u l d  n o t  e x i s t  (Ba teson  1979: 1 2 9 ) .  

JL 

b LW 

The second  example i n v o l v e s  a  d e b i l i t a t i n g  p a r a d o x i c a l  

consequence  of  c o n f u s i o n s  o f  l o g i c a l  t y p e s ,  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by what  

i s  c a l l e d  s c h i z o p h r e n i c  c o m r k n i c a t i o n .  - I 7  One o f  t h e  symptoms o f  

I 6 ~ h e r e  a r e  s o  many l e v e l s  and l e v e l s  o f  l e v e l s  ' i n v o l v e d  
i n  a joke  t h a t  it i s  o f t e n  d i f f i c u l t  t o a i d e n t i f y  a l l  ( o r  most )  
of  them. For example ,  ponder  t h e  number o f  l e v e l s  t a k i n g  p l a c e  
i n  t h e  joke :  "How many C a l i f o r n i a n s  d o e s  i t  t a k e  t o  screw i n  a  
l i g h t b u l b ?  Eighty- two.  One t o  sc rew i n  the -  b u l b  and e igh ty -one  
t o  s h a r e  i n  t h e  e x p e r i e n c e . "  

There  i s  a n  immediate  i n d i c a t i o n  o f  a  s h i f t  i n  l o g i c a l  
t y p i n g  by t h e  i n i t i a l  s t a t e m e n t  b e c a u s e  it b e g i n s  w i t h  a 
" r i d i c u l o u s "  q u e s t i o n .  W e  a 1 1  know t h a t  i t  o n l y  t a k e s  one p e r s o n  
t o  s c r e w  i n  a  = l i g h t b u l b ,  b u t  t h i s  s t a t e m e n t  communicates t o  u s  
t h a t  " t h i s  communication i s  a  r i d d l e ,  a r  a  j o k e " .  (And why d o  
w e  f i n d  t h e  b$havior  of s c r e w i n g  i n  a  l i g h t b u l b  humorous? Could 
it have  t o  do w i t h  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  o f  meaning o f  t h e  word 
" s c r e w " ? )  I n  o t h e r  words ,  i t  i s  a s k i n g  a  q u e s t i o n ,  which a s k s  a 
q u e s t i o n  a b o u t  something which we know i s  known and t h e r e f o r e  
d o e s n ' t  r e q u i r e  a q u e s t i o n .  But  a t  a n o t h e r  l e v e l ,  t h e  q u e s t i o n  
i s  a s k i n g  u s  t o  s w i t c h  l o g i c a l  types- -or  i s  i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  t h e  . 
communication i s  s w i t c h i n g  l e v e l s - - o r  chang ing  c o n t e x t s .  I n  
s h i f t s  from t h e  c o n t e x t  o f  eve ryday  l i f e  e x p e r i e n c e  t o  t h e  meta- 
c o n t e x t  o f  t a l k i n g  a b o u t  t h e s e  r e a l i t i e s .  

The joke  i s  a l s o  t a l k i n g  a b o u t  t h e  s t e r e o t y p i c a l  
C a l i f o r n i a  l i f e s t y l e ,  some o f  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  b e i n g  t h e  
invo lvement  i n  e l i t i s t  and e x p e n s i v e  s e l f - h e l p  t h e r a p i e s  and t h e  
s e r i o u s n e s s  w i t h  which t h e s e  p e o p l e  p e r c e i v e  t h e i r  l i f e s t y l e s .  
T h i s  joke  i s  a  communicat ion a b o u t  a p a r t i c u l a r  p e r c e i v e d  
C a l i f o r n i a  communicat ion.  ( C o n t e x t  i s ,  of  c o u r s e ,  e s s e n t i a l  t o  
--at l e a s t - - u n d e r s t a n d i n g  t h i s  i n t e n t i o n a l  s h i f t i n g  o f  l e v e l s ,  
f o r  how would t h i s  joke b e  p e r c e i v e d  i n  The P e o p l e s '  R e p u b l i c  
of  Ch ina ,  f o r  example?)  

171t must  b e  emphasized t h a t  I am employing a  v e r y  b r i e f  
and s impi i s t i c  i l l u s t r a t i o n  of  s c h i z o p h r e n i a  h e r e ,  a s  a n  example 
of  t h e  p a r a d o x i c a l  n a t u r e  o f  c o n f ~ s i o n  of  l o g i c a l  t y p e s  ( c f .  
Ba teson .1972 :  x i v ,  x v i i ,  190 ,  194-200, 201-227, 228-243, 244, 
246, 2 5 2 , 4 5 8 - 2 6 3 ,  272-273, 310, 339,  369, 377; Wilden 1972: 110- 
122;,  S l u z k i  and Ransom 1 9 7 6 ~ ) .  



. - 
s c h i z ' o p h r e n i a  i s  e i t h e r  t h e  r e f u s a l  t o  l a b e l  metaphcrs  and 

c o n t e x t s ,  o r  t h e  employment o f  u n c o n v e n t i o n a l  l a b e l l i n g  ( w i l d e n  

1972: 118-119) .  A s  Bateson p o i n t s  o u t ,  t h e  s c h i z o p h r e n i c  o f t e n  

c o n f u s e s  l e v e l s  of  6ommunicat ional '  modes. Bateson p r o v i d e s  u s  

w i t h  a  s p e c i f i c  example ,  from h i s  own e x p e r i e n c e ,  where i t  was 

d i s c o v e r e d  t h a t  a  s c h i z o p h r e n i c  p a t i e n t  confused  l e v e l s  o f  

. s t r u c t u r e  i n  l a n g u a g e  such  t h a t  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s t a t e m e n t  e v o l v e d :  

* -. Men d i e .  
G r a s s  d i e s .  
  en' a r e  g r a s s  (1972 : 2 0 5 )  . 
The p e c u l i a r i t y  of  t h e  s c h i z o p h r e n i c  i s  n o t  t h a t  h e  u s e s  
me taphors ,  b u t  t h a t  h e  u s e s  u n l a b e l l e d  metaphors .  H e  

i h a s  s p e c i a l  d i f f i c u l t y  i n  h a n d l i n g  s i g n a l s  of  t h a - t  c l a s s  
whose members a s s i g n  l o g i c a l  t y p e s  t o  o t h e r  s i g n a l s  ( i b i d . ) .  

Watzlawick e t  a l .  remind u s  t h a t  a t  l e a s t  two c o n c l u s i o n s  
\ 

can b e  drawn from t h e  Theory o f  L o g i c a l  Types.  One i s  t h a t  

o p p o s i t i o n , '  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  and pa radox  w i l l  a r i s e  i f  l o g i c a l  l e v e l s  

a r e  c o n f u s e d .  The second i s  t h a t  " g o i n g  fr0.m one  l e v e l  t o  t h e  

n e x t  h i g h e r  ( i . e . ,  from member t o  c l a s s )  e n t a i l s  a  s h i f t ,  a  
L 

jump, a  d i s c o n t i n u i t y  o r  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n - - i n  a  word., a change--of 

t h e  g r e a t e s t  t h e o r e t i c a l  and . . . p r a c t i c a l  i m p o r t a n c e ,  f o r  i t  
, . 

- p r o v i d e s  a  way o u t  o f  a  system1' (1974:  9-1Q) ( c f .  "Meta- 
. > 

comrnunica t ion"~ . 
The e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  Group Theory ,  i n  l i g h t .  o f  t h e  

s u b s e q u e n t  e x p l a n a t i o n  of  l o g i c a l  t y p e s ,  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e r e  
s , e 

* 
a r e  d i f f e ; e n t  k i n d s  of  "change" .  " ~ r o u ~ . ~ h e o r ~  g i v e s  u s  a  '?) 

4- framework f o r  t h i n k i n g  a b o u t  t h e  k i n d  c f  change t h a t  can  o c c d  

w i t h i n  a  s y s t e m  t h a t  i t s e l f  s t a y s  i n v a r i a n t " ,  w h i l e  t h e  Theory* 

, 
of  L o g i c a l  Types " i s  n o t  concerned w i t h  w h a t ' g o e s  on i n s i d e  a  

c l a s s ,  i - e . ,  be tween i t s  members, b u t  g i v e s  u s  a  f rame f o r  - 
i - 



-> 
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c o n s i d e r i n g  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between member and c l a s s  and t h e  

p e c u l i a r  metamorphosis  which 

l o g i c a l  l e v e l  t h e  n e x t  h i g h e r  

i s  . i n  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  s h i f t s  from one 

l e v e l "  (Watzlawick e t  a l .  

T h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  between d i f f e r e n t  t y p e s  o f  change iAs 

e x e m p l i f i e d  by a  n igh tmare .  With in  t h e  

dream d i f f e r e n t  a c t i v i t i e s  ( and  t h u s  chanoes)  c a n  t a k e  p l a c e  

" b u t  no  change from any one o f  t h e s e  b e h a v i o r s  t o  a n o t h e r  would 

t e r m i n a t e  t h e  n igh tmare"  b i d .  The way o u t  o f  t h e  dream 
/-- 

i n v o l v e s  a  change from t h e  dreaming s t a t e  t o  "the waking s t a t e  

- - t h e  waking s t a t e  b e i n g  o f  a  d i f f e r e n t  l o g i c a l  t y p e .  
. * 

What t h e s e  two t h e o r i e s m a k e  u s  aware o f  i s  t h a t  change 

t a k e s  p l a c e  b o t h  w i t h i n  g r o u p s  (between members)--or c l a s s e s  

--and between members and c l a s s e s  (between, l e v e l s )  . The two 

t h e o r i e s  d o ,  i n  f a c t ,  complement each o t h e r ,  f o r  t h e y  e q u i p  u s  
4 

- 

5 w i t h  a  c o n c e p t u a l  framework which F r c v e s  e s s e n t i , a l  f o r  examining 

c o n c r e t e ,  r e l a t i o n s  of  

change.  Indeed ,  c o  f u s i o n  & l e v e l s  can  nqw b e  p e r c e i v e d  w i t h i n  

I? t h e  l a r g e r  t e r r a i n  of  t h e  dominant  i d e o l o g y ,  where c o n f u s i o n  of 

l o g i c a l  t y p e s  and l e v e l s  of  complex i ty  t a k e s  p l a c e ' a r e  

p a r t i c u l a r l y  common. One of  t h e  most common 

i n s t a n c e s  of  t h i s  t y p e  of c o n f u s i o n  i s  t h e  p r o c e s s , ~ i l d e n  c a l l s  

s y m m e t r i z a t i o n  (1980a:  105)  . 

Symmet r i za t ion  

Symmetr iza t ion  i n v o l v e s  t h e  i d e o l o g i c a l  and ep i s t emo-  

i , l o g i c a l  p r o c e s s  of  

-Y 
making h i e r a r c h i c a l l y  d i s t i n c t  l e v e l s  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  a p p e a r  t o  be " e q u a l "  o r  on t h e  same l e v e l ,  when i n  



r e a l i t y  o n e  class i s  o f  a  d i f f e r e n t ' l o g i c a l  t y p e  t h a n  a n o t h e r .  

~ n e x a r n p l e  o f  s y m m e t r i z a t i o n  . . i f i  ma le  and  f e m a l e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  i s  

found  i n  t h e  p h r a s e ,  "my wife and  I a r e  e q u a l " .  Here t h e  wife)  
,-- 

i 

i s  b e i n g  p o r t r a y e d  6s a  m a n ' s  (my w i f e  . . )  , 
i R 

w h e r e a s  t h e  man i S  p o r t r a y e d  a s  a n  " i n d e p e n d e n t "  i n d i v i d u a l  

( .  . . and I . . . . The s t a t e m e n t ,  i n  f a c t ,  r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  - 

r e a l i t $  o f  power r e l a t i o n s h i p s  a s  d e f i n e d  t h e  s o c i o ~ p o l i t i c a l  
1 - 

akd economic  c o ~ t e x t .  s i n c e  i n  a p a t r i a r c h d l  s y s t e m  t h e  

4 
r e l a t i o n s h i p  be tween  men and  women i s  one  b f  master and  s l a v e  

( i n  a  p s y c h o l c g i c a l  s e n s e )  one  o f  t h e  s i q n i f i c a t i o n s  o f  t h , e  

e x p r e s s i o n - - w h e t h e r  d e l i b e r a t e  o r  n o t - - i s  t h a t  m a s t e r s  and s l a v e s  

a r e  e q u a l .  I n  p r e t e n d i n g  t h i s  e q u a l i t y ,  i n  
9 

a c t u a l i t y  t h e  

se t e n c e  i s  r e a f f i r m i n g  -7 t h e  Zi iequal i ty  o f  t h e  r e a l  

L , i . e . ,  men are dominan t  and  women a r e  s u b o r d f h a t e .  

W.ilden p r o v i d e s  f u r t h e r  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  o f  t h i s  n o t i o n  

'"-)-symnetrization--by e x p l a i n i n g :  

No s y m m e t r i c a l  e q u a t i o n  c a n  l e g i t i m a t e l y  b e  made be tween  
t h e  e p i t h e t s  'Henk ie  ' and  ' N i g g e r l - - e v e n  t h o u g h  t h e y  a r e  
commonly t r e a t e d  a s  t h e  ' t w o  s i d e s '  o f  a n  I m a g i n a r y  and  
s y m m e t r i c a l  q u e s t i o n ,  l i k e  ' A n t i - S e m i t e ' .  and  ' J e w ' ,  l i k e  
'Man' and  'Woman', l i k e  ' B u s i n e s s '  and  ' L a b o u r ' :  Because  
e a c h  t e r m  and  e a c h  image i n  e a c h  p a i r  r e f e r s  t o  d i s t i n c t  ' 

l e v e l s  o f  e x p l o i t a t i o n  u n d e r  c a p i t a l i s m - - a  s y s t e m  o f  
many l e v e l s - - t .  t h e  two t e r m s  ( a n d  t h e  s t a t e s  t h e y  
r e f e r  t o )  a r e  n o t  e x c h a n g e a b l e  e q u i v a l e n t s  i n  
'Hankie!' c a n n o t  ' n e g a t e '  w h i t e  i n  t h e  way t h a  
' n e g a t e z '  b l a c k  (1980a :  105-106) . I8 

Thus f a r ,  t h e  i d e a  o f  h i e r a r c h i e s  o f  l e v e l s  ( c o n t e x t  

b e i n g  a  h i g h e r  l e v e l  o f  communica t ion  t h a n  t h e  communica t ion  i t  
4 

1 8 ~ h i s  n o t i o n  o f  s y m m e t r i z a t i o n  i s  d e a l t  w i t h  i n  g r e a t e r  
d e t a i l  i n  t h e  c h a p t e r  on " d i a l e c t i c s " .  -- 

F - '  
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0 

describes, for example) , levels and metalevels of change (which 

'Group Theory introduces and the Theory of ~ogical Types explains), 

the process of "shifts" or "jumps" in different levels of 

relationship, and'the serious implication's of confusing 

hierarchical levels (and the all too common problems associated 

with reducing levels of,,complexity) have been explored. Some 

indication of the complex and multi-leveled nature of 

communication has therefore been revealed: Moreover, the every- 

day and necessary occurrences of contradiction and paradox raises 

even more questions into the nature of communicational phenomena. 

How is it, for example, that most of us manage-to "escape" these 
r 

i ever-prevalent paradoxes and contradictions? A communicational 

) approach is responsive to this very dilemma, for what it provide; 
for is a concept whicheexplains an activity employed in daily 

interaction. When faced with a paradox--rather than oscillating 

between two contradictory positions--it is sometimes possible to 

communicate about the paradox (thereby transcending it) (Coe 1975: 
. , 

491). Just as impor,tant is the way in which we are even talking 
--%- 

about any of these relations and/or characteristics. For what 

we are doing, in fact, is communicating about communication. 

Metacommunication 

,The term metacommunication can now be introduced. 

Generally what is meant by metacommunication is "communication 

about a specific communication" or "communication about 

communication (~atzlawick et 51. 1967 : 51) . For by even talking 

of communication we are communicating about cornmunica'tion and 

thus metacommunicating. Metacomrnunication must exist, then, at 



a different hierarchical level than does that of the communication 

it..is describing. It is, in fact, of a higher lbgical type. The 

idea that a metaSomrnunication is a-hpiher level of communication . *  * .  
--higher.than the communication that it communicates about--means 

that (like all aspects of communication) it cannot be regarded 
0 

- 
as a conpept ;unto. itseJf . Since it is a communication about 

, 0- 
another l~vel (or levels) of unication, metacommunication 

. . 
must take place in relationship. It thus constitutes some level 

of context (for the c~rnrnuni~cation it is describing). Meta- 

i 
communication can therefore be describedA a context marker 

--for it serves as a -constant reminder in both theory and praxis 

6 ' 3  
--that co'm nication is a complex process, involving a variety 

of levels and metalevels 6 f  relation. 

It is both unfortunate and -disappointing that in much of 

what is called communication analysis, metacommunication is often 

treated as if it were indistinguishable frore. communication as'such. 

This has the unfortunate cowequence of negating the multi- 
P'% 

leveled nature of communication--and thus metacommunication--by / 

ig~oring the fundamental characteristic of levels. 
&=. 

To employ the notion of me'%acdmrnunication without taking 
' 

t 
into consideration other interrelated characteristics of a - 

comrnunicational framework for its understanding, reduces the 

meaning of the term so that the term becomes just a label. 
.h 

(Indeed, metacommunication plays a significant role in the 7 
1 

development of a calculus of communication.) For a communication 
i 



a b o u t  commfinication c a n n o t  b e  a  o n e - d i m e n ~ i o n ~ l ~ ~  o p e r a t i o n  s i n c e  

it o b v i o u s l y  c o n c e r n s  t h e  l e v e l s  of communication a l r e a d y  ' 

A s  was p r e v i o u s l y  a r g u e d ,  " n o  commu~nication c a n  b e  

p r o p e r l y  , d e f i n e d &  o r  examined a t  t h e  l e v e l  a t  'which t h e  

cdrnmunic t i o n  o c c u r s "  (Wilden 1972: 113) . I n  e x p l a n a t i o n ,  a  P 
j = - 9 

communication can  o n l y  be pxoper ly  examined by r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  
e I 

metacommunicative l e v e l s  of  c o n t e x t  and p u n c t u a t i o n  (cf. p .  7 9 ) .  
-, 

b i d . .  The P a l o  A l t o  Group and i t s  a s s o c i a t e s  r e c o g n i z e  t h e  

problems i n h e r e n t  i n  a t t e m p t i n g  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  be tween 
n 

communication and metacornrnuni~cation.+ a c t u a l  f a c t ,  s o  much ( 4 -  

d a i l y  communication between human b e i n g s  i n v o l v e s  l e v e l s  t h a t  w e  

c o n s c i o u s l y  a,nd u n c o n s c i ~ u s l y  metacommunicate w i t h o u t  r e a l i z i n g  

i t  (Bateson 1972:  177-93) .  W a t z l a w i c k . e t  a l .  f u r t h e r  i d e n t i f y  

t h i s  most f r u s t r a t i n g  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  by s a y i n g ,  "We a r e  i n  

c o n s t a n t  c o ~ u n i c a t i o n  y e t  we a r e  a l m o s t  c o m p l e t e l y  u n a b l e  t o  

communicate a b o u t  cornrnunicgtion (1967:  3 6 ) .  I n  r e s p o n s e  t o  t h i s  . 

need ,  what t h e  P a l o '  A l t o  G ~ o u p  have  been t r y i n g  t o  -. 
I C 

\ 

d e v e l o p  i s  a  metacornrnunicational language--a " c a l c u l u s "  f o r  

 he d e s c r i p t i o n  "one-dimensional '  i s  synonomous w i t h  
what i s  encompassed by t h e  n o t i o n  " s y m m e t r i z a t i o n "  ( a s . d ~ s c u s s e d  
i n  t h e  p r e v i o u s  s e c t i o n )  . I t  r e p . r e s e n t s  t h e  e r r o n e o u s  (and  
n o n - c o n t e x t u a l )  t r e a t m e n t  of  complex communicat ional  phenomena 
--which a r e  m u l t i - l e v e l e d  (and t h u s  m u l t i - d i m e n s i o n a l l - - a s  i f  
t h e y  were  " f l a t "  , a s  i f  t h e y  e x i s t e d  at one  l e v e l .  

The t e r m ,  t h e n ,  p r o v i d e s  u s  w i t h  a  metaphor f o r  
i d e n t i f y i n g  a  n e g a t i o n  o f  t h e  r e a l i t i e s  o f  h i e r a r c h i e s  o f  
l o g i c a l  t y p e s ,  c o n t e x t  and  r e 1 a t i o : l s h i p  l and ,  o f  c o u r s e ,  l e v e l s  
of c o n t e x t - - m e t a r e l a t i o n s h i p s )  and ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  t h e  d e s t r u c t i o n  
of  t h e  q u a l i t y  06 a l l  complex phenomena. 

L - .  
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I - 
d e s c r i b i n g  cornrnunicational phenomena (which w i l l  c o n t i n u e  t o  be  

examined t h r o v g h o u t  t h i s  t h e s i s ) .  "Metacornrnur.ication is s o  

d i f f i c u l t  because  we have  o n l y  one  l anguage  t o  d e s c r i b e  

communication and metacornmunication; hence t h e  c o n s t a n t  mix-ups - 
, between t h e  . . . l e v e l s "  (Watzlawick,  a s  t o l d  t o  Wi lde r  1977;  

3 2 ) .  

Recogni t ion  o f  t h i s  most i m p o r t a n t  c o n c e b t  w a s ,  
0 

demons t ra ted  i n  p a r t  t o  Ba teson  th rough  t h e  o b s e r v a t i o n  of 

animal  b e h a v i o u r .  H i s  s t u d y  of  a n i m a l  communication p r e c i p i t a t e d  
.- 

an a lmos t  t o t a l  r e v i s i o n  o f  h i s  t h i n k i n a  (1972:  1 7 9 ) .  

O r i g i n a l l y ,  Bateson had hoped t o  f i n d  some i n d i c a t a o n  o f  meta- 

,a*- domrnunicative s i g n a l s  exchanged getween aqZmals.  H e  d i d  .DO\, 

however,  a n t i c i p a t e  t h e  wide and co•‹mplex ' u s e '  and awareness  o f  

such  s i g n a l s  w i t h i n  an imal  i n t e r a c t i o n - - a n d  t h e .  s u b s e q u e n t  

i m p l i c a t i o n s  o f  t h i s  r e s e a r c h  f o r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  human - 
communication. L. 

A* 

What Bateson e n c o u n t e r e d  was a  ph non w e l l  known. to 
,' - +- , w 

a l l  of  u s :  a n i m a l s  a t  p l a y .  H i s  a n a l y s 5 s  o f  t h i s  b e h a v i c k r  

p r o v i d e s  f o r  one o f  t h e  c l e a r e s t  e x p l a n a t i o n s  o f  t h e  c o m p l e x i t y  

of 1eve"ls and r e l a t i o n s  i n v o l v e d  i n  communic t i o n  and t h e  $, 
i n p o r t a n t  gnd n e c e s s a r y  r o l e  of metacornrnunication i n  t h i s  p r o c e s s .  ' . '  - 

I n  w a t c h i a g  m ~ n k e y s  -- a t  p l a y ,  Ba teson  n o t i c e d  s i m i l a r  

p a t t e r n s  of  m u t u a l l y  unders tood '  s i g n s  o r  s i g n a l s  b e i n g  employed 

by monkeys i n  p l a y  b e h a v i o u r .  One a s p e c t  o f  t h i s  b e h a v i o u r  - 
concerned " n i p p i n g " .  During p l a y ,  monkeys (and i t  was l a t e r  

1 
a 

d i s c o v e r e d ,  a v a r i e t y  of  o t h e r  a n i m a l s )  would " ~ i p "  e a c h  o t h e r  

---the ? n i p "  b e i n g  a  " s i g n "  f,or " t h i s  i s  p l a y " .  How was i t  t h a t  
14 
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f a ,  . ,  
' n i p '  n o t  be communi t e d  as a  b i t e , ,  i t  i s  neces sa ry  t h a t  a 

d 
message ABOUT t h e  a c t i o n  be communicated,' Th i s  message, t h e  

e q u i v a l e n t  of  ' T h i s  i s  p l a y ' , "  e x i s t s  a t  a  h i g h e r  l o g i c a l  t ype  

" than  t h e  communication i t s e l f :  i t  would' Be a  METACOMMUNICATION" 

( W i l d 4  1972: 1 7 ) .  

The d i scovery  of the use  of  metacommunicative q i g n a l s  

* dmaj 
i n t e r a c t i o n  opens up whole new v i s t a s  f o r  unders tanding '  

i -- 

t h e  .complex n a t u r e  of  communication a s . a  neces sa ry  c d n d i t i o n  f o r  

p h e  a c $ i v i t y  of a l l  l i v i n g  organisms.  F u r t h e r ,  the '  s t udy  of 

(nonhuhan communica;ion prov ides  c e r t a i n  c l u e s  f o r  a  deeper  and 
f "I 

m o r d  c o n t e x t u a l  unders tanding  of  t h e  more s o p h i s t i c a d d  l e v e l ?  
k 

involved i n  human communication. 
k 

+, - I t  i s  n o t  wide ly  known, f o r  example, t h a t  t q e  u s e  of 

. symbolic forms of  communication can be found i n  t h e  behaviour  of 

\ what a r e  o f t e n  r e f e r r e d  t o  as " p r i m i t i v e "  li$e forms, ,e .g .  i n s e c t s .  
- * 

Thi s  i s . i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  t h e  mating r i t u a l s  of dance f l i e s .  

These i n s e c t s  i nc ludb  a l a r g e  number of  ca rn ivo rous  
s p e c i e s  of d i p t e r a n d  t h a t  en tomologis t s  c l a s s i f y  

' t o g e t h e r  a s  t h e  f ami ly  of Empididae. Many of the 
s p e c i e s  engage i n  a  k ind  of  c o u r t s h i p  t h a t  c o n s i s t s  
i n  a  s imple  approach by t h e  male; t h i s  approach is  
fol lowed by c o p u l a t i o n .  Among o t h e r  s p e c i e s  -the male 
f i r s t  c a p t u r e s  an i n s e c t  o f  t h e  k idd  t h a t  normally 
f a l l s  prey t o  empids and p r e s e n t s  it t o  t h e  female 
b e f o r e  c o p u l a t i o n  . . . I n  o t h e r  s p e c i e s  t h e  male 
f a s t e n s  t h r e a d s  or g l o b u l e s  of  s i l k  t o  t h e  f r e s h l y  
cap tu red  o f f e r i n g ,  r ende r ing  i t  mgre d i s t i n c t i v e  i n  
appearance,  a c l e a r  s t e p  i n  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of: 
r i t u a l i z a t i o n .  . 

I n c r e a s i n g  deg rees  of  r i t u a l i z a t i o n  can be 
observed among s t i l l  o t h e r  s p e c i e s  of dance f l i e s .  
I n  one of  t h e s e  s p e c i e s  t h e  male t o t a l l y  e n c l o s e s  ' the  
d e a d - p r e y  i n  a s h e e t  of  s i l k .  I n  ano the r  t h e  s i z e  

, of  t h e  o f f e r e d  prey  i s  s m a l l e r  b u t  i t s  s i l k e n  
cove r ing  remains as l a r g e  a s  b e f o r e :  it i s  now a  
p a r t l y  empty "ba l loon" .  The male of ano the r  s p e c i e s  
does  n o t  b o t h e r  t o  c a p t u r e  any p rey  o b j e c t  b u t  s imply  
o f f e r s  t h e  female an - empty ba l loon  (Edward ~ i l s o n 1 ? 3 7 2 :  

a 
I 



T h i s . l a s t  example can  b e  i n t e r p r e t e d  
," 

or ( a  symbol,  'For t h e  human o b s e r v e r ,  f o r  i n s t a n c e ,  

e p r e s e n t a t i o n  

i t  might  

c o n s t i t u t e  a  metacommunication i n  t h a t  t h e  empty b a l o o n  s t a n d s  

f o r  something it i s  n o t  ( i n  t h a t  metacommunication o f t e n  s i g n i f i e s  

t h a t  the ,comrnun ica t iona l  b e h a v i o u r  i s  something which i t  i s  

n o t ) .  2 1  For  t h e  empty b a l l o o n  o f f e r i n g  i s  a s i g n  which d e n o t e s :  - 
t h i s  r e p r e s e n t s  a  g i f t - o f  food m e a r t  t o  i n i t i a t e  c o p u l a t i o n .  

,' 

T h i s  u s e  qf  what w e  c a l l  metacomrnunicative symbols  i s  n o t  
- -7 

e x c l u s i v e  t o  t h e  dance  f l y ,  b u t  c a n  b e  obse rved  i n  a  v a r i e t y  o f  

i n s e c t  species- -most  n o t a b l y  i n  c e r t a i n  s p e c i e s  o f . s p i d e r s  ( L i f e  

on a  s i l k e n  Thread 1979)  . , 
, x - 

I t  i s n ' t  d i f f i c u l t  t o  p e r c e i v e  r e l a t i o n % h i p s  between 
3 .  

semblances  o f  m e t a c  u n i c a t i v e  symbols  employed i n  a n i m a l  :- p 
; , %  

a c t i v i t y  (and t o  lesser e x t e n t  t h o s e  which s e e m  t o  o r c u r  I n  
5 

i n s e c t  c o ~ u n i c a t i o n )  t o  t h a t  which. t a k e s  p l a c e ,  a t  a  more 

s o p h i s t i c a t e d  l e v e l ,  i n  human ~ o m ~ u n i c a t i o n .  I t  i s  no wonder 

t h a t  p a t e s o n  p e r c e i v e d  t h e  s t u d y  o f  a n i m a l ~ c o & u n i c a t i o n  a s  a 

r e v e l a t i o n .  For  when s t u d i e d  i n  a c o n t e x t u a l  manner--viewed i n  

t e r m s  o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  - and m e t a r e l a t i o n s h i p s - - c e r t a i n  phenomena 

2 1 ~ h i s  does  n o t  mean t h a t  ' i n s e r t s  a r e  n e c e s s a r i l y  c a p a b l e  
o f  metacommunicating. The u s e  o f  symbol ic  forms of  communication 
by i n s e c t s  i s  a  r e s u l t  of  t h e i r  g e n e t i c  programmirig and s h o u l d  i n  
no way b e  c o n f u s e d  w i t h  t h e  h i g h l y  evo lved  p r o c e s s  of  " p l a y "  
--which d o e s  i n v o l v e  metacomrnunication--found i n  a n i m a l  a c t i v i t y .  
What t h e  example of  t h e  dance  f l y  a t t e m p t s  t o  show i s  t h a t  i n s e c t  
communication d o e s  sometimes i n v o l v e  t h e  employment o f  what  w e  
u n d e r s t a n d  t o  b e  metacommunicative symbols and d e m o n s t r a t e s  t h a t  
i n s e c t  communication i s  i n  f a c t  more complex t h a n  what  w e  a r e  
g e n e r a l l y  l e d  t o  b e l i e v e .  For  a s  Randy ~ h o r n h i k l  a s s e r t s  i n  h i s  
a r t i c l e  on "Sexua l  S e l e c t i o n  i n  t h e    lack-tipped Hangingf ly" :  
" I n s e c t s ,  i n  s p i t e  of t h e  r e l a t i v e  s i m p l i c i t y  o f  t h e i r  ne rvous  
sys tem,  e x h i b i t  a  d i v e r s i t y  of  s o p h i s t i c a t e d  and complex forms ~ f  
ma t ing  b e h a v i o r "  (1980: 162) . 



I 

_I- 

i n h e r e n t *  i n  a n i m a l  a n d i n s e c t  a c t i v i t y  p r o v i d e s  bs S i t h  some 
- 

i n s i g h t  i n t o  t h e  e v o l u t i o n  o f  human communicat ion.  Awareness 

, t h a t  a n i m a l s  d o  "indeed metacommunicate, ,  i n  a  r e l a t i v e l y  complex ' 2 

manner, h e i g h t e n s  o u r  f e c o g n i t i o n  o f  t h e  m u l t i - l e v e l e d  and 

p m p l e x  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  e x i s k e n c e  of  metammrnunicat ion i n  and 
\ 

between human b e i n g s .  I n d e e d ,  i f  communication i n  and between 
I _ - 

a n i m a l s  and i n s e c t s  c a n  i n v o l v e . t h e  u s e  o f  symbols and s i g n s  

--and t h e s e  symbol ic  forms ~f  co rn rnun ica t io~  n e c e s s i t a t e  meta- 

communication i n  and between c e r t a i n  an imals - - then  i t  would seem 
- 

t h a t  metacommunicat ion,  i n  and between human b e i n g s ,  must  employ . - 
A f a r  more s o p h i s t i c d t e d  l e v e l s  o f  m e t a r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  i " ""  

A s  h a s  b e e n  previous l 'y  men t ioned ,  human metacommunication 

can  b e  e i t h e r  i n t e n t i o n a l  o r  n o n - i n t e n t i o n a l .  F u r t h e r m o r e ,  

c o n t r a d i c t i o n  ( c o n f u s i o n  o f  l o g i c a l  ' t ypes )  i s  o f  t e n  p r 3 s e n t  
' 1 '  

w i t h i n  communicat ions a b o u t  communicat ion,  which i n c r e a s e s  t h e  

he i n h e r e n t  d i f f i c u l t i e s  of  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  t h e  u s e  and /o r  a n i n g s  

32 c e r t q ~ ~ ~ .  e t acommunica t ions  (Ba teson  A s  Bateson 

e x p l a i n s  it: 

I f  w e  look a t  any l i v i n g  o rgan i sm and s f a r t  t o  a s k  a b o u t  
i t s  a c t i o n s  and p o s t u r e s ,  w e  m e e t  w i t h  such  a  t a n g l e  o r  . 
network o f  messages  t h a t  t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  problems . . . become c o n f u s e d .  I n  t h e  enoSmous mass o f  i n t e r - '  
l o c k i n g  o b s e r v a t i o n ,  i t  becomes i n c r e a s i n g l y  d i f f i c u - l t  
t o  s a y  t h a t  t h i s  message '. . . i s ,  i n  f a c t ,  meta- - to  
t h a t  o t h e r  . . . (1979 : 130)  . 

- - 
p r o v i d e s  u s  w i t h  a n  example o f s  

- 

t h e  complex ( a n d  o f t e n  con•’ s i n g )  n a t u r e  of a  p o s s i b l e  J 
i n t e n t i o n a l  metaComrnunication which  t a k e s  p l a c e  i n  eve ryday  

i n t e r a c t i o n .  For  t h e  "wink" c a n n o t  b e  u n d e r s t o o d  u n l e s s  s e e n  i n  --- 

i t s  (metacommunicat iona1) c o n t e x t u a l  n a t u r e .  I n d e e d ,  i t s  



sometimes contradictory nature can precipi-t+te 
*l 

misunderstandings 

(confusions of logical.types, for example) even when viewed in 

context. For the wink can be a sign for "I didn't mean what I * ,  
b. 

am saying", or in a different context it can mean " ~ h &  message 
/ 

is not directed at you". The "wink" can also indicate a 

reaffirmation of camaraderie--"I know you agree with me", for 

example. The evidence of contradiction and perhaps paradox in 

this one metacommunicative activity, is perhaps better clarified 

when the "wink" is employed by a person who we do not know well 

and/cr in a situation in which we do not feel comfortable. In 

these cases the "wink" can provide for "miscommunications" in 

that we misinterpreted the meaning of the sign which has the 

effect of "muddlikg" our underst&%& of the intended 
h 

communication. 
i ,  

Generally, what the "wink", can be said to repres.ent is 

"this is not what the words say" (i.e., similar to "this* is play") 

for there is a certain amount of ambiguity--within almost any 

context7-inherent in this type of interpersonal metacommunicative 

activity. -" 

The process of dreaming is a useful illustration of a 

highly complex form of the employment of symbolic forms of V 

communication which are unintentionally metacommunicated to them 

self, bk the self. (In other words, they are communications about 

different levels of communication which have taken place--ok- are 

taking'place--between the self and real or imaginary others, 

and/or levels of communication between the self and contextual 

relationships. ) The contradictory element of this type of, 



metacommunication is i 2b2 diately evident, in that to understand 
t 

what dream symbols denote, we must be aware-of not only the 
4. 

particular context (of the individual) irrwhich they take place, 

but the overall metacommunicative context which must necessarily 

include the personal history of the individual and their many 

relation~h~ps and metarelationships to themselves and to others. 

Furthermore , h& variety of metacomnunicative signs and symbols 

employed in dreams are often representations of events which 

have been buried in the unconscious and/or have not been . 

consciously perceived. In-the case of dreaming, it is unlikely 

that we can ever gain a complete understanding of what these 

symbols den~tez~what they are metacommunicating abgut. And to 

.. 
, . % "  5 

even think or speak of our dreams necessitates a metacommunicative 
-=. . * -  

2 2  analysis. 
i .  

These examples serve as an indication of the multi- 
-. . 

faceted and.essentia1 role of metacommunication in all social 

relations. But far from being excPusive 50 inter and intra- 
- 

personal interaction, metacommunicative level's are if;"volved in 

 he he discussion of dreams is an example 
of the fundamental axiom that communication is always occurring, 
whether we are conscious of it or not. And that there is no 
prerequisite that communication and metacommunication can only 
take place in relation to concrete real others. On the contrary, 
we communicate both ~onsciously and unconsciously with ourselves 
all the time, whether it be in relationship to imaginary others 
and/or selves, or is initiated through the actions of particular 
others, or dominant others--a way of referring,to a predominant 
way of thinking 05 a collective class or group of people which, 
in fact, effects much of our own communicat&on (another way of 
talking about how the dominant ideology medlates our thinking) 
(cf. Wilden 1972: 510, and 1980: 63-123; Freud 1967: 83-130; 
Bateson 1972": 282-3; Watzlawick eJt al. 1967: 83-90). 



.; : 
a l l  a s p e c t s  o f  human~comrnunicat ion . ~etacomrnun:c&&on i s ,  i n  

. C ,  

f a c t ,  o f t e n  u s e d  t o  r e p r e s e n t  something which it i s  n o t ,  y e t  

. w h i c h . h a s  t h e  e f f e c t  of Haking u s  aware of  o t h e r  l e v e l s o f  

communication. I t  i s  t h e  c l a s s  whi5h d e s c r i b e s  i t s  members. 

I n  o t h e r  words ,  t h e  m e C a r e l a t i o n s  between p a r t i c u l a r  
s i g d s  may b e  confused  b u t  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  may emerge 
a g a i n  a s  t r u e  a t  tfie n e x t  more a b s t r a c t  l e v e l  
(Ba teson  1979:  1 3 1 ) .  

W i t h i n  t h e  media o f  f i l m  and t e l e v i s i o n ,  f o r  example ,  

metacommunicat ive s i g n s  a r e  i n t e n t i o n a l l y  used  f o r  t h e  s p e c i f i c  1 

w 

purpose  of k e i n g  u n c o n s c i o u s ~ y  percei~ed.+'~xempli?icatipn of  
. . a - 

/ 

\ 
t h i s  can  b e  found i n  t h e  many t e c h n i q u e s  which c h a r a c t e r i z e  t h g s e  

, 
/ , 

media ,  s p e c i f i c a l l y  t h o s e  known a s  background mu-sic, sound - 

e f f e c t s  and e d i t i n g .  The u s e  of  background music and /o r  s ~ u n d  

e f f e c t s  i n - f i l m ,  a r e  used  t o  c r e a t e  a n  a t m o s p h e r e 2 w h i c h  t h e  

v i s u a l s  and v e r b a l  d i a l o g u e ,  on t h e i r  own, would n o t  evoke.. A 

s i m p l e  enac tment ,  f o r  example,  where t h e  h e r o  an$ h e r o i n e  

approach  t h e  d o o r  o f  t h e i r  f r i e n d s '  home f o r  an  unannounced 

v i s i t  would s e e m '  t o  b e  a  s t r a i g h t  fo rward  communicat ion i n  . i t s e l f .  

However, t h e  s e l e c t i o n  o f  background music  and/or  sound e f f e c t s  

met30mmunicatks t o  t h e  a u d i e n c e  how t h e y  s h o u l d  u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  

s c e n e .  C e r t a i n  sounds  o r  m u s i c  symbol ize  a  happy o r  hcmoufous 

i n t e r a c t i o n ,  w h i l e  a  d i f f e r e n t  c h o i c e  of  music  and /o r  sound 

e f f e c t s  c a n  metacommunicate impending d i s a s t e r .  To l i s t e n  t o  - ', 

t h e  mus'ic i t s e l f ,  i n  a  d i f f e r e n t  c o n t e x t  from that  of  t h e  f i l m ,  

would n o t  have  t h e  same e f f e c t .  9Then h e a r d  i n  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  

t h e  v i s u a l  ( and  p e r h a p s  d i a l o g u e )  c u e s ,  t h e  background s o u n d - i s  . I- 

t r a n s f o r m e d  i n t o  a  s y m b o l i c , f o r m  o f  communicat ion,  meta- 

communicating t o  t h e  audi 'ence how t h e  s c e n e  s h o u l d  be p e r c e i v e d .  , 



Moreover,  t h e  manner i n . w h i c h  t h e  s c e n e  is  e d i t e d  i s  a n o t h e r  u s e  
, 

of m e t a c o ~ u n i c a t i v e  s i g n s .  A c l o s e - u p  oE t h e  man's  f i n g e r  on 
t_ 
3 

t h e  doorbekl - -he ld  f o r  what  would s e e m \ a n  e l o n g a t e d  pe r iod- -can  
-. 4 

' b e  b o t h  a  communication and a t  t h e  same t i m e ,  a metacommunicat ion ,  
4 

i n  t h a t ,  a t  one  l e v e l - i t  r e p r e s e n t s  a n  a c t i v i t y  o f  which  w e  a r e  

a l l  f a m i l i a r ,  y e t  w i t h i n  t h e  c o n t e x t  o f  t h e  f i l m  and t h e  

p a r t i c u l a r  way i n  which t h i s  s h o t  i s  jux taposed  w i t h i n  t h e  t o t a l  

s c e n e ,  i t  can metacornmunicate a b o u t  a  number o f  communicat ions .  

For example,  i t  can  d e n c t e  i m p a t i e n c e  on t h e  p a r t  o f  t h e  v i s i t o r  

--a d e ~ p e r a t e ~ n e e d  t o  r e l a y  i m p o r t a n t  i n f o r m a t i o n - - o r  p e r h a p s  
-, 

s i g n a l  t o  t h e  viewer t h a t  " a l l  i s  n o t  w e l l  w i t h  t h e  o c c u p a n t s  

o f  t h e  house" .  The p o s s i b i l i t i e s  a r e  i n f i n i t e .  
-- 

D i s c u s s i o n  o f  t h e  employment o f  metacomrnunicative symbols ,  

i n  f i3m adds  a n o t h e r  d imension t o  o u r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h e  
4 

complex n a t u r e  of metacomrnunicatibn =s s u c h .  For  i n  e x p l a i n i n g  - 

& 

metacornmunication, Wilden a s s e r t s  t h a t  " t h e  s i g n a l s  o r  s i g n s  
t 

which ' f r a m e '  o r  ' l a b e l '  - t h e  message ( o r  which metacommunicate 

a b o u t  t h e  communication i n  t h e  message)  !' s t  a t -  a  h i g h e r  

l e v e l  " t h a n  t h e  messages t h e y  c l a s s ' i f y "  (1972: 118') . T h i s  i s  
L 

most  c e r t a i n l y  t h e  c a s e  i n  f i l m ,  which it would s e e m  is 

dependen t  on t h e  u s e  of  b.ighly e l a b o r a t e  metacomrnunicative l e v e l s  

o f  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  For  t h e  v e r y  e s s e n c e  o f  f i l m ' i s  - t h a t  it i s  
, . -- 

compose.d-qf l e v e g a n d  m e t a l e v e l s  of r e l a t i o n s  which c o n s t a n t l y .  

4 communica e and metacommun'cate a b o u t  t h e m s e l v e s ,  and t h u s - h a v e  t, 
t h e  e f f e c t  of  i n v o l v i n g  t h e  v iewer  i n  a  metacomrnunicative p r o c e s s .  

\ 

However, t h e  u s e  of  metacomrnunicative " t e c h n i q u e s "  i n  f i l m  a r e  
I 

h a r d l y  a s  s i m p l i s t i c  a s  t h e  p r e v i o u s  i l l u s t r a t i o n s ~ u l d  i m p l y .  



For a l though  we can a c c e p t  t h a t  t h e  u se  of e d i t s  and ba=kground7 
i 

music and/or sound are o f t e n  unconsciousXy pe rce ived ,  it would 
-I 

seem t h a t  w e  should be a b l e  t o  i d e n t i f y  each  s p e c i f i c  meta- 
J 

communicative technique  of a p a r t j c u l a r . m o v i e ~ e v e  it means 

rewatching t h e  f i l m  a number of t i m e s .  Yet t h i s  i s  no p o s s i b l e  i!! 
w i t h  many media p roduc t ions ,  a s  t h e  u t i l i z a t i o n  of  meta- 

2 

communicative techniques  a r e  s o  s o p h i s t i c a t e d  and s u b t l e  t h a t  we 

a r e  o f t e n  n o t  consc ious ly  aware of  t h e i r  p r e sence  even i f  w e  a r e  

t o l d  about  them beforehand.  

Wilson Bryan Key p rov ides  u s  wi th  some i n s i g h t  i n t o  t h i s  

f r i g h t e n i n g  phenomenon i n  h i s  d i s c u s s i o n  of  t h e  f i l m ,  The ,- 

_P E x o r c i s t .  The  E x o r c i s t ,  produced i n  1973, d e a l t  w i t h  a young 

g i r l ' s  possess ion  by t h e  d e v i l ,  and subsequent  a t t e m p t s  of two 

p r i e s t s  t o  e x o r c i s e  t h e  o f f end ing  demon. This  was t h e  f i r s t  

p u b l i c l y  r e l e a s e d  movie t o  employ v i s u a l  and audio  , " sub l imina l  

. devices"  (Key 1976: 99) . 23  Two of theGmany s u b l i m i n a l  dev ices  
#* 

used i n  t h i s  f i l m  involved e d i t i n g  and sound e f f e c t s '  I t  would 

s e e m  t h a t  Will iam F r i e d k i n ,  t h e  d i r e c t o r  df  The E x o r c i s t ,  

2 3 ~ c c o r d i n g  t o  Key, " sub l imina l  . . . is  merely ano the r  ' 
word of  t h e  u ~ c o n s c i o u s ,  subconsc ious ,  %e$ep mind, t h i r d  b r a i n  
- - there  a r e  a dozen labePs which have a t t e q p t e d  t o  d e s c r i b e  t h e  
p o r t i o n  of  t h e  human b r a i n  which r e t a i n s  i n fo rma t ion  and 
o p e r a t e s  w i t h o u t  our  conscious  awareness.  Today s u b l i m i n a l  
s t i m u l i  a s s a u l t  t h e  psyches of everyone i n  North America through- 
o u t  each day of  t h e i r  l ives-- f rom in fancy  i n t o  o l d  age" (1976: 
2 ) .  When r e f e r r i n g  t o  " s u b l i m i n a l  s t i m u l i " ,  Key i s  r e f e r r i n g  t o  
" t h a t  group of  consc ious ly  unperceived words and. p i c t u r e  s$ols 
purposely  designed i n t o  media w i t h  t h e  motive of s o l i c i t i n g ,  
manipula t ing ,  modifying,  o r  managing hynan behav io r "  ( i b i d . :  7 ) .  

I t  should be noted t h a t  t h i s  exp lana t ion  of  t h e  use  of 
t h i s  t ype  of s u b l i m i n a l  t echnique  i s  in tended  t o  s e r v e  as another  
i l l u s t r a t i o n  of metacornmunicative phenomena i n  everyday l i f e .  
I t  does n o t  mean; however, t h a t  o t h e r  dev ices  i n  f i l m  ( o r  any 
a s p e c t  of t h e  media) a r e  n o t  s u b l i m i n a l l y  employed aqd/or 
pe rce ived .  
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movie t h e  l i g h t  and t h e  f a c e  o f  
F a t h e r  Ka d  a s  a  l a r g e ,  f u l l  s c r e e n  
d e a t h  mask-appar i t ion- - the  s k i n  g reasy  wh i t e ,  t h e  mouth a  
blood-red gash ,  t h e  f a c e  surrounded by a  w h i t e  cowl o r  
shroud (Key ,1976 : 102) . 

I t  was d i scovered  t h a t  t h i s  s u b l i m i n a l  d i s p l a y  c o n s i s t e d  c f  two 

f rames  s p l i c e d  i n t o  t h e  f i l m  a t ' v a r i o u s  p o i n t s  and " f l a s h e d  a t  

1 / 4 8  o f  a  second" ( i b i d . :  102-103) .  Although a  very  s h o r t  pe r iod  
'P  

of t i m e ,  t h e o r e t i c a l l y  1/ 8  of a second i s  long enough t o  be . %, 
C 

consc i6us ly  v i s i b l e .  

- T h e o r i s t s  s p e c u l a t e  t h a t  a s  l i t t l e  a s  1 / 1 , 0 0 0  of a  
t o t a l ,  s i n g l e  p e r c e p t  r e g i s t e r s  a t  t h e  consc ious  l e v e l  
. . . . S u b s t a n t i a l  expe r imen ta l  d a t a  s u g g e s t s  
p h y s i o l o g i c a l '  t e n s i o n ,  a n x i e t y ,  f e a r  and apprehension 
c o n t r o l  p e r c e p t u a l  t h r e s h o l d s .  A s  t e n s i o n  w i t h i n  a  
person i n c r e a s e s ,  he  p e r c e i v e s  less and l e s s  a t  t h e  
,conscious  l e v e l  and becomes more and more s u s c e p t i b l e  
t o  sub l imina l  s t i m u l i .  A s  t h e s e  t e n s i o n s  d e c r e a s e ,  , 

- i n d i ~ i d u a l s  p e r c e i v e  a  wider  range of i n fo rma t ion  a t  
consc ious  l e v e l s ,  and appear  less s u s c e p t i b l e  t o  
sub l imina l s .  The h a r d e r  you s t r a i n  t o  pe rce ive  
s u b l i m i n a l s ,  f o r  example, t h e  less l i k e l y  you a r e  t o  
pe rce ive  them ( i b i d .  : 104) . 

The v i s u a l  displays--which f l a s h  on t h e  s c r e e n  a t  1/48 

of  a  second--used i n  The E x o r c i s t  were,  t h e r e f o r e ,  n o t  

* %  consc ious ly  pe rce ived  by t h e  audiance because they  were 

purpose ly  i n s e r t e d  af  t e r  t h e  .audiences  a n x i e t y  o r  t e n s i o n  l e v e l  

had been i n t e n s i f i e d  ( i b i d . :  1 0 5 ) . '  The employment of sub l imina l  

metacommunicative dev ices  i n  t h i s  f i l m ,  however, w e r e  no t  

l i m i t e d  t o  v i s u a l  i n s e r t s .  Sound provided f o r  ano ther  ~ l e v e l  of 
- .  

symbolic forms of  communication d i r e c t e d  a t  audience unconscious , 

p e r c e p t i o n .  i n  most f i l m s ,  The ~ x o r c i s t  had a  sound t r a c k  

s a y ,  a motion p i c t u r e  be ing  p r o j e c t e d "  (Key 1976: 1 4 ) .  m e n  
Key d i s c u s s e s  t h e  u se  of f u l l  s c r e e n  t a c h i s t o s c o p i c  d i sp l ays ,  
i n  t h e  f i l m  The E x o r c i s t ,  he would seem t o  mean t h a t  t h i s  
t echnique  has  been inco rpo ra t ed  i n t o  t h e  f i l m  i t s e . l f .  . 



which combined music  and sound e f f e c t s  t o  metacommun,icate a b o u t  
a 

I 

t h e  v i s u a l  a c t i v i t y .  However, t h e  manner i n  which  F r i e d k i n  

" d i s t o r t e d "  and t h e  sound p r o v i d e d  f o r  a most  

d i s c o n c e r t i n g  s u b l i m i n a l  e f f e c t .  
7 

F r i e d k i n  open ly  a d m i t t e d  t h a t  h e  had used  s e v e r a l  
&,/ 

n a t u r a l  sound e f f e c t s  i n  t h e  movie ' s  a u d i t o r y  back- 
ground.  One o f  t h e s ? ,  he  e x p l a i n e d ,  was t h e  sound of  
a n g r y ,  a g i t a t e d  b e e s .  A f t e r  p rovok ing  a jar o f  b e e s  
i n t o  e x c i t e d  a n g e r ,  h e  r e c o r d e d  t h e i r  b u z z i n g ,  t h e n  
r k r e c o r d e d  t h e  b u z z i n g  a t  s i x t e e n  d i f f e r e n t  f r e q u e n c i e s .  
H e  f i n a l l y  mixed what  migh t  b e  c o n s c i o 8 s l y  h e a r d  a s  a  
s i n g l e  sound--a s u p e r  b u z z i n g  o f  i n f u r i a t e d  b e e s  ' 

v i r t u a l l y  u n r e c o g n i z a b l e  a t  c o n s c i o u s  l e v e l s .  T h i s  )i 

sound o f  angry  b e e s  wove i n  and o u t  o f  s c e n e s  
t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  f i l m  ( i b i d .  : 110)  . 

S i n c e  t h e  sound o f  angry  b e e s  p rcvokes  a l l  humans--to 

d i f f e r e n t  d e g r e e s - - ( a n d  some a n i m a l s )  t o  r e spond  w i t h  f e a r  and --- 

a n x i e t y ,  F r i e d k i n ' s  r g t i o n a f e  f o r  u s i n g  t h i s  sound e e c t  i s  Y < 

I\' immedia te ly  e v i d e n t  ( i b i d .  ) . I n  most  s i t u a k i o n s  t h e  sound o f  

angry  b e e s  i s  a'comrnunica-tion f o r  danger  and w e  make e v e r y  
4' 

C 
e f f o r t  " t o  g e t  a s  f a r  away a s  p o s s i b l e " .  However, F r i e d k i n  

V 

t r a n s f o r m e d  t h i s  communication i n t o  a  metacommuslicative t o o l .  

Through h i s  complex "mix" o f  the. o r i g i n a l  sounds  (woven i n t o  the*  

s c e n e )  , F r i e d k i n  c r e a t e d  a  s u b l i m i n a l  d e v i c e  whereby t h e  

a u d i e n c e  u n c o n s c i o u s l y  pe rce ivedn  t h e  sound y e t  c o n s c i o u s l y  
w+ 

r e a c t e d  t o  i t  w i t h  th'e a p p r o p r i a t e  emot ions .  T h i s  - i l l u s t r a t e s ,  

once a g a i n ,  how, t h e  sometimes c o n t r a d i c t o r y  n a t u r e  -of meta- 

communication is  used co h e i g h t e n  t h e  a b d i e n c e ' s  invo lvement  i n  - 

: \ 
26  l l M i x I l  o r  "sound mix" i s  a  t e c h n i c a l  t e r m  used  i n  media 

p r o d u c t i o n  t o  d e s c r i b e  t h e  mixing of  sound e f f e c t ,  music  and/or  
d i a l o g u e  t o  c o r r e s p o n d  w i t h  t h e  v i s u a l  e l e m e n t s .  



there are no bees references 
f . .. 

to bees 

-3- 

in><the film's 

story, which distracts the audience from consciously making the 

connection (they do not consciously recognize the frigl$t%ning 
;2 *- 

> .  
sound effect as being oi that made by bees, and in most cases are 

not consci'ously aware that they hear the sound) ; 2) the 

.feelings of fear., and anxiety, expressed' by the viewer in relation 
, I  

to this most disturbing sound effect, are thus mis'iakenly 

associated with what is taking place in the movie. 

These two examples of the questionable and highly 

controversial employment of sophisticated metacommunicative tools 

--known as subliminal devices--a'ds in our under~tanding~of not a, 
J 

only-Ehe complex nature of metacommunication as such, but its 

necessary involvement (and its practical applications) in the 

communication of everyday lif'e. 27 For if metacommunisation is 

indeed a communication about communi&tion--and must exist a$ a 
-, 

higher level than the communication it "talks aboutw--then 

comprehension of this notian can only be truly realized when 

discussed in relationship to "concrete, real relations". In 

other words, we are discussing it in relationship to its context 

(which, as has been previously discussed, is a high&r level--or 

of a higher log,ical type,than that--of communication in 
/ 

relationship to its context and is thus metacommunicational). The 

context of the film--and techniques employeii within'this medium 

P 
27~iscussion of subliminal devices, as a way of 

illustrating metacommunication, should, in no way, be interpreted 
as a condonation of this ,insidious and unethical practice. The " 
employment of subliminal manipulation in media is symptomatic 
of the alienating nature of the dominant ideology--capitalism. 



--allows us to translate some of the theoretical characteristics 

of metacommunication into practical terms. 

In summary, a comppehension of both the notion and reality 

of metacommunication provides us with additional insight into the 

complex and multileve led relations involved i; communication< 

 h he examples used throughout this section attempt to demonstrate 

what is meant by: 1) me~tacomrnunications as communications about 

a spe,cific communication taking place in a relationship; 2) 'meta- . 

communications must exist * a  higher level than the communi'- 

cations they are descri / ing; 3) rnetacommunication can be both' 

an intentional and an unintentional activity and is both 

consciously and unconsciously employed and perceived; and 4 ) ,  the 
-I- .. 
--i--. 

contradictory (and/or paradaxical) nature of metacommunication 

often makes it increasingly difficult to distinguish 3etween 
0 

rnetacommunication and communicationras such. 

Moreover, the importance of this term, as a theoretical 
-\ 

concept for understanding social relations cannot be too firmly 

emphasized. For as Wilden asserts: 

The emergence of metacommunication t involves the. 
possibility of talking about' relat which is not 
possible in the same way at lower le of communication 
within and between organisms (1972: 

What metacommunication pi-cvides for is a omrnunicate 
P 

about communications", to employ "conceptualizatJons that are 

not pa$rt of but about communication" (Watzlawick et al. 1976 : 40) . 
---- -- - ----- 

At the same time we must be aware of the difficulties which arise 

in the development of metacommunication as a "calculus for talkinq 
% 

about human communication" in that "we are mainly'restricted to 

natural language as a vehicle for both communications and meta- 
-& 
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d i s c i p l i n e ,  b u t  i n  d i s c o v e r i n g  p a < t e r n s  common t o  m a n y '  

d i s c i p l i n e s "  ( i b i d . ,  emphasis  - mine) . 
 ates son a s s e r t s  t h d t  t h e  -. r e c G g n i t i o n  of  p a t t e r n s ,  i n  b o t h  

t h e o r y  .and p r a x i s ,  is . t h e  r a i s o ;  d ' e t r e  of  a  communicat ional  

approach  (Wilder  1978:  , I  1 5 )  . 28  s i m p l y  p u t ,  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  i d e n t i f y  

p a t t e r n s  s t e m s  ; r i m  t h e  r e c o g n i t i o n  o f  redundancy,  *' which e x i s t s  

i n  a l l  communica t i o h a l  phenmpena . '30 I n  a t t 6 m p t i n g  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  d 

any bio-socia? r e l a t i o n * ,  t h e n ,  o n e  most o b s e r v e  p a t t e r n s  which - 
i 

a r e  made v i s i b l e  v i a  redundancy.  
d '  

1 .  Since, sys tems a re  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  and m a i n t a i n e d  by L' - - 

r e c u r r e n t  p a t t e r n s  of i n t e r a c t i o n  a&ng v a r i a b l e s ,  
, i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  t h e s e  r e c u r r e n t  sequences  o f  
. . . beh'  v i o r  become t h e  f i r s t  t a s k  . . . . Thus,  
t h e  o b s e r  a t i o r i a l  c h a l l e n g e  i s  to i d e n t i f y  t h e  s e l f -  ! . " r e i n f o r c i  g  p a t t e r n 3  made c lear  by t h e i r  redundancy 
( i b i d .  : I T - 1 6 )  .. 

a 
?he impor tance  o f  p e r c e i v i n g  pa t t e rns -"which  *are 

P v 

i n d i c a t e d d b y  redundancy'-is e s S e n t i a 1  t o  the f o r m u l a t i o n  o f  a  

' 

7----- C 

281n retrospect, it i s  by now e ~ i d e n t  t h a t  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  
" p a t t e r n "  i s  a  n e c e s s a r y  e x t e n s i o n  o f  t h e  c o n c e p t s  d i s c u s s e d  i n  
t h e  p r e v i o u s  s e c t i o n s ,  I n d e e d ,  t h e  s e v e l a t i o n s ' o f  c o n t e x t ,  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  and metacommunication ( a n d ,  o f  c o u r s e ,  t h e  a l l  
encompassing d e f i n i t i o n  o f  communicat ion a s  b e h a v i o u r )  c o u l d  
o h l y  b e  e n e r a t e d  w i t h i n - a  p a t t e r n - o r i e n t e d  p e r s p e c t i v e  ( t h e  9 emphasis  on r e l a t i o n s h i p s ) .  The d i s c o v e r y  o f  metacommunication 
--and t h a  r e c o g n i t i o n ~ o , • ’  i t s  e v o l u t i o n - - f o r  example,  is a  good 
e x e m p l i f i c  t i o n  of  t h e  t r a n s l a t i o n  o f  p a t t e r n s  o f  r e l a t i o n s  i n  > seemingly$ d i s p a r a t e  communicat ions sys tems .  F o r  w i t h o u t  t h e  ' 
u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h e  r e l a t i v e l y  s i m p l e  employment o f  meta- 
a r n m u n i c a t i v e  symbols i n  a n i m a l  a c t i v i t y ,  t h e  m o f e  s o p h i s t i c a t e d  
l e v e l s  employed i n  human communication c o u l d  n e v e r  have  been 
r e a l i z e d .  " 

I .  
2 9 ~ n  comrnun icak i~ns  s y s t e m s ,  t h e  f u n c t i o n  o f  redundancy 

i s  t o  " m a i n t a i n  and r e c o n f i r m  a s t a t e  o • ’  knowledge,  r a t h e r  t h a n  
tp i n t r o d u c e  change" (Kr lppendor f  1975:  3 6 5 ) .  
. \ ,' 

-f 3 0 ~ a t e s o n  w r i t e s  t h a t  'Fommunicat ion i s  t h e  c r e a t i o n  o f  z i - 
redundancy o r  p a t t e r n i n g "  (1972:  4 0 6 ) .  

4 



c a l c u l u s  f o r  a  communicat ional  approach .  For  as Watzlawick e t  a l .  

emphasize:  

. . . w e  a r e  ook ing  $ o r  p r a g m a t i c  r e d u n d a n c i e s ;  w e  know 
ti! t h a t  t h e y  w i l  n o t  b e  s i m p l e ,  s t a t i c  magn i tudes  o r  

q u a l i t i e s , .  b u t  p a t t e r n s  of  i n t e r a c t i o n  . . . . Thus ,  i f  
w i t h  t h i s  p r e m i s e  i n  mind w e  s c r u t i n i z e  c h a i n s  of  
communications . . . w e  s h a l l  a r r i v e  a t  c e r t a i n  r e s u l t s  
which c e r t a i n l y  c a n n o t  y e t  c l a i m  t o  b e  a  f o r m a l  sys tem,  
b u t  which a r e  i n  t h e  n a t u r e  of  axioms and theorems o f  a  
c a l c ~ l u s  (1967:  4 1 ) .  

\ Redundancy c a n  now b e  e q u a t e d  w i t h  p a t t e r n  a s  "any 

g a t e  o f  e v e n t s  of o b j e c t s  ( e . g . ,  a sequence  o f  phonemes, o r  

ag%g, a o r  a  c u w u r e )  s h a l l  be s a i d  t o  c o n t a i n  - ' r edundancy t  o r  

-J 

b . . . ( ~ a t e ' s o n  1972:  130-131) . 
T h i s  n o t i o n  o f  o b s e r v i n g  p a t t e r n s  o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  forms 

I 
p a r t  o f  t h e  b a s i s  f o r & Q e  r a d i c a l  n a t u r e  o f  a  comrnuhicat ional  

e- ?= - 

approach ,  and f u r t h e r  l i b e r a t e s  t h e  r e s e a r c h e r  f rom t h e  ' 

c o n s t r a i n t s  o f  t r a d i t i o n a l  modes o f  s t u d y .  The c o n c e n t r a t i o n  on 

p a t t e r n s  o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p ( s ) - - f o r m  and c o n t e n t - - r a t h e r  t h a n  on 

i s o l a t e d  v a r i a b l e s ,  e n a b l e s  one  t o  t r u l y  u n d e r s t a n d  human 
. , 

31 A s  communication i n  a  c o n t e x t u a l  and m u l t i - l e v e l e d - m a n n e r .  

Watzlawiek e t  a l .  a r e  c o n s t a n t l y  reminding u s ,  " v a r i a b l e s  do  n o t  

have  a  meaning on t h e i r  own: t h e y  a r e  mean ingfu l  o n l y  i n  r e l a t i o n -  

s h i p  t o  one a n o t h e r "  a  w i t h i n  t h e i r  ~metacommunicat ive c o n t e x t  

I Ee 
tr 

' b i l d e n  p r o v i d e s  u s  w i t h  some i i l s i g h t s  i n t o  the n e c e s s i t y  - 

of  o b s e r v i n g  p a t t e r n s  o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  " .  . . w e  c a n n o t  e v e r  expect t o  u n d e r s t a n d  s o c i e t y  and - 

o u r  qm r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h i n  i t  w i t h o u t - l o o k i n g  f o r  t h e  
b a s i c  o r  ' d e e p  s t r u c t u r e '  p a t t e r n s - - f o r  t h e  c o d e s  of 
r u l e s ,  c o n s c i o u s  and  u n c o n s ~ i o u s ,  w r i t t e n  and u n w r i t t e n ,  , 

- v e r b a l  and non-verba l - - tha t  make any g i v e n  s o c i e t y  what  - 
it  i s "  (1980a:  1 0 3 ) .  - 

3 





t o  ,"view t h e  wor ld"  i n  a n  a t o m i s t i c  and l i n e a r  f a s h i o n .  Bateson 
1 

i l l u s t r a t e s  t h i s  i n  h i s  c r i t i c i s m  o f , t h e  way i n  which c h i l d r e n  

were (and  o f t e n  s t i l l  a r e )  t a u g h t  grammar i n  s c h o o l .  

C h i l d r e n  a r e  t o l d  t h a t  a  'noun '  i s  t h e  'name of  a  
p e r s o n ,  p l a c e ,  o r  t h i n g ' ,  t h a t  a  ' v e r h '  i s  a n  ' a c t i o n  
word:, and s o  on . /  T h a t  i s ,  t h e y  a r e  t a u g h t  a t  a  
t e n d e r  age  t h a t  t h e  way t o  d e f i n e  someth iag  i s  i n  . - 

7 

i t s e l f ,  n o t  by i t s  r e l a t i o n  t o  o t h e r  t h i n g s  . . . 
( i b i d .  : 1 8 ) .  / 

T h i s  n o n - c o n t e x t u a l  and e r r o n e o u s  method o f  t e a c h i n g  i s  

' Symptcmatic  of  t h e  dominant  i d e o l o g i c a l  myths which permeate  / 

and t<& d i s t o r t  o u r  p e r c e p t i o n s .  For  Ba teson  i; n d t  c o n t e n t  (- 
t b  j u s t  condemn t h i s  mode o f  i n s t r u c t i o n ,  b u t  o f f e r s  a  f a r  more . 
r e a l i s t i c  and i n t e r e s t i n g  a l t e r n a t i v e .  H e  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  

I 

" r e l a t i o n s h i p "  c o u l d  b e  used  as a  b a s i s  f o r  d e f i n i t i o n .  A "noun" 

c o u l d  t h e n  b e  e x p l a i n e d  a s  a  word h a v i n g  a  c e r t a i n  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

t o  a  p r e d i c a t e ,  and  a  " v e r b "  a s  h a v i n g  a  c e r t a i n  r e l a t i o n  t o - a  
I 7 

noun, i t s  s u b j e c t  ( i b i d . ) .  The emphasis  on r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t ~ e e n  

" p a r t s "  r a t h e r  t h a n  on " p a r t s "  i n  i s o l a t i o  would seem t o  b e  a  "I 
more r e a l  and u n d e r s t a n d a b l e  ( a d  t h u s ,  e f f i c i e n t " )  mode o f  

e x p k a n a t i o n .  Howeved$, a s  Ba teson  l a m e w  t h i s  
:z. 

; l i m i t e d  and - 
% 

" a % s t y a c t "  method o f  t e a c h i n g  i s  dominant  i n  most t r a d i t i o n s .  
-b ? 

H e  goes  on t o  i l l u s t r a t e  how a  communicat ional  approach--with 

i t s  c o n c e r n  f o r  observing t h e  " p a t t e r n  which connec t sn - -can  
0 

a l l e v i a t e  t h e  b e,dom a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  many a r e a s  of s t u d y .  % 
One would assume t h a t  i n  h i g h e r  l e v e l s  o f  l e a r n i n g  a  

more s o p h i s t i c a t e d  and r e l a t i o n a l  approach would b e  t a k e n ,  b u t  

a s  g a t e s o n  p o i n t s  o u t ,  t h i s  i s  f a r  from b e i n g  t r u e .  On t h e  
* 

c o n t r a r y ,  , " .compara t ive  anatomy",  f o r  example,  i s  t r e a t e d  i n  much " 

the same manner a s  is. some f o r k s  of  e l e m e n t a r y  grammar. 



Both s u b j e c t s  , as t a u g h t ,  t o r t u r o u s l y  ? ,unreal .  W e  
c o u l d  have  been t o l d  somet a b o u t  t h e  p a t t e r n  which 
c o n n e c t s  : t h a t  a l l  n e c e s s i t a t e s  c o n t e x t ,  

- and t h a t  w i t h o u t  c o n t e x t ,  t h e r e  i s  no meaning . 
( i b i d . )  . 

~ n c e '  a g a i n  w e  a r e  f a c e d  w i t h  t h e  n o t i o n  of  c o n t e x t .  - 
d i s c u s s i n g  t h e  " p a t t e r n  which c o n n e c t s "  i n r \ i e l a t i o n  

a 'k 
anatomy phou ld  b e  t a u g h t ,  a  number o f  i d e a s  b2come c l a r i f i e d .  

. . 

For by 

t o  how 

F i r s t ,  w e  a r e  reminded, t h a t  a l l  b e h a v i o u r  i s  communication ( f o r  

a n a t o m i c a l  r e l a t i o n s  a r e  m o s t  c e r t a i n l y  cdmrnunicat:ons, ' i n  t h a t  

t h e y  r e p r e s e n t  and metacommunicate a b o u t  t h e  communicat ions 
I 

s y s t em o f  t h e  human - b o d y ) .  S e c o n d l y ,  communication a lways  t a k e s  - 

p l a c e  i n  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  o t h e r s  ( e . g . ,  the h e a r t  pumps b lood 

through, - the  v e i n s ) .  And t h i r d l y ,  communicat ions t a k e  p l a c e  i n  

c o n t e x t s  ( c o n t e x t s  whidh a r e  communicat ional  i n  themse lves  and 

t h e r e f o r e  t a k e  p l a c e  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  h i g h e r  l e v e l s  o f  c o n t e x t u a l  

c o n s t r a i n t - - l o g i c a l  types--and s o  o n ) .  The " p a t t e r n  which 

c o n n e c t s "  i s  t h e r e f o r e  c o n c e r n e d ' w i t h  a l l  t h e s e  r e l a t i o n s  and 

c h z r a c t c r i z e s  what  i s  meant  by t h e  development  of  g o v e r n i n g  

" r u l e s " - - o r  a  " c a l c u l u s " - - f o r  a  communicat ional  appqoach. 

I t  i s ,  I b e l i e v e ,  of  p r ime  impor tance  t o  have  a  
c o n c e p t u a l  s y s t e m  which w i $ l  f o r c e  u s  t o  see t h e  
'message '  . .. . a s ' b o t h  i t s e l f  i n t e r n a l l y  p a t t e r n e d  P 

a n d - i t s e l f  a  p a r t  of a  l a r g e r  p a t t e r n e d  u n i v e r s e  . . . 
(Ba teson  1972: 132) . J 

I n  o t h e r  words ,  a  communicat ional  approach r e c o g n i z e s  
' . 

t h a t  t h e  p a t t e r n s  o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  be tween " e n t i t i e s " ,  i s  a  
* 

r e s p o n s e  t o  h i g h e r  l e v e l s  o f  c o n t e x t u a l  - p a t t e r n s - - t h e  "pa t t e r r l ed  

whole" which may i t s e l f  b e  " i n f o r m a t i v e  a s  p a r t  o f  some s t i l l  

l a r g e r  whole" ( i b i d .  ) . 
A 

3 0 

The p a t t e r n  which c o n n e c t s  i s  a  m e t a p a t t e r n .  I t  i s  
a  p a t t e r n  o f  p a t t e r n s .  I t  i s  t h a t  m e t a p a t t e r n  which 

b 

d, 



d e f i n e s  t h e  ' v a s t  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  t h a t ,  i n d e e d , '  i t  i s  
t h e  p a t t e r n  which  c o n n e c t s  (Ba teson  1 9 7 9 :  1 2 ) .  

~ A cgrnrnu-nicational a&roach i s  ,, a k s t h e t i c .  For  a s  
\ . , -- \ 

 ates son* e x p l a i n s  i t ,  a e s t h e t i c  means "respofisi/ve t o  the ' -pa t t e rn  . 
' 1  , 

which c o n n e c t s "  ( i b i d . :  9 ) .  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  e v e n  ;ecognize 
. . ,  

- ' I  I 

p a t t e r n s ,  hpwever,  i s  g e n e r a t e d  _by t h e  w a y  i n  which w e  a r e  
'4 . 

t a u g h t  t o  p u n c t u a t e  a  sequence  o f  e v e n t s .  



CHAPTER I1 

. . . you can't depend upon your eyes-when your 
imagination is out of focus. 

Mark Twain, A Connecticur 
Yankee i.n King Arthur's Court (1889) 

- ,  

Thus far, various concepts, ideas anq notions 

characterizing both communication, as such, and the more all- ,/'. 
/ 

encompassing f q d o r k ,  , called a communicational approach, have 

herrG&red. - ~ l l  these relations (and metarelations) can now 

be translated into a new level of discussion, which falls under 

the general heading of "punctyation". ~ndeed, it is diffic~lt 

to talk about punctuation--as a conceptualization--without; 

locating it within the contexv of a communicational approach. 
0 

For what will be argued in this chapter is that this a p p r o ~ k i s ,  
Jf 

in+tself, a'special, kind of punctuation. 
. 

Since so many complex, multi-leveled, everchanging 
t il 

metapatterns of comrnunica,tional relationships take place within , 

and around us, all of the time, we must have a way of dealing 

with all this "varietyw .' In other words, for the wprld to have 

l'l~ariety" arefers to both "coded", and "uncoded" variety. 
Coded variety represents information,' while uncoded variety 
represents noise. "As a general rule, the more complex the 



% .  

80. 
\ 

any meaning a t  a l l ,  w e  must  be  a b l e  t o . c o n s c i o u s l y  and 

u n c o n s c i o u s l y  " impose  an  o r d e r "  qn t h e  sequences  o f  e x p e r i e n c e  

s u r r o u n d i n g  and i n v o l v i n g  l i v i n g  being& (Watzlawick 1976: 6 2 ) .  , ' * . 

" P u n c t u a t i o n "  i s  a  t e r m  wKich Ba teson  borrowed from 

- schoolbook grammar t o  c h a r a c t e r i z e  how one o r g a n i z e s  t h e  " f l o w  

of  e x p e r i e n c e  s o  t h a t  i t  t a k e s  on a  s e n s e  of  c o h e r e n c e " 0 ~ i l d e ;  

1978: 2 4 ) .  I t  i s ,  i n  f a c t ,  an o r g a n i z j h g  d e v i c e  ( o r  p r  

--a way o f  f r a m i n g ,  l a b e l l i n g  o r  p e r c e i v i n g  sequences  of e v e n t s .  

For  w5thou t  t h i s  o r d e r i n g  a b i l i t y ,  t h e  wo.rld would a p p e a r  t r u l y  
I ,  

random--that  i s ,  c h a o t i c  and t o t a l l y  u n p r e d i c t a b l e  (Watzlawick - 
2  

1976 : 62) . P u n c t u a t i o n ,  t h u s ,  i n  one  way o r  a < o t h e r ,  c r e a t e s  

what may be  c a l l e d  d i f f e r e n t  r e a l i t i e s *  ( i b i d . ) .  The manner i n  

which w e  p u n c t u a t e  e x p e r i e n c e s  i s  d e f i n e d  b? o u r  i n d i v i d u a l  \ 
C 

c o n t e x t s  ( s o c i o - p o l i t i c a l  and economic s t a t u s ,  r a c e ,  s e x ,  a g e ,  

s e x u a l i t y ,  p h y s i c a l  a p p e a r a n c e ,  r e l i g i o u s  b e l i e f s ,  f a m i l i a l  and " 

p e e r  g roup  r e l a t i o n s ,  f o r  example)  and t h e  w i d e r ,  o v e r a l l  c o n t e x t  = 

of  c o n t e x t  ( t h e  dominant  i d e o l o g y ) .  P u n c t u a t i o n ,  t h e n ,  i s  used 

L . e 

sys tem,  t h e  d i d e r  t h e  r a n g e  and t h e  t y p e s  o f  v a r i e t y  i t  w i l l  
e m p l ~ y  as  i n f o r m a t i o n "  (Wilden and Wilson 1976 : 268) . Coded 
v a r i e t y  i s ,  i n  f a c t ,  p a t t e r n  ( i n f o r m a t i o n )  i n  t h a t : '  

" I n  l i v i n g  and  s o c i a l  s y s t e m s  it i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  t h a t  
o r g a n i z e s  and d i r e c t s  t h e  m a t t e r - e n e r g y  f lows  and - 
exchanges  w i t h j n  and o u t s i d e  t h e  sys tem.  I t  t h e r e f o r e  
becomes n e c e s s a r y  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  i n f o r m a t i o n  ( v a r i e t y ,  
p a t t e r n )  from t h e  m a t t e r - e n e r g y  markers  which t r a n s p o r t  
and /o r  s t o r e  i t "  l i b i d .  ) . 

< 
4 

T h i s  d o e s  n o t  mean t h a t  t h e  "world" i n  i tselk would b e  
random, b u t  t h a t  w i t h o u t  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  p u n c t u a t e , ' t h e  wor ld  
would seem t o  u s  t o - b e  random ( l i k e  a  " c l o s e d  s y s t e m " ,  " n o i s e " )  
( c f  . Appendix I V )  . 

- 



t o  d e s c r i b e  t h e  way i n  which "we se lec t  and e d i t  t h e  r e a l i t y  w e  

see t o  cbnform t o  o u r  b e l i e f s  a b o u t  what s o r ( p o f  w o r l d  w e  l i v e  

i: ( ~ n g e - 1  1972:  v i i ) .  Fur the rmore ,  t h i s  " o r d e r i n g  t e c h n i q u e "  
9 

e x i s t s  a t  many i n t e r r e l a t e d  l e v e l s  and i s  "embedded i n  t h e '  

d e e p e s t  l a y e r s  o f  o u r  p e r c e p t i o n s '  n e u r o p h y s i o l o g y ,  and i t s  

e f f e c t s  can  b e : f o l l o w e d  from t h e r e  up t o , t h e  h i g h e s t  l e v e l s  o f  

human f u n c t i o n i n g  . . ,. " (Watzlawick 1976: 62) . ~ # 

/ 
P u n c t u a t i o n  i s  o f t e n  ambiguous, due  t o  t h e  v a r i k t y  o f  

! 
5 r i 

c o n t e x t u a l  l e v e l s  c f  p a t t e r n s  o f  r e l a t i o n s  Y t  a t t e m p t s  t o  o r d e r . ,  

S i n c e  p u n c t u a t i o n  i s  most corqnonly associaHed w i t h  w r i t t e n  
% 

l anguage ,  l e t  u s  b r i e f l y  examine i t s , p r c b l e r r i a t i c  n a t u r e  i n  t h a t  

l i g h t . 4  P u n c t u a t i o n  a l l o w s  u s  t o  t r a n s l a t e  o u r  t h o u g h t s  i n t o  

w r i t t e n  form, i n  a  way which w i l l  b e  u n d e r s t a n d a b l e  t o  o t h e r s .  
Q$ 

T h i s  i s  how i t j s  supposed t o  work, a t  l e a s t ;  i n  t h e o v .  I n  

. p r a c t i c e ,  however,  t h i s  i s  n o t  a lways  t h e  c a s e .  The " w r i t t e n  

word" i s  o f t e n '  ?T i scons t rued ,  due t o  o u r  ~ a i l u r e  t o  o r g a n i z e  and 
L .  

s t r u c t u r e  o u r  t h o u g h t s  i n  a  comprehendable fashion ' .  P u n c t u a t i o n ,  

a t  one l e v e l ,  p r o v i d e s  u s  w i t h  " i n d i c a t o r s "  o r  "markers"  which 

0 

3 ~ f  w e  remember the k i n d s  o f  o p p o s i t i o n s ,  c o n t r a d i c t i o n s  
and/or  p a r a d o x e , ~  w h i c h - c a n  e v o l v e  f r o m ~ c o n f u s i o n s  o f  l o g i c a l  
t y p e s ,  t h e  a m b i g u i t i e s  o f t e n  i n v o l v e d  i n  t h e  p u n c t u a t i n g  p r o c e s s  
become more u n d e r s t a n d a b l e .  For  c o n f u s i o n s  of  l o g i c a l  t y p e s  
can  be ( a n d  u s u a l l y  a r e 1 . a  r e s u l t  o f  e r r o r s  i n  p u n c t u a t i o n  
(which n e c e s s a f i l y  i n c l u d e s - c o n t e x t  and p a t t e r n s  of r e l a t i o n s h i p )  
( c f .  p .  3 4 ) .  *% 

- 4 ~ h i s  i s  n o t  meant t o  imply t h a t  " p u n c t u a t i o n "  i s  
p r o b l e m a t i c  i n  i t s e l f .  , I t  i s  t h e  manner i n  which w e  a r e  t a u g h t  
t o  p u n c t u a t e  e x p e r i e n c e s  which evokes  problems.  ~ u r t h e r m o r e ,  
p u n c t u a t i o n  i s - - i n  many cases - -a  d i g i t a l  c o n c e p t  which  can  evoke 
problems when a t t e m p t i n g  t o  expPa in  a n a l o g  r e l a t i o n s  ( c f .  

*Appendix V )  , 
E 
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The emergence of  p u n c t u a t i o n  a s  a n  o r g a n i z i n g  p r i n c i p l e  

f o r  "marking" a  c o n t e x t  c o u l d  o n l y  have  been  r e a l i z e d  i f  w r i t t e n  
6 - 

l anguage  was p e r c e i v e d  a s  b e i n g  a  communicat ional  phenomenon. 

Viewing i t  i n  t h i s  manner n e c e s s a r i l y  e n t a i l s  * c o n c e n t r a t i n g  on 

t h e  c o n t e n t  a s  b e i n g  a  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  t MOY 
s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  t h e  p a r t s  ( tde words ,  and t h  hetween t h e  

words)  a r e  looked a t k n  r e l a t i o n  t o  b o t h  e a c h , o t h e r  and t o  t h e  

h i g h e r  l e v e l  ( o r  l e v e l s )  o f  t h e i r  metacommunicative c o n t e x t  

(which i n v o l v e s  t h e  " g o v e r n i n g  r u l e s "  which p r o v i d e s  mean ing) .  

S i n c e  a l l  communication g e n e r a l l y  s h a r e s  s i m i l a r  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  

t h e n  t h e  c o n t e x t u a l  r u l e s  ( p u n c t u a t i o n )  s t r u c t u r i n g  one  7 
comrnunicational phenomenon ( w r i t t e n  l anguage)  must  e x i s t ,  i n . some  

form, i n  o t h e r  t y p e s  o f  comrnunicat ional  phenomenon. Thus, t h e  

emphasis  o f  a  comrnunicat ional  approach i n  s t u d y i n g  " t h e  p a t t e r n  

which con 'nects"  i s  e x e m p l i f i e d .  
L 

With t h i s  i n  mind w e  can  r e t u r n  t o  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  of 

p u n c t u a t i o n ' ,  o r  " c o n t e x t  markers" ;  i n  human i n t e r a c t i o n .  ~ n d e e d ,  . 
9 

t h e  " p u n c t u a t i o n  o f  a  sequence  o f . e v e n t s W  i s  anothe-r  way o f  
*. 

d e s c r i b i n g  " t h e  a r b i t r a r y  and a l m o s t  u n a v o i d a b l e  i n t r o d u c t i o n  

of  c c n t e x t  markers  w i t h i n  a  sequence  of  i n t e r c h a n g e s "  ( S l u z k i  

'and Ransom 1976b:  52) .  T h i s ' m e a n s  t h a t  " p u n c t u a t i o n  o r g a n i z e s  

b e h a v i o r a l  e v e n t s  and i s  t h e r e f o r e  v i t a l  t o  ongoin? i n t e r a c t i o n s "  

d (Watzlawick e ?  a l .  1967: 56) . Bateson and Jackson  examine t h e  
+-, 

role of p u n c t u a t i o n  i n  s e q u e n c e s  o f , i n t e r c h a n g e  by b c r m w l n g  

from psychology t h e  n o t i o n s  of " s t i m u l u s - r e s p o n s e "  ( i b i d . ) .  

For  i n s t a n c e ,  i n c a n y  sequence  some b e h a v i o r s  a r e  c a l l e d  - 
" s t i m u l i "  ( i . e . ,  i n i t i a t o r s  of  s e q u e n c e s ) ,  some a r e  
c a l l e d  " r e s p o n s e s "  ( i . e . ,  t h e  e f f e c t s  o f  t h e  p r e v i o u s  = d r - - s t imul i )  and some are c a l l e d  " r e i n f o r c e m e n t s "  ( i  .e . ,  



, 
- - - 

M, 

feedback  a b o u t  t h e  c h a r a c t e r  o f  t h e  r e s p q n s e  vis;%-vis_ 
7 t h e  s t i m u l u s  -- Ccf. ~ p p e n d i x  V I I  (Sl-uzki &id Rans 

8' 5 2 )  ._- ** - - > '  i P fAi- : 
- 5  *- ph' , 

i- !a 
i I n  o r d e r  t o  t a l k  a b c u t  t h e  psycholog$ of a  

J 
s t i m u l u s - r e s p o n s e  p s y c h o l o g i s t  w i l l  c o n f i n e  h e r j h i m s e l f  t o  

o b s e r v i n g  a s h o r t  sequence  of - i n t e r c h a n g e  (o$ ten  i g n o r i n g  t h e  
m 

a r e a l  c o n t e x t  of t h e  r e l a t i o f i s h i p  between t h e  i n d i v i d u a l s )  and 

l a b e l  "one i t e m  o f  i n p u t  a s  ' s t i m u l u s '  and a n o t h e r  i t e m  a s  

' r e i n f o r c e m e n t '  w h i l e  l a b e l l i n g ' w h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t  does  between '.. 

t h e s e  two e v e n t s  a s  ' r e s p o n s e ' ' '  (Ba tesqn  and J a c k s o n  1964,  c i t e d  
7 

i n  ~ a t z l a w i c k  e t  a l .  1967:  54-55) . Because- a communicat ional  

approach  i s  concerned w i t h  p a t t e r n s  o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p  ( a n d ,  of  

c o u r s e ,  levels  of  l o g i c a l  t y p e s ) ,  a  s h o r t  sequence  of  i n t e r c h a n g e  

can o n l y  be p e r c e i v e d  a s  b e i n g  a  p a r t  of a  l a r g e r  p a t t e r n e d  

whole. T h e r e f o r e ,  > t h e  r i g i d  ( c f .  p .  9 3 )  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s ,  
.L 

J 

imposed by t h e  s t i m u l u k - r e s p o n s e  p s y c h o l o g i s t  on t h e  sequence  

'b- 6 
- 

c a n ,  i n  f a c t ,  m i s p u n c t u a t e  t h e  communication. I n  a c t u a l i . t y ,  

each communicat ional  a c t  c a n  b e  c o n s i d e r e d  " s ~ m u l t a n e o u s l y  a  

s t i m u l u s ,  a  r e s p o n s e ,  and a  r e i n f o r c e m e n t ;  a c c o r d i n g  t o  how w e  

s l i d e  o u r  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o+ t h e  t r i a d  up and down t h e  s e r i e s "  

i and Ransom 1976b: 5 2 ) .  7 
3 - -=I 

6 ~ i s p u n c t u a t i o n s  a r e  a l s o  o f t e n - a  r e s u l t  of  c o n f u s i o n s  of  
l o g i c a l  t y p e s .  " . . . it--is n o t  ag  a l l  u n u s u a l  f o r  t h e  
t h e o r i s t s  o f  b e h a v i o r a l  s c i e n c e  t o  c o m m i t  e r r o r s  which are 
p r e c i s e l y  ana logous  t o  t h e  e r r o r  o f  c l a s s i f y i n g  t h e  name w i t h  
t h e  t h i n g  named--or e a t i n g  t h e  menu c a r d  i n s t e a d  o f  t h e  d i n n e r  
--an e r r o r  or•’ l o g i c a l  t y p i n g n  (Ba teson  1992: 280)  ( c f .  pp. 39 -52 ) .  

IS 
P 

rb 7 
i what S luzRi  and Ransom are  d i s c u s s i n g  
i , , i s ,an  ever -chang ing  of  l e v e l s  o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  I t  i s ,  

w e f o r e ,  a  r o c e s s  ( c f .  " D i a l e c t i c s " ,  pp .  115-1521 . 



The ongoing i n t e y c h a n g e s ,  t h e n ,  . . . c o n s t i t u t e  a  c h a i n  
o f  o v e r l a p p i n g  t r i a d i c  l i n k s ,  each  o f  which i s  comparable 
t o  a  s t i m u l u s - r e s p o n s e - r e i n f o r c e m e n t  sequence  (Ba teson  
a n d , J a c k s o n  1964,  c i t e d  i n  Watzlawick e t  a l .  1967: 55)  

What Bateson and Jackson  are i l l u s t r a t i n g  i s  t h e  

d i f f i c u l t i e s ,  and  o f t e n  i m p o s s i b i l i t y ,  o f  p u n c t u a t i n g  any 

cornmunicat ional  e v e n t  by employing i n f l e x i b l e  modes of i n t e r -  

p r e t a t i o n .  And f u r t h e r m o r e ,  t o  do  s o  d e n i e s  t h e  c o n s t a n t l y  

chang ing  p a t t e r n s  Bnd m e t a p a t t e r n s  of  communicat ional  phehomena 

and t h u s  t h e  m u l t i - l e v e l e d  metacommunicative c o n t e x t  which 

g e n e r a t e s  t h e  c o n t e n t  o f  t h e  communication. . 

I f  we look a t  t h e  c o n v e n t i o n a l  l e a r n i n g  e x p e r i m e n t s  from 
t h i s  Faint o f - v i e w ,  w e  o b s e r v e  a t  once  t h a t  r e p e a t e d  
t r i a l s  of  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  two 
organisms concerned-- the  e x p e r i m e n t e r  and h i s  s u b j e c t .  
The-sequence  of  t r i a l s  i s  s o  p u n c t u a t e d  g h a t  it i s  
always t h e  e x p e r i m e n t e r  who seems t o  p r o v i d e  t h e  " s t i m u l i "  
amd t h e  " r e i n f o r c e m e n t s " ,  w h i l e  t h e  s u b j e c t  p r o v i d e s  t h e  
" 'responses"' .  These words a r e  d e l i b e r a t e l y  p u t  i n  
q u o t a t i o n  marks b e c a u s e  t h e  r o l e  d e f i n i t i o n s  a r e  i n  f a c t  7 . o n l y  c r e a t e d  by t h e  of  t h e  o rgan i sms  t o  

J a c c e p t  t h e  sys tem 

What i s  t h u s  b e i n g  emphasized by Bateson e t  a l .  i s  t h a t L  
. 4 

t h i s '  s y s t e m  o f  p u n c t u a t i o n ,  a l t h o u g h  " a c c u r a t e "  ( i n  a  l i m i t e d  . 

s e n s e ) ,  d e f e a t s  t h e  p u r p o s e  o f  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t  which i s  meant t o  % 

p r o v i d e  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t e r  w i t h .  c l u e s  t o  t-he psychology of  t h e  
. . 

i n d i v i d u a l  b e i n g  s t u d i e d .  For  t h e  " r e a l i t y "  of  t h e  r o l e , ,  

d e f i n i t i o n s  i s  a  mole o r  less "over.-determined8 c r e a t i o n  o f  t h e  

8" o v e r d e t e r m i n i  s m "  i s  a n  e x p r e s s i o n  d e r i v e d  from Freud.  
Wilden e x p l a i n s  that o v e r d e t e r m i n i s m  r e p r e s e n t s  ". . . gha t  i n  

# '  a l l  cornrnunic~t ion  s y s t e m s ,  i n c l u d i n g  l anguage ,  t h e  codes  and 
r e p e r t o i r e s  CONSTRAIN t h e  p o s s i b l e  messages t h a t  s e n d e r - r e c e i v e r s  
media ted  by t h e - c o d e  can  se lec t  and combine, e m i t  and r e c e i v e "  
(1980b: 491) .  



,' 
- p e r c e p t i v e  'process", d e f i n e d  by ' t h e  e x p e r i m e n t e r  h e r / h i m s e l f  

b i d .  ) . T h i s  c r i t i c i s m  o f  t h e  one-dimensional  manner i n  which 

- p u n a t u a t i o n  of  e x p e r i e n c e  i s  a p p l i e d  i n  t r a d i t i o n a l  psychology i n  
1. - 
a 

t 3 

no Gay n e g a t e s  t h e  e s s e n t i a l i t y  of p u n c t u a t i o n  a s  a  "communl F 
- 

alzional  c o n c e p t .  I n d e e d ,  Bateson e t  a l . ' s  c o n t e x t u a l  

e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  t h i s  p r o c e s s  i l l u m i n a t e s  t h e  complex n a t u r e  of  ' the 
i 

r e a l  \rETe4. of p u n c t u a t i o n  i n  eve ryday  r e l a t i o n s .  The l a b e l l i n g  of  

, c e r t a i n  b e h a v i o u r s  a s  s t i m u l i ,  r e i n f o r c e m e n t  and /o r  r e s p o n s e ,  

w i t h i n  a  c o n t r o l l e d  e n v i ~ o n m e n t ,  can  c r e a t e  a  f a l s e  r e a l i t y  1 0  

- 

 he u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  what  i s  meant by " p e r c e p t i o n "  
. p r o v i d e s  u s  w i t h  a  b e t t e r  i n s i g h t  i n t o  t h e  p r o c e s s  of b o t h  
p u n c t u a t i o n  and m i s p u n c t u a t i o n .  Coe and Wilden remind u s  t h a t  
" p e r c e p t i b n ,  b e c a u s e  i t '  i s  where c o g n i t i o n  and r e a l i t y  meet ,  i s  
an  i m p o r t a n t  l o c u s  o f  e r r o r "  (1978:  1 2 ) .  They go on t o  e x p l a i n  
t h e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  i n i d i s c u s s i n g  p e r c e p t u a l  e r r o r s .  

" .  . . t h e  o r d i n a r y ' m o d e r n  Western  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h e  
p e r c e p t u a l  p r o c e s s  i s . i t s e l f  f a l l a c i o u s  i n  a  way which 

- e x c l u d e s  p r e c i s e l y  t h a t  t y p e  of e r r o r  we m u s t  d i s c u s s .  
T h i s  f a l l a c y  c u r r e n t l y  r e s i d e s  i n  Westefh 'common s e n s e '  
and i n f l u e n c e s  n o t  o n l y  o u r  t h i n k i n g  b u t  o u r  p e r c e p t i o n  
of p e r c e p t i o n "  ( i b i d . )  . 

They e x p l a i n  t h i s  by p o i n t i n g  o u t  t h a t  we a r e  t a u g h t  t o  imagine  
what w e  p e r c e i v e  i n  a " s e r i a l  p r o c e s s "  whereby " .  . . one f i r s t  
p e r c e i v e s ,  sec3nd i n t e r p r e t s  (by  t h i n k i n g  and /o r  f e e l i n g ) ,  and 
th i r ,d  e x p r e s s e s  o n e s e l f "  i d .  . T h i s  r a t h e r  n e a t ,  b u t  "•’,latU 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  h a s  t h e  e f f e c t  of  drawing " o u r  a t t e n t i o n  away from 
t h e  v a r i o u s  ways i n  which a l l  t h r e e  p r o c e s s e s  a r e  i n t e r r e l a t e d ,  
i n t e r a c t i v e  and media ted"  ( - ib id .  ) . ( I t  n e g a t e s  t h e  e s s e n t i a l  
cornmunicat ional  i d e a  of  t h e  m u l t i - l e v e l e d  and mult i -dimens. iona1 
n a t u r e  of  t h e  r e a l i t y  of t h e  l t p a t t e r n e d *  whole" . )  

Coe and Wilden t h u s  emphasize t h a t  a  m o r e  u s e f u l  and r e a l  
way o f  t a l k i n g  a b o u t  p e r c e p t i o n  i s  " t o  speak o f  a  u n i f i e d -  
communication p r o c e s s  which h a s  t h r e e  a s p e c t s ,  any one of  which ' 

may b e  p r imary  d u r i n g  a  g i v e n  phase .  C a l l i n g  i t  a  communications 
p r o c e s s  c a l l s  o u r  a t t e n t i o n  t o  how it i s  a lways  s o c i a l l y  media ted :  
human b e i n q s  d o  n o t  ' e x p r e s s  . t h e m s e l v e s t ;  t h e y  communicate w i t h  
a t  l e a s t  one r e a l  o r  imag ina ry  Other- - the  p r o c e s s  i s  t r a n s i t i v e "  

- 

( i b i d .  : 12-13a) . A_-_ - 

s e n s e  of  r e a l i t y  which d o e s  n o t  r e f l e c t  t h e  c o n t e x t u a l  
and mu i - l e v e l e d  c o m p l e x i t i e s  o f  r e a l  e x p e r i e n c e .  I n  o t h e r  r\ 

words ,  a  m i s p u n c t u a t i o n  of  t h e  r e a l - n a t u r e  of communicat ion .  



3 
--which w i l l  r e i n f o r c e  t h e  v e r y  p a t t e r n s  o f  b e h a v i o u r  t h a t  t h e  

,--'- 
t h e r a p i s t ( ~ )  i s  a t t e m p t i n g  t o  i d e n t i f y  and change.  

,. it i s  o c t e n  t h e  c a s e  t h a t  t h e  experimenter-therapist(s) i g n o r e s  

, t h e  c o n t e x t  which - t h e y ,  t h e m s e l v e s ,  b r i n g  t o  t h e  e x p e r i e n c e  an2 

thusshow t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  and p e r s o n a l  c o n t . e x t ,  w i l l  a f f e c t  + 

and /o r  change t h e  r e a l  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  b e h a v i o u r .  

S i n c e  a l l  communication i s  c o n s t a n t l y c b a n g i n g  and - 
e v o l v i n g ,  and i s  g e n e r a t e d ,  a t  l e a s t ,  by i t s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  

o t h e r s  and t o  t h e  l e v e l s  o f  i t s  metacommunicat ive c o n t e x t ,  t h e n  

. t h e  o r g a n i z i n g  d e v i c e  of  punctuat ion--which  p r o v i d e s  meaning--must 

be  a t  l e a s t  a s  complex as t h e  p a t t e r n s  of r e l a t i o n s  i t  a t t excp t s  

t o  o r d e r .  Bateson and J a c k s o n  c l a r i f y  t h i s  i n  a s s e r t i n g :  
b 

I t  i s  s t i l l  t r u e ,  however,  t h a t  i n  a  l o n g  sequenc?  of  
i n t e r c h a n g e ,  t h e  o rgan i sms  c o n c e r n e d - - e s p e c i a l l y  i f  
t h e s e  b e  p e o p l e - - w i l l  i n  f a c t  p u n c t u a t e  t h e  s e q u e n c e  
s o  t h a t  i t  w i l l  a p p e a r ' t h a t  one o r  t h e  o t h e r  h a s  
i n i t i a t i v e ,  dominance, dependency o r  t h e  l i k e .  T h a t  
i s ,  t h e y  w i l l  s e t  >up between them p a t t e r n s  o f  i n t e r -  
change , ( a b o u t  which t h e y  may o r  may n c t  b e  i n  agneement 
a n d . t h e s e  p a t t e r n s  w i l l  i n  f a c t  b e  r u l e s  o f  c o n t i n g e n c y  
r e g a r d i n g  t h e  exchange o f  r e i n f o r c e m e n t  ( c i t e d  i n  
Watzlawick e t  a l .  1 9 6 7 :  5 6 ) .  

The e s s e n c e  o f  problems i n  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  communicati'on 

now b e g i n s  t o  u n f o l d .  A s ,  what  one i n d i v i d u a l  may d e f i n e  as 
f' 

b e i n g  t h e  s t i m u l u s  'for t h e i r  - r e s p o n s e ,  t h e  o t h e r  p e r s o n - - i n  
- 

t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p - - m a y  view a s - b e i n g  t h e  o p p o s i t e .  T h e r e  i s  a 

B 

joke which p e r s o n i f i e s  t h e  e n s u i n g  o p p o s i t i o n s  aqd /o r  c o n t r a -  

d i c t i o n s  which r e s u l t  from d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  p u n c t u a t i o n .  

. . . a  l a b o r a t o r y  r a t  s a y s  of  i t s  e x p e r i m e n t e r ,  ' I  
have  t r a i n e d  t h a t  man s o  t h a t  e v e r y t i m e  I p r e s s  t h i s  
l e v e r ,  h e  g i v e s  m e  f o o d . '  Obvious ly  t h e  r a t  sees t h e  
S - R .  ( s t i m u l u s - r e s p o n s e )  sequence  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t l y  t h a n  
t h e  e x p e r i h e n t e r  d o e s .  To t h e  e x p e r i m e n t e r ,  t h e  r a t ' s  
p r e s s i n g  t h e  l e v e l  i s  a  c o n d i t i o n e d  r e a c t i o n  t o  a  
p r e c e d i n g  s t i m u l u s  a d m i n i s t e r e d  by him, w h i l e  t o  t h e  r a t ,  
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a higher level (is of a different logical type) than the 

punctuations it clarifies. It therefore involves a meta- 

communicative process (and can be perceived as a metacommunication 
@ 

in itself). What repunctuati-on represents is change (or levels 

of change) . i 

The Communicational Approach as a Punctuatioh 9 

.) 

Thus far, the sophikticated and Complex nature of 

aspect of communication--has been - - 
discussed. And throughout this discussion, the notions of 

IP "mispunctu~tion" and "repunctuation" have evolved. It is with 

the aid of these three notions 

- repunctuation) that the radical 

- approach can be investigated at 

(punctuation, mispunctuation and 

na.ture of. a communicational, 

a different level of analysis. 

I The process of translation and critical comparison--between 

differences in the comrnunicational approach and certain other 

perspectives--elucidates why this approach is called emergent. 
# 

* The analyses and explanations provided for in this section, 
1, 

, although diverse a& complex, only begin to touch on the 

intricacies involved in the communicational approach. Neverthe- 

less, an ihdication of why this approach can be called a 

"punctuation" will develop. 

It has been demonstrated that the "general set of rules" 
- \ 

which punctuation--in a communicational sense--represents are 
- 

defined by the very context that they organize. It therefore 
_I 

becomes apparent that these ordering devices cannot be as 
d 

specific--or as easily discernible--as is the punctuation of 

written lanquage; nevertheless, their structural resemblance 



'* 

cannot be ignored. Within the context.of Western societyrfor. 
I 

example, there are rules governing the way in which we punctuate 

certain behaviours. Moreover, the same behaviours 

punctuated differently when displayed by peoples whose status is 

differently defined b y  the constraints of ;he dominant value 

systems. I 

" 'He's prgoccupied with business>+ot she1 s scatter- 
.. I --., 

brained.' 'He's resolute and assertive; she's aggressive and 

abrasive.' 'He's a swinger; she's promiscu~us.~ and -on and 

on . . ."(Wittels-1978: n.p.). Indeed, the punctuation of human 

behaviour is interrelated with the realities bf relationship 'and 

context, for as Bateson reminds us: 

- 
In the punctuatio~ of human interaction the critical 
reader will have observed thapthe adjectives . . . 
which purport to describe individual character are , 

really not strictly applicable to the individual. but 
rather describe transactions between the individual 
m d  his material and human environment. No man is 
"resourceful" or "dependent" or "fatalistic" in a 
vacuum. His~characteristic, whatever it &e, is not 
his but is rather a characteristic of what goes on 
between him and something (or somebody) else (-1972: 
298). 

The choice of the label "punctuation" for describing the 
-. 

complexities involved in "ordering reality" far ffom 
-- 

arbitrary. For the nature of the term is'consistent with the 

behaviours it endeavours to organize. Examples employed to 

illustrate this concept were drawn, primarily,.from written,' 

verbal and/or non-verbal communication. These types of , 
t -  

phenomena, however,'serve only as an indication of the wide 

variety of metapatterns of relations encompassing communication ' 

- 

as such. For the essence of communication is further revealeay 
,.&- 



by this notio; in that communication is 

. - 
g . . . a semiotic1' 'and not a linguistic concept : it 
refers to the transmission of signals, signs, signifiers, 
and symbols'in any communications system whatsoever. 
This may include interorganismic or %ntraorganismic 
communication, communication in biological systems, 
communication between animals and between human beings, 
psychosocial or soio economic communication. As such 
the term has the Marxian sense of Verkehr. 'C~~mmunion', 
is the product of all . . . communication (Wilden 1972: 

- *  111) . I 

Indeed, this "cornm~nion~~, as Wilden calls it, can only take place 

through the involvement of punc$uation. And since it is being - 

used to explain pfienomena which are "semiotic", then the decision - 
to call this notion "punctuat~on" evokes particular meaning . 

(particular to both the kinds of "semiotici' relations it %%ds in 

describing--all cornrnuni ional-phenomena--and particular to the 
,* 

natbre of the overalltpersp~ctive in which it plays a vital role 
', 

--a comrnunicational approa A). - 2  
. 

- 
The reason for using the term punctuation rather than 

I 

syntax, is that syntax is either a strictly linguistic 
term or else it refers to the modes and rules of 
articulation within a given system (language for 
instance). Punctuation, however, may refer to the 

'l~he idea of a comrnunicational approach being semiotic 
--the general theory of siqns and signification--is dev6loped by 
Wilden and Wilson in their analysis of the double-bind (a 
p radoxical relationship which involves oscillation; cf. Sluzki 
nd Ransom 1976; Wilden 1972 and 1976; Bateson 1972; Watzlawick , E 

et al. 1967). By calling it semiotic, they explain that: 
"It is semiotic in the unified sense that C.S. Pierce \ 

intended the term, before Charles Morris and others 
reduced the domain to the supposed quasi-independent 
realms of syntax, semantics and pragmatics . . . . 
Hence it moves away from the preoccupation with syntax, - 

surface-structure Semantics, and their equivalents 
ci which is so evident in analytic logic, in linguistics, 

in quantitative information theory, and in most 
normative science, bcth social and biological . . . "  - 

- (1976: 267). 
D 



i n t e r f a c e  of a n o t h e r  s y s t e m  w i t h i n  t h e  g i v e n  'system. 
Thus, g e s t u r e s ,  , f a c i a l  e x p r e s s i o n s ,  i n t o n a t i o n  and s o  
f o r t h  p u n c t u a t e  a - s p o k e n  d i s c o u r s e ;  t h e  l o a i s t i c s  o f  
p r i n t  and p a g i n g  .punc tua te  a  w r i t t e n  d i s c o u r s e ;  d e a t h  
p u n c t u a t e s  l i f e .  ( i b i d . :  1 1 2 ) .  

./ 
The i d e a  t h a t  a  communicat ional  approach  i s  a  p a r t i c u l a r -  

k i n d  o f  p u n c t u a t i o n  t a k e s  on new meaning i n  l i g h t  o f  t h i s  m u l t i -  

3 
d i m e n s i o n a l  e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  'what  i s  meant by b o t h  t h e  t e r m  

p u n c t u a t i o n  and t h e  k i n d s  of  r e l a t i o n s  i-t c l a s s i f i e s .  wr what \ 
it p r o v i d e s  f o r  i s  a  Way o f  d e s c r i b i n g  why i t  i s  t h a t  t h i s  --', 
approach  i s  l a b e l l e d  r a d i c a l .  The f o l l o w i n g  d i s c u s s i o n  b e g i n s  t o  

-. . - i d e n t i f y  t h e  k i n d s  o f  problems-Lin  t h e  usage  and  e x p l a n a t i o n  of  
4 

, c e r t a i n  t h e o r i e s  and methods--which r e s u l t  from m i s p u n c t u a t i o n  ' 

(and. -which ,  i n  t o r n ,  p r o v i d e s  u s  w i t h  more l e v e l s  o f  meaning f o r  

u n d e r s t a n d i n g  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  ,a comrnunicat ional  a p p r o a c h ) .  These 

t y p e s  o f  t h e o r i e s  ( m e t h o d o l o g i e s ,  h y p o t h e s e s  and assumpt idns )  
- ,  

a r e  d e s c r i b e d  a s  b e i n g  l i n e a r ,  f i x e d ,  r i g i d ,  a t o m i s t i c  and 

i n f l e x i b l e .  I t  s h o u l d  b e 4 n o t e d  t h a t  t h e  i m p l i c a t i o n s  o f  t h e s e  

k i n d s  o f  d e s c r i p t i o n s  a r e  i n t e n d e d .  I n  e x p l a n a t i o n ,  such  t e rms  

a s  atomism, r i g i d i t y ,  and s o  o n ,  r e p l a t  a  d e c o n t e x t u a l i z e d  
- 

-7 p e r c e p t i o n  which ,  f o r  example ,  p e r c e i v e s  l e v e l s  o f  p a t t e r n s  of  , 

I 

r e l a t i o n s h i p  a s  i f  t h e y  w e r e  l i n e a r .  
- j / 

There a  not ion--drawn from philosophy--which s (+' 
i l l u s t r a t e s  t h e s e  s o r t s  o f  m i s p u n c t u a t i o n s .  - I t  i s  known 2s t h e  

L 

" law o f  t h e  e x c l u d e d  m i d d l e " .  What t h i s  law s t a t e s  i s  t h a t  "A 

c a n n o t  a t  t h e  same t i m e  be  A and not-A . . . ' I  {Korner  1967: 4 1 5 ) .  
*; 

Both Hegel and Marx (and E n g e l s )  r e j e c t e d  t h i s  not ion1* a s  what ' 

' * ~ h e  c o u n t e r p a r t  of  Hegel ' s r e j e c t i o n  i s  d i a l e c t i c s :  
- 

E n g e l s ,  on t h e  ~ t h e r  hand,  d i d n ' t  even acknowledge t h e  v a l i d i t y  
of  t h i s  law i n  mathemat ics  (Korner  1967: 415) ( c f .  " ~ i a l e c t i c s " ) .  

1 



2 1 

t h i s  l aw embraces  i s  a n  e i t h e r / o r  l o g i c  ( w h a t - W i l d e n  and Wilson  1. 
I .  

c a l l  a n a l y t i c  l o g i c )  .'! I n  q a c t ,  t h e .  law o f  t h e  e x c l u d e d  m i d d l e  

n e g a t e s  t h e  whole  n o t i o n f  o f  c o n t e x t u a l  l e v e l s  and  m e t a l e ~ ~ l s  o f  + 

r e l a t i o n s  ( h i e r a r c h i e s  o f  l o g i c a l  t y p e s ) '  wh ich  i s  fundamenfa l  f o r  
.. 

o u r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  a l l  r e a l i t y .  F o r  i f  a  " t h i n g "  ( a n  " i d e a " ,  

a " r e l a t i o n " )  c a n n o t  b e  $ and  not-A a t  t h e  s a m e  t i m e ,  t h e n , w h p t  
. * 

r .* 
i s  b e i n g  i m p l i e d  i s  t h a t  e i t h e r  one  o r  t h e  o t h e r  i s  t r u e  ( t h a t  - 

o n l y  o n e  can&,e t r u e ,  ( r e q a r d l e s s  o f  what  A and  not-A r e p r e s e n t ) .  , 

What t h e  l o g i c ,  e s p o u s j d  b y  t h i s  " l a w " ,  d o e s  i s  t o  p l a c e  m u l t i -  
4 

l e v e l e d  r e l a t i o n s  . (bo th /and  r e l a t i o n s )  i n  a  s y m m e t r i c a l  
T 

opposition, t h u s  r e d u c i n g  a l l  q u a l i t y - - a l l - l e v e l s  o f  a b s t r a c t i o n  

( " b r e a k i n g  ' t h e  p a t t e r n  wh ich  c o n n e c t s " ) .  I n  o t h e r  w o r d s ,  i t  

t r e a t s  r e l a t i o n s  o f  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  a s  i f  t h e y  w e r e  i n  o p p o s i t i o n .  

A communication.+ a p p r o a c h ,  p r e c i s e l y  b e c a u s e  of  i t s  

3 L 

c o n c e r n  w i t h  c o n t e x t  and l e v e l s  o f  p a t t e r n s  o f  r e l a t i o n 3 h i p  ( a t  
X 

l e a s t ) ,  c a n n o t  f i n d  i t s  f o u n d a t i o n s  i n  t h i s  k i n d  o f  a n a l y t i c  

1 3 1 1 d n a l y t i c  l o g i c  h a s  a l m o s t  e x c l u s i v e l y  b e e n  c o n c e r n e d  
w i t h  ' e i t h e r / o r l  p e r m u t a t i o n s  and c o m b i n a t i o n s  o f  d i s c r e t e  

' e l e m e n t s ,  w h e t h e r  i n  ' t h o u g h t '  o r  i n  any  o t h e r  form o f  d i s c o u r s e .  
E i t h e r / o r  ( d i g i t 3 l )  d e c i s i o n s  a r e  o f  c o u r s e  e s s e n t i a l  t o  t h e  
s u r v i v a l  of3r117 l i v i n g  s y s t e m  . . . . N e v e r t h e l e s s ,  t o  a l l o w  t h e  
a c t u a l  e p i s t e m o l o g i c a l  f u n c t i o n  and s u r v i v a l  o f  s u c h  d e c i s i  
w i t h l n  t h e i r  r e a l  w o r l d  c o n t e x t ,  t o  become a n  o n t o l o g i c a l  m 
a s  i t  w e r e ,  o f  t h e  who le  o f  l i v i n g  r e a l i t y  i s  n o t  s i m p l y  7 s c i e n t i f i c a l l y  i l l e g i t i m a t e .  I t  may a l s o  b e  t a k e n  a s  a n  
i d e o l o g t c a l  m e t a p h o r  o f  t h e  p a t h o l o g i c a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  human 
r e l a t i o n s  t h a t  a p p e a r s  t o - h a v e  b e c ~ m e  endemic  i n  o u r  s o c i e t y  
s i n c e  t h e  s e v e n t e e n t h  c e n t u r y :  I n d e e d ,  e n t i r e  s y s t e m s  o f  

x p l a n a t i o n  have  r e c e n t l y  been  se t  up on t h e ' b i n a r y  b a s e  provided 
by t h i s  t y p e  of l o g i c  . . ."  ' T ~ i l d e n  and  Wi l son  1976: .  2 6 4 ) .  

; 
Q 



/I 

and/or rationdlist14 punctuation (or mispunctuation) . Because it ' 

. attehpts io explain the phenomenology oi human (and/or organic) 
' 

relations-in-context, a,.cornmunicational perspective requi2es a 

departure Lrpm eith /or forms pf logic. ,This doe ot mean, 
I .  F 

, however, that it rejecps all analytic notion's. On the contrary, 

a-communicatio~l approach necessarily includes the analytic- 

either/or methodology, while transcending its rigid and 

5eductive characteristics by recontextualizing--or repunctuating 

--them. 

The comrnunicational approach can then best be described 

as.punctuating relations in a "b,oth/andU manner. 

. Since sit is equafly concerned.with the multidimensionality 
of system-environment relations in the real world, it may 
also be called an ecosystemic logic. It is a logic 
concerned to take into account the fact that long-range 
survival of any whole depends upon the survival of both 
system and environment . . (Wilden and Wilson 1976: 267). - 

Indeed, a peQpective which purports to being ccntextual and . 

concerned wit3 the patterned-whole, must encompass--and 

9 
L 
l4;oe explains that "rationalism contained by its 

beginni~gs the logical basis of it's own destruction: its own 
7 

4 

development led to a proof that no rational logic can be self- 
validating; yet rationalism contains an injunction. ainst 
relying on extrinsic validation--an injunction obeye ? equally 
by Descartes, empirical scientists, and. intrinsic literary 
critics. In 1931, Kurt Godel presented &positive mathematical' 
demonstration that no formal loq-ikan be 
even prove its own internal consistency. 
dedvctive system will, moreover, generate 
cannot be proven within the system, but 
demonstrated'to be t r d  Validatign must come from outside the 
system, from the context; but by rgtional definition, absolute;. 
knowledge is not relative to context. Thus the implication of 
Godel's Proof is that rationalism may be useful for explaining 
parts, but it cann itself explain wholes" (Coe 1975: 490). - - 



' 15 translate from--traditional modes of logic. 

The result of the attention paid to the real dom 
communication by Bsteson and his colleagues was the 
reaffirmation that the purely linguistic or mathematical 

a propositions of analytic logic are in fact a relativeu 
minor 'subset of a vastly larger hierarchy of sets .o*f 
informational propositions in a multidimensional logic 
of relationus (ibid. : 265). 

The necessity of recognizing the essential role of 
-d 

punctuation for organizing and proiZding context markers for all 

communication takes on new mea9ing when viewed in the light of 

i 
explanations--about the real nature of' a condnunication 1 approach , P 1 

--put forward by the Palo Alto Group and its associates. Indeed, 

Wilden asserts that all epiStemologica1 erfors in s-nce and 

philbsophy, for example, are in fact erro of punctuati n. ----' a -, 
By error, I do not mean mistakes about facts, but r a t h w  
the implicit or explicit applications of hypotheses - 
derived from a part of the field, whether derived 
'ideologically' or 'scientifically', to the field as a 
whole (ibid. : 111-112) .16 

. - 

1 5 ~ h e  idea thata communicational approach .encompasses 
analytic knowledge is evidenced in the translation of logical 
types from mathematical logic to the psychology of human 
communication (and consequently to other communicational 
relations) (cf. p.-&4) .;_ Wilden and Wilson explain that this 

'2 repunctuation occur~ed: - 
":Because the theoreticians were forced by their subject 
matter to ,c&ider all (human and orsanic) behavior as 

.f communic"a"%j.on, they contributed to exposing the 
anticontextual closures of analytic logic--especially 

. its failure to recognize the of time.as a -  
participant in on-going syst atomistic and 
reductionist misconception o 
relations and constraints, and its improverished 
understanding of rationality. . . (1976: 264). 

16~lthough the statement may seem to be an over- 
generalization at first glance, within the contexb of the way in 
which a communicational ap~roach~attempts to punctuate reality, 
Wilden's meaning becomes clear. ~ e t u r n i n ~  to the notion of 
perception, and Wilden point out that certain kinds of errors 

C 



, -  

I n  o t h e r  words i  e r r o r s  o f  p u n c t u a t i o n  can  r e s u l t  f rom l i n e a r  and 

1 7  f i x e d  methodo log ies  - - r e s t r i c t i v e  punc tua t ions - -which  do n o t  

c o n t a i n  t h e  r e q u i s i t e  v a r i e t y  ( c f .  f .  1 0 ,  p .  38)  t o  a d e q u a t e l y  

code t h e  d i v e r s i t y  t h e y ' r e  supposed t o  e x p l a i n . "  Because .of  

i t s  emphasis  on c h a n g i n g  p a t t e r n s  of r k l a t i o n ( s h i p ) ,  l e v e l s  o f  , 
c o n t e x t u a l  c o n s t r a i n t  and,  o f  c o u r s e ,  p u n c t u a t i q n  and a 

Q 

" r e p u n c t u a t i o n "  o f  s e q u e n c e s . o f  e v e n t s ,  t h e  g e n e r a t i o n  of r i g i d  ' 
- -  --- 

'b 

hypotheses18  i s  a t  a d s  w i t h s t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  a  comrnunicational 

" a r e  l i t e r a l l y  a b s e n c e s ,  t h e y  c a n n o t  be  d i s c o v e r e d  by examining 
and re-examining t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i v e  p r o c e s s  f op  f a l l a c i e s  because  
t h e y  a r e  g e n e r a l l y  problems of  p e r c e p t i o n  Ci.e. ,  p u n c t u a t i o n 1 , -  

o n o t  of  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n "  (1978:  1 2 )  . 

17f20e and Wilden p r o v i d e  u s  w i p  a n o t h e r  example o f  t h i s  
k i n d  o f  methodology,  which f u r t h e r  e x e m p l i f i e s  problems 
a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  m i s p u n c t u a t i ~ .  The "copy t h e o r y  o f  p e r c e p t i o n "  
i s  " a  g e n e r a l l y  r e c o g n i z e d  a s p e c t  o f  Anglo-American e m p i r i c i s m "  
( c f .  f o o t n o t e  2 0 )  I t  " s h o q l d  be  r e c o g n i z e d  a s  a n  a s p e c t  of  

T-+ 
a 

c e r t a i n  k i n d s  o f  W o n a l i s m ~ .  . . For  D e s c a r t e s  . . . t h e r e  
i s  ' b u t  one t r u t h  t o '  d i s c o v e r  i n  r e s p e c t  t o  e a c h  m a t t e r ,  Candl 
whoever s u c c e e d s  i n  f i n d i n g  it knows i n  i t s  r e g a r d  a s  much a s  
can  be  krown. '  E r r o r  w i t h i n  t h i s  sys tem f l o w s  from o n l y  two 
s o u r c e s :  e i t h e r  f rom i n a d e a u a t e  ' d a t a '  ( f rom t h e  L a t i n ,  d a r e ,  
t o  g i v e ;  . . . g i v e n )  o r  from f a l l a c f o u s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  The 
p o s s i b i l i t y  h a t  t h e  p e r c e p t i o n  i t s e l f  h a s  been miscoded o r  
m i s p u n c t u a t e  6 is  e x c l u d e d  . . . . The p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  w e  m i g T t  
be i n  e r r o r  becausae w e  have f a i l e d  t o  p e r c e i v e ,  c o n s i d e r  o r  t e s t  
o t h e r  p e r t i n a n t  p r o p o s i t i o n s  i s  n o t  c a l l e d  t o  o u r  a t t e n t i o n .  
whzt i s  b a s i c  t o  D e s c a r t e s '  ep i s t emology  ( a s  t o  r a t i o n a l i s t  
and e m p i r i c i s t  paradigms g e n e r a l l y )  i s . a  l i n e a r  model o f  
c o g n i t i o n  i n  which i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  - t o t a l l y  s e p a r a b l e  from zmnd 
s e r i a l l y  f o l l o w s  p e r c e p t i o n  . . . " (1978: 13b)  . 

1 8 ~ h i s  i d e a  of  r i g i d  h y p o t h e s e s  i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  by ~ a n s e i l  
i n  h e r  c i t i n g  o f  F r i edman ' s  " c o n f u s i n g . e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  ' t r a d i t i o n a l  
economic t h e o r y l , i . e .  t h e  t h e o r y  o f  t h e  p r i c e  sys tem . . ."  (1980:  
9 ) .  

"The more s i g n i f i c a n t  t h e  t h e o r y ,  t h e  more u n r e a l i s t i c  t h e  
assumpt ions .  The r e a s o n  i s  s impfe .  A h y p o t h e s i s  i s  
i m p o r t a n t  i f  it ' e x p l a i n s '  much by l i t t l e ,  t h a t  i s ,  i f  it 
a b s t r a c t s  t h e  common and c r u c i a l  e l e m e n t s  from t h e  mass of 
~ o m p l e x  and d e t a i l e d  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  s u r r o u n d i n g  t h e  
phenomena t o  be  e x p l a i n e d  v a l i d  p r e d i c t i o n s  on 
t h e  b a s i s  of  them a l o n e .  t h e r e f o r e ,  a  
h y p o t h e s i s  must b e  i t s  a s s u m p t i o n s ,  
i t  t a k e s  a c c o u n t  o f ,  and a c c o u n t s  f o r ,  none o f  t h e  many 
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j .  

v' 

. . approach. ~ndeed, these types of methbdologies--afid/or the 

;. process of generating rigid-hypotheses--are, in fact, 
b W' \ 

1 

mispunctuations. In this case, this type of 
4 < 

result of 'kyuwtrizatidn. 19' Wilden refers to 4 

p r o c e s s y a n  "Imaginary nedi'ation" . He explains that: 

Imaginary mediations which mispunctuate or misrepresent . 
social (and natural) reality give rise to qalse , 

consciousness'--i.e. to a form of consciousness which 
fails to recognize its actual situation "in the real 
context, to a • ’ o m  of being and believing which depends - 
for its short-tekm survival on keeping what is known ,, 

about reality unconscious a ~ d  unrecognized ('1980a: 76-77). . 
, >  * 

This does not mean, however, that a comrnunicational 

approach is anti-empirical. 20 1deed , a commuriication&~ apprdach 
P L, :'*a' 2 2 w" 

- attendant circumstances, since its very success shows them 
to be irrelevant for the phenomenon to be explgined" 
(Friedman, cited-in Mansell 1980: 9 ) .  

'\ 

1911 . . . the ideoloqical and unreal 'flattening out' .of a 
hierarchical relationship as it really exists" (Wilden 1980a: 76) 

P 

(cf. "symmetrization", pp. 52-54). - 

- 'OI~ is not my intention to entkr into a lengthy 
discussion of the complexity of ideas and arguments associated 
with the methodology known as ~mpiricism. The following is meant* 
as a punctuation of >ertain characteristics of a sp'ecific school +,% 3 
of empiricism which is often miyakenly applied to the wider 
notion of empirical research as such. Generally: the term' 
empiricism is derived from the Greek word meaning experience. 9 1 

Empiricism has been evolvinq in Western thought since the 
seventeenth century and finds its roots in the works, of Locke, 
Berkeley and Hume (Martindale 1960 : 58, 121-122) . There *are a 
number of schools associated with Empiricism, one of which is 
known as operationalism or positive empiricism, whereby standard- 
ized scales (calred indicators)' are used to measure concepts (or 
to prove or di&prove hypotheses) .(Zit0 1975: 22). For example; 
a question about a social relation is translated into a rigid 
hypothesis (which is premised on'a series of assumptions which 
find their foundations in the particular discipline or school - 

from which the scientist or researcher is associated) which is 
tested (usually through the collection of "data", which is 
representative of variables, and.of course is chosen by the 
scientist or researcher, whether 5t be a conscious or unconsciaus 
choice). It is, then, obvious that a communicational approach. 
is indeed anti this type OF atomistic empiricism. - 



--by its very natyre--must be empirical in the true sense of the 
-/ 

word. For the development of "a calculus of communication" is, ' 

in fact, a way of metacommunicating about the punctuating rules - J . 
i' . invo1;bd in -the organiza;ion and recognition of multifiYeveied 

-. 

patterns of experience. Moreover, due to its- emphasis on meta- 

communicative context--the context of context--of not only the 
J 3 a 

experiences in questiondut also of the experience of the 
. h 

researcher posing the question, a comrnunicational approach must - 

I be experiential, or empirical, . The concepts and 
1 

ideas which characterize a approach could never . - .r 
1 

have been realized without the involVemmt, in the real sense, 

of -empirical' research. 

Exemplification 05 this has been illustrated in the r 

explinati'on of metacommunication, whereby the discovery of the 
.I . , 

notion was precipitated, in part, by the empirical study of 
, *  

monkeys at play (cf . , p. 59) . As Bateson pointed out, the 

complexities of levels involved in metacommunication could never 
+ , . 

have been recognized if kbe original hypothesis--"thst the 1 
occurrence of metacomnicative signs (or signals)21 in the stream 

21~lthough the terms of 'signal", 'signifierW and 
" "symbol" have distinct meanings within, for example; semiotics 
theory, the Palo Alto Group and th&ir associates seem to employ 
them in a generaIly analogous manner. 

11 . . , . there is an attempt to tran&ate the communicational 
d+stinction between analog and digital communication into 
the semiotic distinctions between signal, sign, ~ibnifier, * 
-and symbol. (Mathematical an2 other such 'symbOlsJ are - 

classifie*d as signs. r" (Wilden 1980b: 5 0 1 )  . 
There are, unfortunately, problems with this translation. However, 

". . . the translation was at pted in this way in order to "% bring together the didlect of c mmnnications theory with 
that of European lingustics and semiotics. But in the end 
the translation is not really necessary. Symbols are 

0 7 



* -2- of i n t e r a c t i o n  between t h e  an lmaIs  would i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  

- a n i m a l s  have  a t  l e a s t  some awareness  ( c o n s c i o u s  o r  u n c o n s c i o u s )  

t h a t  t h e  s i g n s  a b o u t  which  the^ meFacommunicate a r e  s i g n a l s "  
e+ .' 

had been r i g i d  ( B a t e s o n ' 1 9 7 x P , 1 7 9 ) .  I n  o t h e r  words ,  had Bateson 
P 

and h i s  a s s o c i a t e s  been  c o d s t r a i n e d  by t h e  framework o f  a  

p o s i t i v i s t  methodolog;, t h e y  would h&e been f o r c e d  t o  

c o n c e n t r a t e  on p r o v i n g  t h e  h y p o t h e s i s  f a l s e  o r  n o t - f a l s e  whi 

d o c o u u s e ,  would have one-d imens iona l i zed  and t h u s  o b s c u r e d  t h e  

s i g n i . f i c a n c e  o f  t h e  r e a l  r e l a t i o n s  (or e x p e r i e n c e s )  which had 

been communicated. For t h e  " r e v e l a t i o n " ,  a s  Ba teson  c a l l s  i t ,  
..-L 

. , 
t, 

which was p a r t i a l l y  g e n e r g t e d  t h r o u g h  t h e o b s e r v a t i o h  o f  t h e  

complex u s e  of  metacornmunicative s i g n s  exchanged by a n i m a l s  a t  

p l a y  w a s ,  most c e r t a i n l y ,  a  r e s u l t  o f  Bateson e t  a l . ' s  r e j e c t i o n  
I 

i 

I .* 
and consequen t  t r a n s l a t i o n  o f  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  f i x e d  h y p o t h e s e s .  

[Bateson]  h a s  commented upon t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  r i g o r o u s  
methodology t o  t r i v i a l  problems by s t a t i n g  ' i f  i t ' s  n o t  
wor th  d o i n g ,  i t ' s  wor th  d o i n g  wel&:+ Bateson r e g a r d s  a s  a 

' h e u r i s t i c  e r r o r '  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  B we i n i s  i c  , 

%enfl&t v a r i a b l e s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between i n d e p e n d e n t  &d de- 
22 

komrnonly i c o n s  ( a n a l o g  i n f i n i t i e s  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  framed by 
t h e i r  d i g i t a l  b o r d e r s ) .  S i g n a l s ,  s i g n s ,  and s i g n i f i e r s  T E  

may b e ,  and - g e n e r a l l y  a r e ,  p r i m a r i l y  d i g i t a l  ( i . e . ,  f 
discre , teYy bounded j ,  e x c e p t  i n s o f a r  a s  i n  non-verbaf  
communication c e r t a i n  s i g n s  o r  s i g n a l s  may a c t  a s  i c o n s  
(e . g .  ' d i s p l a y s '  ) "  ( c f .  Appendix V)  ( i b i d .  ) . 

I 

2 2 ~ h e  i d e a  o f  " t h e  i n d e p e n d e n t  v a r i a b l e "  R o v e s  i m p o r t a n t  
t o  o u r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h e  manner i n  which p o s i t i v i s t  e m p i r i c i s m  
m i s p u n c t u a t e s  r e a l i t y .  Loose ly  e x p l a i n e d ,  what i s  i n v o l v e d  i n  
" t h e  c o n t r o l  f o r  i a d e p e n d e n t  v a r i a b l e s "  i s  t h a t  an  e x p e r l m e n t  i s  
s e t  up where " n o t h i n g  changes"  e x c e p t  one f a c t o r .  T h i s  1s a n  
i l l u s t r a t i o n  o f  i n t e n t i o n a l  n t e x t u a l i z a t i o n ,  a s  t h e  
e x p e r i m e n t e r  c a n  t h e n  s t a t e  t it was t h e  c o n t r o l  of t h e  
i n d e p e n d e n t  v a r i a b l e  which ,caused c e r t a i n  k i n d s  o f  changes  i n  
b e h a v i o u r  i n Q t h e  "dependent  v a r i a b l e s "  ( f o r  example,  music  a s  
t h e  i n d e p e n d e n t - v a r i a b l e  and v e r b a l  communication as t h e  dependent  
v a r i a b l e )  ( p e r s o n a l  communication, Rick Coe and David MacLennan). 

-- 
P -,- l 

I' 
= &  

- 



. :. a r g u i n g  t h a t  it d i s t r a c t s  one " f rom p e r c e i v i n g  t h e  
e c o l o g y  of  t h e  i d e a s  which t o g e t h e k  c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  s m a l l  
subsys tems  which I c a l l  context" '  (Wilder  1973:  26) . - 

The manner i n  which Bateson employed h i s  h y p d t h e s i s  i s ,  i n  f a c t ,  
i ,. "3% 

an i n d i c h t i o n  o f  t h e  f l e x i b i l i t y  and m u l t i - d i m e n s i o n a l  n a t u r e  of  

a  comrnunicat ional  approach .  

0 The h y p o t h e s i s t  w i t h i n  a  c o m m u n i c a t i o n a ~ p p r o a c h ,  i s  used 
43 

,-a 

i n  a c o n t e x t u a l  way; i t  i s  employed a s  a  " g u i d e " ,  a  "marker" ,  o r  . 

a  g e n e r a l  r d e  which p u n c t u a t e s  t h e  way i n  which a  c o p u n i c a t i o n  
- 

i s  s t u d i e d .  Tb.us, t h e  emphasis  on t h e  " p a t t e r n  which c o n n e c t s "  

i s  once  a g a i n  e l u c i d a t e d  i n  t h a t  c o n t r a d i c t i o n s  which can  e n s u e <  

i n  s o c i a l  r e s e a r c h  u s u a l l y  e v o l v e  between t h e  l i m i t a t i o n s  o f  a n  

i n i t i a l  h y p o t h e s i s  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  what  i s  e v e n t u a l l y  d i s c o v e r e d .  
I 

These c o n t r a d i c t i o n s ,  n e v e r t h e l e s s ,  can  be r e s o l v e Q  t h r o u g h  t h e  

awareness  t h a t  o r i g i n a l  p r e m i s e s  a r e  o f t e n  " r n i ~ ~ u n c t u a t e d " ~ ~  hnd 

F e r e f o r e  b e  repunc  a t e d  t h r o u g h  t h e  r e c o g n i t i o n  s f  
+% 

' con- textual ,  e m p i r i c a l  e v i d e n c e .  

B a s i c a l l y ,  the-ot ion i s  t h a t  o f  fr .aming/ref  raming 2 4 
e v e n t s  and e x p e r i e n c e s  s o  t h a t  t h e  o l d  (and p a r a l y z i n g )  , 

d e f i n i t i o n s  aFe r e n d e r e d  u n t e n a b l e ,  f o r c i n g  
p e r m i t t i n g  . . . [ t h e  r e s e a r c h e r ]  t o  d e v e l o  e w  o n e s  9 (+bel.es 1976:  122-123) . 

/ 

The i d e a  o f  s imply  p r o v i ~ g  a n  h y p o t h e s i s  " f a l s e "  o r  " n o t  f a l s p "  i s  

o f  l i t t l e  concern  t o  t h o s e  who a r e  s t u d y i n g  r e l a t i o n s  i n  a  

comrnunicat ion~al  manner. 

2 3 ~ i l d e n  reminds 

What i s  i m p o r t a n t  i s  a  d e e p e r  and more 

u s  t h a t  " m i s p u n c t u a t i o n s h  a l s o  t a k e  p l a c e  
when we d o n ' t  l o c a t e  a  communication i n  t h e  r e l e v a n t  c o n t e x t  
(1972:  112-113) . 

rrr 
k 

2 4 1 ' ~ r a m i ~ g "  i s  a  c e r t a i n  h ype ( o r  l e v e l )  o f  p u n c t u a t i o n ,  A 

w h i l e  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  " r e f r a m i n g "  i n v o l v e s  t h e  metacommunicative 
p r o c e s s  o f  r e p u n c t u a t i o n .  



c o n t e x t u a l  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h e  l e v e l s  of  p a t t e r n s  o f  r e l a t i o n -  - 

s h i p ,  i n v o l v e d  i n  any g i v e n  communicat ional  phe,nornenon, which - 
\/- 

t h e  o r i g i n a l  p r e m i s e  a i d e d  i n  p u n c t u a t i n g ;  

With in  a  comrnunicat ional  approach ,  t h e n ,  a n  h y p o t h e s i s  i s ,  . 

i n  f a c t ,  a  t e n a t i v e  p u n c t u a t i o n ; - i t  p r o v i d e s  t h e  r e s e a r c h e r  w i t h  

a  means of  o r g a n i z i n g  and u n d e r s t a n d i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  s p e c i f i c  t o  
4 

0 

t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  communicat ional  phenomenon b e i n g  s t u d i e d .  I n d e e d ,  
, 

t h i s  n o t i o n  of  h y p o t h e s e s  b e i n g , b o t h  c o n s c i o u s  and unconsc ious  
r- 

i s  c l a r i f i e d  by Wilden.  

. . . t h e r e  a r e  n  a c t s '  i n  s c j e n c e ,  o n l y  an  i n f . i n i t y  a of  . 
J 

p o s s i b l e  d i f f e r e n  (and t y p e s  o f  d i f f e r e n c e )  among + which t o  choose  DISTIN I O N S ,  and t h a t  o u r  c h o i c e .  
t o  t r a n s f o r m  ~r t e  a  pa t i c u l - a r  d i f f e r e n c e  c a n n o t  - 
n o t  be  c o n s t r a i  u r  ' h y p o t h e s e s '  C p u n c t u a t i o n s l ,  b o t h  
i n d i v i d u a l  and c o l l e c t i v e  (1980 : x x i x )  . 

I t  i s  i n  t h &  l i g h t  t h a t  w e  can  b e t t e r  u n d e r s t a n d  why t h e  
1 

P a l o p t o  L Group and k t s  a s s o c i a t e s  a r e  constaht*minding u s  

' a e s e s  a r e  o f  t e n  i n c o m p l e t e  and /o r  m i s p u n c t u a t e d  . For  what  
P 

, i s  b e i n g  emphasized i s  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  c o n s t r a i n e d  ky a  v a r i e t y  of 

T - l e v e l s .  The p e r s o n a l  c o n t e x t  o f  t h e  r e s e a  h e r  p o s i n g  t h e  

h y p o t h e s i s ,  f o r  example,  r e p r e s e n t s  a  n u m b e r h f  levels  o f  

J 
c o n s t r a i n t  i n  t h a t  t h e  r e s e a r c h e r  h e r s e l f  i g c o n s t r a i n e d  by t h e  

metacommunicative c o n t e x t  o f  h e r  p a s t  e x p e r i e n c e  which ,  o f  c o u r s e ,  

. i n c l u d e s  t h e  o r i e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e  d . i s c i p l i n e  ( s )  i n  which s h e  was 

e d u c a t e d  (and p e r h a p s ,  where and why t h e  f u n d i n g  f o r  t h e  r e s e a r c h  

o r i g i n a t e d ) ,  h e r  c l a s s ,  r a c e  and /o r  s e x  and t h e  w i d e r  con te .x t  of 
A"? 

c o n t e x t :  t h e  dominant  i d e o l o g y .  A l l  of t h e s e ,  p l u s  t h e  

m u l t i t u d e  of  c o n t e x t u a l  l e v e l s  which a r e  i m p o s s i b l e  t o  d e s c r i b e ,  

e f f e c t  t h e  b i a s  towards  n o t  o n l y  t h e  " t h i n g "  b e i n g  s tudi 'ed ,  b u t  

%d. 
a l s o  towards  how and why it  i s  b e i n g  s t u d i e d .  ( ~ u n c k u a t i o n  i s  
rJ-\ 
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I, 
t h e r e f o r e  a  r e s u l t  o f  a l l  o f  t h e s e  l e v e l s  o f  metacornmunicational 

c o n t e x t u a l  c o n s t r a i n t .  ) I n  o t h e r  wor@s,  t h e  'very  e x i s t e n c e  ,o f  

an h y p o t h e s i s  i s  g e n e r a t e d  t h r o u g h  t h e  more g e n e r a l  n o t i o n  of  
a 

" b i a s "  which i s ,  of  c o u r s e ,  i n  i t s e l f  ana logous  

a s p e c t s  o f  what i s  b e i n g  c a l l e d  p u n c t u a t i o n .  

Moreover,  t h i s  n o t i o n  o f  " b i a s "  r e v e a l s  more a b o u t  b o t h  

9 
8 

p u n c t u a t i o n  a  d  t h e  manner i n  which a  communicat ional  approach 
4. 

f i n c t u a t e s  e x p e r i e n c e .  For  what i s  b e i n g  i n d i c a t e d  i s  t h a t  no 

p u n c t u a t i o n  i s  o b j e c t i v e .  25 

. The c r i t i q u e  o f  ' o b j e c t i v i t y '  does  n o t  imply t h a t  a l l  
knowledge i s  s u b j e c b f v e .  Taking r e f u g e  i n  ' s u b j e c t i v e  
r & . l a t i v i s m l  'amounts t o  a  s w i t c h  between Imaginary  o p p o s i t e s  26  
i n  t h e  dominant  i d e o l o g y .  Whereas subjectivity e x i s t s  i n  
a l l  human a f f a i r s ,  ' o b j e c t i v i t y 1 - - t r i v i a l  m a t t e r s  a s i d e  
--does n o t .  % u t  s u b j e c t i v i t y  i s  n o t  s t r i c t l y  s u b j e c t i v e .  
Many of  o u r  ' p e r s o n a l  o p i n i o n s '  a r e  i n  r e a l i t y  t h e  p r o d u c t s  
o f  s o c i a l  c o n d i t i o n i n g  and the '  c o l l e c t i v e  c o d i n g  o f  v a l u e s .  , 

The r e a l  r e l a t i o n  we a r e  concerned  w i t h  i s  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  
between p r i v a t e  a n d  p u b l i c  knowledge. * P u b l i c  knowledge 
i s  based on p e r s u a s i o n ,  a rgument ,  and ev idence- -expressed  

89- 

i n  a  c o l l e c t i v e l y  and i n d i ~ ~ d u a l l y  r e c o g n i z a b l e  cod ing .  

Q 

2 5 ~ i l d e n  (and  Cop and Wilden) p o i n t  o u t  t h a t  one a s p e c t  of  
t h i s  m i s p u n c t u a t i o n ,  known a s  o b j e c b i v i t y ,  r e s u l t s  from e r r o r s  i n  
p u n c t u a t i o n  i n v o l v i n g  " d a t a " .  

" S i n c e  ' d a t a '  l i t e r a l l y  means ' g i v e n ' ,  t h e  t e r m  i m p l i e s  
t h a t  t h e  ' f a c t s '  a r e  ' o u t  t h e r e 1 ,  i n d e p e n d e n t  o f  t h e  
i n d i v i d u a l  and c o l l e c t i v e  p r o c e s s e s  by which w e  p u n c t u a t e  * 

r e a l i t y  i n  i n t e r p r e t i n g  it ( a s  w e l l  a s  l i v i n g  i n  i t ) .  A 
f a c t  o r  a  measurement o r  a  q u a n t i t y  is  n o t  a n  ' o b j e c t i v  ' P ' 
t h i n g ,  however,  it i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  produced w i t h i n  t h e  
c o n s t r a i n t s  of  s o c i a l l y  media ted  r e l a t i o n s .  D e c i s i o n  
a b o u t  f a c t s  and q u a n t i t i e s  a r e  'based o n ,  and d e r i v e d  from, 
q u a l i t a t i v e  e v a l u a t i o n s  o f  t h e  s u b j e c t  m a t t e r - - e v a l u a t i o n s  
t h a t  a r e  o f t e n  l a r g e l y  unconscious"  (Wilden 1980a:  1 0 4 ) .  

I n  r e i t e r a t i o n ,  "'Raw d a t a '  ( s t r i c t l y  d e f i n e d )  i s  s imply  n o t  - 

a v a i l a b l e  t o  human b e i n g s "  (Coe and Wilden 1978:  1 4 ) .  I n  o t h e r  . 
words ,  w e  choose d a t a  a c c o r d i n g  t o  p u n c t u a t i n g  " r u l e s "  ( " r u l e s "  
a r e  p o t  o b j e c t i v e ,  t h e y  a r e  W l e c t i v e )  . 

2 6 ~ e l a t i o n s  which a r e ,  i n  r e a l i t y ,  r e l a t i o n s  o f  c o n t r a -  
d i c t i o n  ( i n v o l v i n g  d i f f e r e n t  l o g i c a l  t y p e s )  which a r e  mispunctu-  
a t e d  a s  i f  t h e y  e x i s t  a t  t h e  same l e v e l  ( c f .  " d i a l e c t i c s "  pp. 5 2 -  
167)  . - - 



This in turn requires judgment and all judgments are 
ultimately value judgments tWiMen 1980a: 104) .27 

It is therefore not surprising that one finds that a characteristic 

shared by those who are studying communication--in a 

communicational manner--is the common recognition that no 

punctuation is , . "value free". 28 ,Wilden attests to the 

impossibility of studying any .concept, notion and/or phenomenon 
9 
in isolation in that there must be a "set of values" by which any - 

concept, for example, can be measured. 
- 

But since such values are always ideolcgical and cultural, 
no such 'scientificl~-or 'qualitative' or 'objective' 
--sets*of values exist as such, nor is it likely to exis$. 

+ The communicationaL viewpoint necessarily destroys the 
. 

'objective' values of scientism'. . . it is almost 
- universally accepted that, the behavior. of any' system . . . is a cunction of the way the observor-participant 

pupctuakes it (1972: 111). 

''wilden points out chat in order to perpetuate the-idea -. 
of "objectivity", logical typings will often be confused (and 
that this type of mispunctuation,has serious implications). 
- 'I . . . so profounding is this particular system-environment 

relationship Ci.e.,,the system of culture is constrained 
onstrwed by the 
ourse will in so h e 
a1 typing 'of the relation, 
s 'objectivity' carries 
aginary -and ideological 
. In considering social 
the scientific discourse 

generally maintains its deep-struc ure identity with th 
dominant ideology by indulging in t 'X e same syntactic jug 2 ling 
tricks. This it achieGes by similarily SYMMETRIZING and/or 
INVERTING various contemporary hierarchies of relationship 
which involve levels of power and responsibility--e.g., 
the relationship between white and non-white, between 'man' 
and 'woman' , betweep capital and labor" (1980 : xxxiv) . 

28~ateson comments on this notion in his kxplanation of 
the difficulties he often encou~tered when presenting himself (or 
being presented) as a "scientist". "When I entered it 'was clear 
that I was expected to be an incarnation of the devil, who would 
argue for the common sense of stomic warfare and pesticides. In 
those days (and even today?), science was believed to be 'value- 
free' and not guided by 'emotions'" (1979: 7 ) .  



- \ 

Moreover,  t o  even b e g i n  t o  i d e n t i f y  (and l a b e l )  any beha 

a  system--or  t o  c a l l  t h e  o b s e r v o r  a  p a r t i c i p a t o r  (and s o  o n ) - - a r e  
. . 

1 a l l  a c t s  o f  p u n c t u a t i o n ,  " i f  a t  a  more a b s t r a c t  l e v e l  than'  t h e  .i 
" p u n c t u a t i o n  which o c c u r s  i n  t h e  ' o b s e  v a t i o n '  i t s e l f "  ( i b i d . ) .  'f 

Fai"fere t o  r e c o g n i z e  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  p u n c t u a t e ,  mispunctu-  
/I\ 

. a t e ;  land r e , p u n c t u a t e  e x p e r i e n c e  w i t h i n  communicat ional  r e s e a r c h  
( .  - 
k 

( i n  t h k  w i d e s t  and most a l l - encompass ing  s e n s e ) '  i s ,  i n  f a c t ,  what 
9 29 

I 

Bateson c a l l s  b r e a i n g  t h e  e t t e r n  which c o n n e c t s  (1979:  8 ) .  

And r ~ g i d ~ m e t h o d o l o g i e s ,  which t e s t  h y p o t h e s e s  i n  a  supposed ly  , 

" . o b j e c t i v e "  manner, most c e r t a i n l y  r e p r e s e n t  t h i s  most s e r i o u s  

d e f i c i e n c y .  3 0  For  a s  Abelgs warns :  

d - -  
&ornewhere i n  t h e  p r o c e s s  o f  i s o l a t i n g  . . . [con e n t l  from , - f 

i t s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  c o n t e x t  . . . i n  a n  a t t e m p t  t o  c l a r i f y  
. . e s s e n t i a l  f e a t u r e s ,  and i n  r e j o i n i n g  t h e  c l a r i f i e d  

i s o l a t e s  w i t h i n  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t a l  paradigm,  something 
c r u c i a l  i s  u s u a l l y  l o s t .  Though t h e  a t t e n d a n t  arguments  
seem l o g i c a l ,  r e a s o n a b l e ,  and a p p r o p r i a t e ,  t h e r e  r emains  
t h e  l u r k i n g  s u s p i c i o n  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  l o g i c a l ,  r e a s o n a b l e ,  
and a p p r o p r i a t e  o n l y  a t  t h e  most  c o n c r e t e  and l i t e r a l  
l e v e l ,  and t h e  r e a l l y  e s s e n t i a l  q u a l i t y  of  t h e  . . . 
[ r e l a t i o n ]  h a s  s l i p p e d  away. What t o o  l i k e l y  remains  i s  
a  paradigm which b e a r s  o n l y  a  s u p e r f i c i a l  resemblance  on 
a  few l i t e r a l  p o i n t s  t o  t h e  phenomenon one was presumably 
s t u d y i n g .  Though w i t h  e x p e r i m e n t a l  paradigms one i s  
a lways  d e a l i n g  w i t h  weakened v e r s i o n s  o f  
a r e  p r o p o s i t i o n s  whose e s s e n t i a l  n a t u r e  

' e l u d e  o p e r a t i o n a l  a t t e m p t s  . . . (1976 : 

Break t h e  p a t t e r n  which c o n n e c t s  t h e  i t e m s  o f  l e a r n i n g  
and you n e c e s s a r i l y  d e s t r o y  a l l  q u a l i t y "  (Ba teson  1 9 7 9 :  8 )  
( c f .  p .  7 7 ) .  

3 0 ~ h i s  i s  n o t  t o  s a y  t h a t  r i g i d  methodo log ies  a r e  t o t a l l y  
i n a p p r o p r i a t e .  I n d e e d ,  e s p e c i a l l y  w i t h i n  t h e  n a t u r a l  s c i e n c e s ,  
o p e r a t i o n a l i s m  5s a  v a l i d  methodoloay f o r  v e r y  s p e c i a l i z e d  t y p e s  
o f  r e s e a r c h .  However, w e  m e  o f t e n  w i t n e s s  t o  t h e  proof  t h a t  
r e p u n c t u a t i o n  o f  hypo theses  a r e  n e c e s s a r y  w i t h i n  even t h i s  
s c i e n t i f i c  framework, i n  t h a t  " d i s c o v e r i e s "  d o  o c c u r  a c c i d e n t a l l y  
and t h u s  n e c e s s i t a t e  a  r e p u n c t u a t i o n  o f  t h e  o r i g i n a l  p remises .  

I 
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 he' n e c e s s i t y  o f  d e v e l o p i n g  " a  c a l c u l u s  o f  c c a t i o n "  - 

-a 

becomes c l e a r e r  i n  G g h t  o f  an  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h e  r e a l i t y ,  a n d q  

m u l t i - l e v e l e d  n a t u r e ,  o f  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  punc tua t ion . .  I n  t h e  . 

p u r s u i t  f o r  b u i l d s g  a  framework which can b e g i n  

d e a l  w i t h - t h e  c o m p l e x i t i e s  o f  s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s ,  no one t h e o r y  

c a n  dominate,  t h i s , e m e r g i n g  e p i s t e m o l o g y .  

[ E i n s t e i n  once remarked1 " I t  i s  t h e  t h e o r z w h i c h  d e c i d e s  
what we c a n  o b s e r v e . "  Bu t  i n  human r e l a  i ~ n s h i p s  t h e  f " t h e o r y "  i s  i t s e l f  t h e  outcome o f  punc tu  t i o n ,  and we , 

r u n  i n t o  a  chicken-and-egg problem a s  t o  y c i c h  came 
f i r s t - - t h e  prdSnlem o r  t h e  p u n c t u a t i o n .  P e o p l e  remain 
c o n s i s t e n t l y  unaware o f  t h e i r . d i s c r e p a r i t  v iews and 
n a i v e l y  assume t h a t  t h e r e  is  o n l y  - one r e a l i t y  and - one 
r i g h t  view of it (namely t h e i r  own) ; t h e r e f o r e  anyone 

@ who sees t h i n g s  d i f f e r e n t l y  must b e  e i t h e r  mad o r  bad 
(Watzlawick 1976 : 6 3 )  . 

Although t h i s  s t a t e m e n t ,  u n f o r t u n d t e l y ,  r e e k s  of  6 0 ' s  l i b e r a l i s m ,  

Watzlawick i s  i d e n t i f y i n g  a s e r i o u s  problem which p l a g u e s  most 

r a d i c a l  s c i e n c e s .  What i s  o f t e n  i m p l i e d  by t h e  term theory- - in  
7 

a s p e c i f i e d  s e n s e - - i s  synonomous w i t h  what i s  i n s i n u a t e d  by t h e  

employment o f  r i g i d  methodo log ies ;  t h a t  " t h e  t h e o r y "  i s  a b s o l u t e .  

( I n  o t h e r  words ,  a  " t h e o r y "  i s  used  t o  i m p o d g i d  m e t h c d o l o g i c a l  

c o n s t r a i n t s  on'anybody who wants  t o  work w i t h i n  t h e  a s s o c i a t e d  

d i s c i v .  ) 

I n d e e d ,  i f  a  communicat ional  approach a g r e e d  w i t h  t h i s  

t y p e  o f  i n f l e x i b l e  p e r s c e c t i v e ,  t h e  n o t i o n s  o f  metacommunicat ion,  

c o n t e x t ,  p a t t e r n s  o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p  a n d , ' o f  c o u r s e ,  puf ic tua t ion  

)i, would be  n e u t r a l i z e d .  I n  o t h e r  wo d s ,  a l l  t h e  l e v e l s  of  q u a l i t y ,  

embraced by a cornmunicational apprdach ,  would b e  d e s t r o y e d  and 
I 

t h e  approach would be  reduced  t o  r esembl ing  j u s t  a n o t h e r  t e x t b o o k  
t - . ". 

I 



capSe o f  a  " l aw governed"  

u s e f u l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o & f  
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paradigm. 31  

t h e  problems 

Abeles p r o v i d e s  

a s s o c i a t e d  w: t h  

- 
us  w i t h  a. 

t h e  n o t i o n  

o f  t h e o r y  w i t h i n  a  communicat ional  approach.  

. The use fu lne ' s s  o f  t h e o r i e s  i s  u s u a l l y  jud e d  i n  t e r m s  o f  R t h e i r  s t i m u l u s  t o  r e s e a r c h  and t h e  e a s e  t h  which t e s t a b l e  
h y p o t h e s e s  may b e  d e r i v e d  from them. But a  t h e o r y  i s  a l s o  

. u s e f u l  a s  a  s t i m u l u s  t o  t h o u g h t  and t o  a l t e r n a t i v e  
c o n c e p t u a l ~ z a t i o n s  (1976:  1 4 8 ) . 3 2  

She goee on t o  i d e n t i f y  and d e w e  l i m i t a t i o n s  evoked fro; 
P h 

c o n ' c e n t r a t i o n  on p r o v i n g  a  t h e k - y  e i t h e r  c o r r e c t  o r  i n c o r r e c t  i n  

/ " "  t h a t  i t  d i s t r a c t s  t h e  r e s e a r c h e r  from r e c o g n i z i n g  what  Bateson 

c a l l s  t h e  p a t t e r n e d  whole.  - 

3 1 ~ h r o u g h o u t  t h i s  t h e s i s  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  a  comrnunica- 
t i o n a l . a p p r o a c h  a s  b e i n g  ru le -governed  h a s  e v o l v e d .  I t  must be  
n o t e d  t h a t  t h e  c o n c e p t s  " r u l e "  and "law" have  d i s t i n c t  and 
d i f f e r e n t  meanings.  Simply p u t :  r u l e s  a r e  c o n t e x t u a l i z e d ,  t h e y  ' 

a r e  f l e x i b l e  (and a r e  m u l t L - l e v e l e d ) ,  whereas  l aws  a r e  a b s o l u t e  
( i . e . ,  r i g i d ) ,  I n d e e d ,  t h i s  i d e a  o f  r u l e s  and laws i s  n e c e s s a r i l y  - 
a p a r t  of  t h e  both/and l o g i c  o f  a  comrnunicat ional  approach .  

". . . t h i s  l o g i c ' d o e s  n o t  c o n f l i c t  w i t h  t h e  l o g i c  of 
e f f i c i e n t  o r  s t a t i s t i c a l  c a u s a l i t y  i n  mechan ics ,  
thermodynamics and -quantum t h e o r ? .  On t h e  c s n t r a r y  , it 
complements t h e  u s u a l  d o c t r i n e s  of  c a u s a l  r e i a t i o n s  i n  
t h e  p h y s i c a l  s c i e n c e s ,  which d e a l  p r i m a r i  y  w i t h  o r d e r s  " 
o f  complex i ty  u n d e r l y i n g  t h e  e c o l o g i c a l  d d  s o c i o -  
economic o r d e r s .  L i v i n g  and s o c i a l  s y s t e m s  a r e D u l t i m a t e l y  
c o n s t r a i n e d ,  o f  c o u r s e ,  by  t h e  known ' l a w s '  ~ f  p h y s i c s ,  
n o t a b l y  by t h e  axioms o f  thermodynamics. ~ u t  t h i s  i s  n o t  
t o  s a y  t h a t  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  e v o l u t i o n ,  o r  development  
o f  such s y s t e m s  i s  c o n t r o l l e d ,  governed,  o r  caused  by 
p u r e l y  p h y s i c a l  laws"  (Wilden and Wilson 1976:  2 6 ) .  I * 

3 2 ~ a y  H o l l a n d ,  i n  h i s  e x p l a n a t i o n  "of t h e  impor tance  o f  a 
known a s  r e f l e x i v i t y ,  a s s e r t s :  

" R e f l e x i v i t y  a p p l i e d  a s  a  c r i t e r i o n  e n t a i l s  t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t  
t h a t  any t h e o r y i n  t h e  human s c i e n c e s  s h o u l d  b e  t u r n e d  
around upon t h e  p e r s o n  o r  g roup  p roduc ing  it and t h e r e b y  
a c c o u n t  fo r  t h e  c o n c u r r e n t l y  p e r s o n a l  and s o c i d l  a c t i v i t y  
of  p r o d u c i n g  t h e  t h e o r y  . . . t h e  a c t i v i t y  o f  p roduc ing  
t h e  t h e o r y  i t s e l f ,  t h a t . & s ,  it shou ld  p r o v i d e  some under-  
s t a n d i n g ,  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  comple te ,  o f  how it came t o  be  
produced i n  i t s  p a r t i c u l a r  t i m e  and p l a c e .  I f  t h e r e  i s  an  

a 
i n c o n s i s t e n c y  between t h e  c o n t e n t  of  a  t h e o r y  and t h e  
c o n d i t i o n s  of  i t s  emergence it s t a r t s  i t s  c a r e e r  w i t h  a  
b u i l t - i n  i m p l a u s i b i l i t y  o r  l i m i t a t i o n "  (1977 : 267) . 



People  speak  i n  t e r m s  of  t e s t i n g  t h e o r i e s ;  one. does  n o t  
speak i n  terms of  t e s t i n g  a  l anguage  Ca c a l c u l u s ,  " t h e  
p a t . t e r n  which c o n n e c t s n 3 .  Languages,  o r  c o n c e p t u a l -  
i z a t i o n s ,  a r e  more o r  less u s e f u l ; . t h e y  a r e  n o t  t r u e  o r  
f a l s e  i n  e m p i r i c a l  t e r m s  ( i b i d . )  . 

i. 

What a  communicat ional  a-pproach c o n t e n d s  i s  t h a t  a  t h e o s y  

i s  symbol ic  o f  a  p a r t i c u l a r  p u n c t u a t i o n ,  and i n  t u r n  guide.s t h e  

p e r s o n  t o  p u n c t u a t e  r e l a t i o n s  i n  a  p a r t i c u l a r  way. When t h e  

s t u d e n t ,  o r  r e s e a r c h e r ,  m i s t a k e n l y  c o n c e n t r a t e s  on p e r c e i v i n g  

phenomena p u r e l y  as t h e y  r e l a t e  t o  a g i v e n  t h e o r y  t h e n  t h e  

phenomenon w i l l  be p u n c t u a t e d  i n  a  1imit;d and p e r h a p s  l i n e a r  

f a s h i o n .  The phenomenon w i l l  be p u n c t u a t e d  t d  f i t  t h e  mold o f  
, , 

t h e  theory--which w i l l  ' n e c e s s a r i l y  e x c l u d e  most o f  t h e  complex 

l e v e l s  o f  r e l a t i o n s  which Abe les  t e r m s  " c o n c e p t u a l i z a t i o n s "  o r  

" l a n g u a q e s " ,  Watzlawick e t  a l .  r e f e r  t o  a s  " t h e  c a l c u l u s " ,  and 

Bateson c a l l s  " t h e  p a t t e r n s  which c o n n e c t  o r  t h e  p a t t e r n e d  

whole" :  t h e  metacommunicat ive c o n t e x t .  Q u i t e  s i m p l y , - i t  

p r e c l u d e s  t h e  p o s s ' i b i l i t y  o f  r e p u n c t u a t i o n  ( r e p u n c t u a t i o n  i n  

r e g a r d s  t o  c r i t i c a l l y  examining t h e  p u n c t u a t i o n  of t h e  t h e o r y  , .. 
i t ~ e l f - - i t s  h i s t o r i c a l  and T d e o l o g i c a l  context - -and t h e  wider  

L 

i m p l i b a t i o n s  o f  i t s  a p p l i c a b i l i t y ,  f o r  e x a m p l e ) .  
> 

The b a s i s  f o r  c r i t i c i z i n g  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  " t h e  t h e o r y " ,  

" the -method"  o r  " t h e  h y p o t h e s i s "  a s  a b s o l u t e  i n  o u r  s e a r c h  f o r  
b 

examining t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  a  communicat ional  approach  i s ,  

i n  f a c t ,  t e l e n ~ m i ~ a l ~ ~  ( a s  i s  t h e  a p m a c h  i n  i t s e l f )  i n  t h a t  it 

j J t t ~ e l & m y "  t r a n s c e n d s  n o t i o n s  o f  l i n e a r  c a s a l i t y  . I n  
e x p l a n a t i o n  : 

"On t h e  t o p i c  of t h e  d e t e r m i n i s m  i n v e n m 7  i n  t h e  n i n e t e e n t h  
c e n t u r y ,  two forms a r e  now r e c o g n i z a b l e .  When t h e  p r e s e n t  
s y s t e m - s t a t e  i s  d e t e r m i n e d  by i t s  p a s t  s t a t e s ,  w e  have t h e  
one-to-one l i n e a r i t y  o f  e f f i ~ i e ~ n t  c a u s a l i t y .  .When t h e  
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* 

a l l o w s  u s  t o  q u e s t i o n  and re-examine o u r  own e x p e r i e n c e s  and 

p e r c e p t i o n s  ( i n  o t h e r  words ,  t o  r e p u n c t u a t e ) .  What 2 s  b e i n g  I 

emphasized i s  t h a t  t h e  c o n s t r a i n t s  imposed.upon a  p e r s p e c t i v e  

--by r i g i d  and i n f l e x i b l e  laws--negates  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  ' t h e  

m u l t i - l e v e l e d  n a t u r e  o f  communication i t s e l f .  For  arguments  and 
3 

d e b a t e s  a b o u t  a  t h e o r y - - i s  i t  t r u e  o r  f a l s e - - l i k e  arguments  and 
w 

d e b a t e s  a b o u t  h y p o t h e s e s ,  can  o f t e n  be  a  c o e r c i v e  d e v i c e ,  d e s i g n e d  . 
t o  b l i n d  t h e  s t u d e n t  t o  t h e  n a t u r e  and e x i s t e n c e  o f  c o n c r e t e  . 
r e l a t i o n s .  T h i s  d o e s  n o t  mean, however,  t h a t  t h e  t e r m  " t h e o r y "  

h a s  no  p l a c e  w i t h i n  a communicat ional  approach .  On t h e  c o n t r a r y ,  
I 

it i s  o n l y  a  m i s p u n c t u a t e d  p e r c e p t i o n  o f  " t h e o r y "  which i s  

b a n i s h e d  from t h e  p e r s p e c t i v e .  '-. 
" I 

'%'he n o t i o n s  o f  p d n c t u a t i o n ,  misp&ctu2t ion  and 

a t i o n  a r e a e s s e n t i a l  t o  o u r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  a  communica 

approach .  For  what t h i s , a p p r o a c . h  a l l o w s  f o r  and i n d e e d  

B 
encourages  i s  t h e  e x a m i n a t i o n  of  c o n s c i o u s  and unconsc ious  

p u n c t u a t i o n s  w i t h  t h e  hope f o r ,  and p o s s i b i l i $ y  o f ,  r e c o g n i t i o n  
0 

of  new p a t t e r n s  o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p  which i n  t u r n  l e a d  t o  new 

p u n c t u a t i o n s  and t h u s  t o  change.  T h i s  r a d i c a l  approach f i n d s  i f s  

b a s i s  i n  a i d i n g  one i n  r e a c h i n g  new 1e.vels  o f  awareness :  l e v e l s  
JJ-7 

which become q u a l i t a t i v e l y  more complex as  t h e y . a r e  r e v e a l e d .  

p r e s e n t  s y s t e m - s t a t e  i s  d e t e r m i n e d  by i t s c f u t u r e  s t a t e ,  
w e  have  t h e  de te rmin i sm o f  traditional~philosophical 
t e l e o l o g y .  The teleonomy of  g o a l s e e k i n g  i s  d i s t i n c t  
from b o t  o f  t h e s e  d e t e r m i n i s m s ,  j u s t  a s  i t  i s  d i s t i n c t  
from t h  a n t a s y  of  t h e  o p p o s i t i q n  be tween 'de te rmin i sm 
and so-  a l l e d  ' f r e e  w i l l ' "  (Wilden 1980b: 4 9 2 ) .  P 



Most c e r t a i n l y  it ig a n  approach  which i s  re jec te ,d  by 

many t r a d i t i o n a l  s c h o l a r s  p r e c i s e l y  due t o  i t s  r u l e  r a t h e r  t h a n  , 

law gove&ed n a t u r e  and t h u s  , a l s o  due t o  ' i ts  wide- reach ing  and ' 

f 

a l l - encompass ing  framew which d e l i m i t s  s p e c i a l i z a t i o n  pnd 
b* 

a p p l a u d s  " g e n e r a l i s m / t h e r e b y  making most p o s i t i v i  ?. t e i t h e r ) o r  
-+a. 

l o g d v i r t u a l l y  an  i m p o s s . i b i l i t y .  What t h i s  a p p r o a c a  d d e s ,  
a 

i n  f a c t ,  i s  t o  r epunc tuake  d i s c i p l i n a r y  b o u n d a r i e s .  Y e t ,  a s  

Bateson e t  a l .  c o n t i n u a l l y  a r g u e ,  t h e  r e j e c t i o n  (and consequen t  
v 

t r a n s l a t i o n )  o f  s t a g n a n t ,  a t o m i s t i c  t h e o r i e s  and i n f l e x i b l e  laws, 
1; 

i s  e s s e n t i a l  t o  t h e  o v e r a l l  and long- term g o a l s  o f  a  
/ 

comrnunicational approach : g o a l s  which n e c e s s a r i l y  i d l u d e  "I": 
s. 

u n d e r s t a n d i n g s  o f  such  c o n c e p t s  ( a t  l e e s f )  a s  c d n t e x t ,  r e l a t i o n -  

s h i p ,  l e v e l s ,  metqcomrnunication, p a t t e r n , " " a n d  g f  c o u r s e ,  

p u n c t u a t i o n .  a 
For  a man t o  change h i s  b a s i c ,  p e r c e p t i o n - d e t e r m i n i n g  
b e l i e f - - w h a t  Bateson c a l l s  h i s  e p i s t e m o l o g i c a l  p r e m i s e s  
--he must f i r s t  become aware t h a t  r e a l i t y  i s  n o t  

, n e c e s s a r i l y - a s  he  b e l i e v e s  it t o  b e .  T h i s  i s  n o t  a n  
e a s y  o r  c o m f o r t a b l e  t h i n g  t o  l e a r n ,  and most men i n  
h i s t o r y  have p r o b a b l y  been a b l e  t o  a v o i d  t h i n k i n g  a b o u t  
it . . . sometimes t h e  d i s s o n a n c e  between r e a l i t y  and 
f a l s e  b e l i e f s  r e a c h e s  a  p o i n t  w h e n , i t  becomes i m p o s s i b l e  
t o  a v o i d  t h e  awareness  t h a t  t h e  wor ld  no  l o n g e r  makes 
s e n s e .  Only &hen i s  i t  p o s s i b l e  f o r  t h e  mind t o  c o n s i d e r  
r a d i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  i d e a s  and p e r c e p t i o n s  (Engel  1972:  
v i i )  . 

T h i s  r a t h e r  generual, b u t  e l e g a n t l y  p u t  q u o t a t i o n  does  
r 

i n d e e d  c a p t u r e  t h e  e s s e n c e  o f  a  comrnunicational approach .  The 

4 emphasis  on l o c a t i n g  p u n c t u a t i o n s  i n  t h e  r c o n t e x t u a l  framework, 

which i n v o l v e s  fhej p r o c e s s  of: metacommunication and t h u s  ;he 

p o s s i b i l i t y  o$' r e p u n c t u a t i n g  t h e  e x p e r i e n c e s  i n  q u e s t i o n  ( d u e ,  

o f  c o u r s e ,  t o  t h e  awareness  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  i n d e e d  " d i f f e r e n t  

0 4 

r e a l i t i e s "  which a r e  made appare f i t  t h r o w h  t h e  r e c o g n i t i o n  of  



- 
\ 112 1 

6 -. 

levels of patterns of relationship) ,further reveals the radical 

' and symbiotic nature of a communicational approach, for under- 

standing the inherent complexities of all* forms of communication: 

To put it more simply, since it is always concerned with . 

different realities, a communicational approacH is a punctuation 

or metapunctuation in itself. It igJ 9. approach which organizes 

"material" in a contextual manner. Further, it allows for 

c'ritical analysis of "why" we punctuate certain relations in 

part6lar ways. ~hus, it pr6vides us with the opportunity of 

sepunctuatin experiences by aiding in our recognition of , 

dominant idediogical constr ints and of a "gestalt" of the 7 C 

pattern which connects. We are reminded that, at least, three 
Ci 

notions are essential to the recognition of a communicational 

approach as being a truly energent epistemology. The =roach 
b- &-- 

always stresses the eve,r-crucial notion of context, &~-+?to 
*- 

with the evolution of change and advanc Y "rules ratber than B 

laws" epistemology (Wilder 1978 : 27) . 
-. 

Indeed,%ince it is not governed* by a rigid la~s~frame- . 
work--and js truly open to translating and borrowing from 

i different traditions, ideas and writings--a communicational 

approach encourages the punctuation of experience in a unified ., 

and transdisciplinary manner. In other words, it'allows one the 
7 

. freedom to explore different realities (punctuations) in a 
- 

critical fashion: searching for qualities, not quantities, 
\ 

patterns of relation(ship), not "things" and building upon ideas 

which ~ltimately leads to the emergence.of a more contextual - .  

understanding which, ii turn, builds upon even higher levels of 



matacorn~lunicational contextua4 constraint! 

t is a view which focuses on pattern and form rather k t an on discrete.elements, comwnent parts, pieces and 
events. This-focus permits the epergence of understandings I 

which are neither available nor appropriate to a focus 
on elements. I-k,sffers a view in which the complexity 
of relationships is preserved. As Weakland pointed out, 3 
that complexity must be preserved ifits effects are ever -. 
to be understood. We do our understanding of behavior c. 

Ccommunication3 no favor by.artificially separating and 
simplifying into eleme ts that complexity (in the relations 
betweeh ahd among tho 2 e elements) which is integral to - 
their effects (Abeles 1976 : 148) . -_ 

v 

~ates& describes the & p ~ , f  igant and qualitative 

difference between a communicational approach and most other 
. D  

perspectives as being based in the responsiveness of this 
/ 34 "metapunctuation" to aesthetic unity. 

I hold to the presupposition that'our loss of the sense 
of aesthetic unity was, quite simply, an epistemological 
mistake,, I believe that that rpistake may be more,serious 
thanell the minor insanities that characterize those 
older epistemologies which agrpqd upon the fundamental 
unity (Bateson 1979: 19)- 

By calling the approach aesthetic, Bateson is reaffirming 

the idea that a communicational approach is concerned with 
8 

studying the "reality of realityn. In light' of this definition 

--and, of course, all the previous discussion which led up to 

this point--it is no% apparent that a communicational approach is 

far f ~ o m  being 'a totally new perspective; for what it is 
'i 3 5  

purporting is a"'dialectica1" view of the world., 

3 4 ~ s  discussed on p. 77, Bateson defines aesthetic a8 - . 
being "responsive" to the pattern which connects (1979: 9). 

35~he dialectical nature of a communicational approach has 
been gradually revealed through the ensuing discussion and 
illustration of the characteristics of both communication, as 
such, and the more complex levels of relations involved in the 
approach. Indeed, the evolution of such conceptualizations as 



. - 
, [ I t 1  s e t s  o u t  t o  t r a n s l a t e  between some o f  t h e  many . %  -- a 

4 - 1  

d i a l e c t s  o f  t h e  d i s c o u r s e  of  s c i e n c e  i n  o u r  c u l t u r e ;  * 

and ,  a s  a r e s u l t ,  t o  b r i n g  t o g e t h e r  c o n c e p t s ' a n d  even - 
t r a d i t i o n s  which a r e  g e n e r a l l y  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  q u i t e  B 

u' d i s t i n c t  f i e l d s  of  s tudy  i n  t h e  modern o r g a n i z a t i o n  of 
knowledge (Wilden 1980 f x v i i i )  . S' - 

The manner i n  which it s e t s  o u t  t o  do t h i s ,  however, & - 

' f i n d s  i t s  ruduments i n  a  complex i d e a  which h a s  been deve lop ing  -'- 
- 

i' 

f o r  c e n t u r i e s :  t h e  n o t i o n  of t h e  d i a l e c t i c .  For a  , . 

comrnunicational approach i s  an approach which espouses  t h e  
? 

t .  

punc tua t ion  of l e v e l s  of. p a t t e r n s  of  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i n  a  t r a n s -  

d i s c i p l - i n a r y  and d i a l e c t i c a l  f a s h i o n .  

c o n t e x t ,  metacommunieation, p a t t e r n s  of r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  form 
c o n s t r a i n i n g  c o n t e n t ,  l e v e l s  and me ta l eve l s  of  r e l a t i o n ,  and 
punc tua t ion  and'repunctuation--for example--could never  have 
been r e a l i z e d  i f  khe development o f  t p e  epis temology had n o t  
embraced d i a l e c t i c s ,  i n  the real sense .  M o r e o v e r , - t h e . r e j e c t i o n  
of p o s i t i v i s t  empi r ic i sm,  t h e  g e n e r a t i o n - o f  a  " r u l e s "  r a t h 6 r  

k- t han  " l a w i '  governed c a l c p s ,  t h e  emphasis on t h e . n e c e s s i t y  of an 
"open-" sys temic  r u b r i c  which borrows and t r a n s l a t e s  concepts  and 
i d e a s ,  from d i f f e r e n t  d i s c i p l i n e s  and/ora a r e a s  of t hough t ,  and 
t h e  r e c o g n i t i o n  t h a t  t h e  approach i s  . " e p i s t e m o l o g i c a l l y  'in 
p rog res s "  most certain-l.y a i d  i n  t h e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  
approach a s  be ing  t r a n s d i s c i p l i n a r y  and thug ,  p i a l e c t i c a l .  



CHAPTER I11 

To t h i n k  d i a l e c t i c a l l y  i s  t o  d e c r e e  t h e  
o b s o l e s c e n c e i o f  c h e r i s h e d  c o h c e p t s  which e x p l a i n  - 4 

even o n e ' s  r e c e n t  p a s t .  One of  t h e  marks o f  a  6 

t r u e  d i a l e c t i c i a n ,  however,  i s  t h e  a b i l i t y  ko 
'move beyond '  t h e  p a s t  w i t h o u t  r e p u d i a t i n g  it 
i n  t h e  names o f  new l e v e l s  of  c r i t i c a l  
c o n s c i o u s n e s s -  p r $ s e n t l $  e n  joyed.  

Denis  G o u l e t ,  " I n t r o d u c t i o n "  t o  I 

E d u c a t i o n  : The P r a c t i c e  o f  Freedom (1974)  

..-. 

The t e r m  " d i a l e c t i c "  i s  employed by many w r i t e r s  whc a r e  

a t t e m p t i n g  t o  s t u d y  phenomena i n  a n  a e s t h e t i c  way. I t  i s  

u n f o r t u n a t e  t h a t  t h e  c o n c e p t u a l i z a t i o n  o f  what  i s  i m p l i e d  by t h e  

u s e  o f  t h e  t e rm " d i a l e c t i c a l "  i s  r a r e l y  d e f i n e d .  I n  f a c t ,  t h e  

complex i ty  of t h e  i d e a  i s  so i m p o r t a n t  f o r  e x p l a i n i n g  a l l  a s p e c t s  

of  communica~ ion  t h a t  it d o e s  i n d e e d  w a r r a n t  s p e c i a l  a t t e n t i o n .  

The manner i n  which a  communicat ional  approach  p u n c t u a t e s  
1- 

e x p e r i e n c e  c l o s e l p  r e s e m b l e s  t h e  d i a l e c t i c a l  p r o c e s s .  T h i s  i s  

h a r d l y  s u r p r i s i n g ,  a s  a c o r n m u n i c a ~ i o n a l  approach  i s  n e c e s s a r i l y  

- 
l ~ h e  t e r m  d i a l e c t i c  f i n d ;  igs e t y m o l o g i c a l  f o u n d a t i o n s  i n  

t h e  Greek d i a l e k t i k o s - . - d i a  . -  meaning " th rough"  o r  "between" ,  
l e k t i k o s  which i s  d e r i v e d  from t h e  v e r b  l e g o ,  meaning " I  s a y "  o r  
"I c h o o s e " .  I n  e n t i r e t y ,  d i a l e k t i k o s  p e r t a i n s  t o  d i s c o u r s e ' o r  
d i s c u s s i o n  (Oxford E n g l i s h  D i c t i o n a r y ) .  ~ -- 



dialectical by its o& admission and nature.l An understanding 

of, at least, the basis of the dialectical process proves 

essential to our understanding of the implications of a 

communicational approach for explaining the multi-dimensional 

nature of communicational phenomena (all behaviour). However, 

since the quality of the notion is so complex; I can offer only . - / 

3 
I 

a working definition of the dialectic here. 

The,Origins of the Concept 
9-9 

There does not seem to be a universally agreed upon 

consensus of when the term dialectic was first employed. Some 

historians contend that the notion of the dialectic is as ancient 

as the fifth century B.C.E., and that Aristotle (384-322 B.C.E.) 

recognized Zeno of Elea (490-430 B.C.E:) as being the inventor 
" 

of the term. The notion of the "dialectic" can be traced, at 

least, as far back as the times of Classical Greece (5th century) 

where a technique kdown as eristic as employed in the schools. b 7 2 -& 
2 In the previous chapter, a comrnunicational approach was 

identified as being a metapunctuation, partially because of the 
way in which i.t punctuates experience in t t it embraces a 
"both/andM loyic which necessarily subsume and translates fr.om 7 (repunctuates) "either/or"/analytic logic/ This "both/andU idea 
can now begin to be clarified as it is analogous with what is 
meant by dialectical. 

L 
4 

3"~ialectics" is a highly complexand multi-dimensional 
. notion. In order to discuss the evolution of this idea, and its 

essential nature--in both theory and praxis--I have drawn (and 
translated) from a variety of sources, some of which include 
Acton 1967, Caute 1967, Coe and wilden 1978, Coe 1979, Hall 1967, 
White 1957, Rius 1976; Wilden 1976, 1977a, 1980 and 1980a, and 
Edmund Wilson 19'72. 

- 



I - 

T h i s  t e c h n i q u e  i n v o l v e d  t h e  p r e s e n t a t i o n v o f  a  t h e s i s  by one L2 

s t u d e n t ;  a n o t h e r  s t u d e n t  would t h e n  i n i t i a t e  a  series o f  

q u e s t i o n s  which w e r e  d e s i g n e d  t o  l e a d  t h e  f i r s t  s t u d e n t  t o  
+ 

c o n t r a d i c t  h i m s e l f  and  t h v s  s e e  t h e  e r r o r  o f  h i s  e rgument .  T h i s  
i 

was t h e  main method used  by S o c r a t e s  (Coe 1979:  n . p . ) .  

D i a l e c t i c  seems t o  have  b e e n ,  f o r  S o c r a t e s ,  l i t e r a l l y  t h e  
a r t  of  d f s c u s s i o n ,  a  s e a r c h  f o r  t r u t h  by q u e s t i o n  and 
answer ;  b u t  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of t h e  conqep t  i s  t h e  s o r t  o f  
t r u t h  t h a t  was t y p i c a l l y  s o u g h t  by him . . . ( H a l l  1967:  
3 8 6 ) .  - (2 

A r i s t o t l e ' s  . c o n c e p t i o n  was more complex. H e  b e l i e v e d  

t h a t  c e r t a i n  t r u t h s  c o u l d  b e  known d e f i n i t e l y ,  w h i l e  o t h e r  t y p e s  

o f  t r u t h  c o u l d  b e  known o n l y  p r o b a b l y .  For  A r i s t o t l e ,  d i a l e c t i c s  
' # 

was t h e  method o f  r e a c h i n g  t h i s  second k i n d  of t r u t h .  T h i s  w a s ,  e 

i n  k e e p i n g  w i t h  t h e  S o c r a t i c  t r a d i t i o n  t h a t  t h i s  k i n d  o f  t r u t h  

, c o u l d  be  r e a l i z e d  t h r o u g h  t h e  a r t  o f  d i s c u s s i o n ,  where in  s p e a k e r s  

would r e p r e s e n t  d i f f e r e n t  p e r s p e c t i v e s  on t h e  s u b j e c t .  For  

S o c r a t e s  it i s  t h r o u g h  t h i s  a r t  o f  d i s c u s s i o n  t h a t  t h e  s p e a k e r s  

and l i s t e n e r s  b e g i n  t o  approach  a  f u l l e r  and more a c c u r a t e  t r u t h  
i . v 

t h a n  any o f  t h o s e  r e p r e s e n t e d  by t h e  o r i g i n a l  v i e w p o i n t s .  For  

what o c c u r r e d ,  i~ thTs d i a l c S c t i c a 1  p r o c e s s ,  was t h e  r e c o g n i t i o n  

of  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  between i d e a s .  Both A r i s t o t l e  and S o c r a t e s  
.', 

a s s e r t e d  t h a t  it was t h r o u g h  t h e  awareness  o f  c o n t r a d i c t i o n s  t h a t  

new knowledge c o u l d  be a c h i e v e d .  I n d e e d ,  t h e  n o t i o n  t h a t  two o r  

more p e o p l e  d i s c u s s i n g  a n  i d e a  w i l l  c o n c e i v e  something new can  

serv'e a s  t h e  o r i g i n a l  model f o r  d i a l e c t i c ' s  (Coe 1979:  n . p . ) .  d h e  



underlying uh&~standing of the term-is, then, that the dialectic 

4 
is an e~change (communication) of views. --I L - 

-I 

It is interesting to note that resembl~nce between this 

anyient .notion of 'dialectin and'certain ~ch.&r?cteristics of a 
- - 

communi~cational approach are already evi4ent. Specifically, the 

a  reek idea that,different realities can be.discovered through 
I 

interaction, and the comrnunicational perspective's approach to 

punctuating and repunctuating levels (and metalevels)>of reality. 

d The interpretation of the dialectic, as described by the 
5 

Greek philosophers, was, however, idealistic. 
, 

/- The dialectical world outlook eme~ged in ancient times 
both in China and in Europe. Ancient dialectics, however, 
had a sodewhat spontaneous and naive character;vin the 
social and historical conditions then'prevailing it was 
not yet ablq to form a theoretical system, hence it could 

, not.fully ~xplain the world and was supplanted by 
metaphysicsc (Mao Tse Tung 1937 : 315) . 

It was not until-Lhe 19th century that a theoretical system of 
* 

dF 
dialectics was truly realized. This was primarily .the 

/ 
- 

;Z Although ~rist6tle is perceived as being one of the earlie t philcsophers to employ the dialectical method, his 
approaqh was a more rigid application than was that of Socrates, 
for exahple. or the "law of the excluded.middle" (which was 
discussed in R he previous chapter) is an Aristotelian concept. 
Nevertheless, the way in which dialectics is understood, within 
a comrnunicational approach, encompasses--and translates from 
--Aristotle's notion (i.e., "both/andW logic constrains "either/ 
or" logic). 

'idealism refers to 'any theoretical or practical view - 
emphasizing mind--soul, spirit, life--or what is characteristi- 
cally of pre-eminent value or significance to it" (Runes 1960: 
136). - 

6   eta physics refers to speculat.ive or abstract reasoning. 



r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  p h i l c s o p h e r  Georg Wilhelm F r i e d r i c h  Hegel 

The H e g e l i a n  D i a l e c t i c  

According t o  White (1957)  H e g e l ' s  work h a s  i n f l u e n c e d  

a lmos t  e v e r y  . i m p o r t a n t  . p h i l o s o p h i c a l  movemen; o f .  t h e  t w e n t i e t h  

c e n t u r y .  Fur the rmore ,  h i s  w r i t i n g s  had pronounced e f f e c t s  on t h e  

,- J 

o r i g i n a t o r s  of Marxism and e x i s t e n t i a l i s r h .  I t  i s  i n d i c a t i v e  o f  

t h e  complex i ty  and w e a l t h  o f  i d e a s  e x a m p e d  by Hegel  t h a t  n o t  
I 

o ~ l y  h a s  h i s  work been a s s o c i a . t e d  w i t h  c e r t a i n  a s p e c t s  of  Marxism - 

--and c o n c u r r e n t l y  s o c i a l i s m - - b u t  t h a t  a l s o  Hegel h a s  been seen  

a s  a  f o r e r u n n e r  o f  Fasc i sm ( a s  a  r e s u l t  of  h i s  i d e a s  c o n c e r n i n g  

t h e  S t a t e ) .  

Unl ike  some e a r l y  p h i l o s o p h e r s ,  who.viewed t h e  wor ld  

s t a t i c a l l y - - i . e . ,  i n  t e r m s  o f  f i x e d  laws o r  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  t o  - 
e x p l a i n  c e r t a i n  phenomenon--Hegel viewed a l l  c o n c e p t s ,  a l l '  i d e a s ,  ; 

and a l l  problems i n  h i s t o ~ i c a l  t e r m s .  While most o f  h i s  e a r l i e r  
' $ 

J-3 

p e e r s  d i s c u s s e d  t h e  wor ld  i n  t e r m s  of  a b s t r a A t i o n s  and u n i v e r s a l s  

7 ~ . ~ . ~ .  Hegel was a  German i d e a l i s t  ph i l ' h sopher .  H e  was 
r a i s e d  a  Lu the ran  C h r i s t i a n  and r e c e i v e d b h i s  e d u c a t i o n  i n  a  
t h e o l o g i c a l  seminary .  A f t e r - g r a d u a t i o n  he was a  r e s i d e n t  t u t o r  
f o r  a r i s t r o c r a t i c  f a m i l i e s  i n  b o t h  Bern and F r a n k f u r t  f o r  s e v e a  
years ' ,  a f t e r  which he  r e c e i v e d  a  p o s t  a s  a  t e a c h e r  i n  J e n a  a t  t h e  
age o f  t h i r t y - s i x .  I t  was a t  ~ e n a  t h a t  he comple ted  h i s  f i r s t  
major  work, The Phenomenology o f  t h e  Mind ( o r  sF i r i t )  ( ~ e i s t ) ,  
w h i l e  ~ a p o l e o n i c  t r o o p s  marched i n t o  t h e  conquered  c i t v .  ~ r o m '  
1806-1808 Hegel s e r v e d  a s  e d i t o r  of  a  d a i l y  newspaper i n d  t h e n  
headmaster  of a  s c h o o l  i n  Nuremberg. Having a c h i e v e d  r e c o g n i t i o n  +i 

th rough  f u r t h e r  p u b l i c a t i o n s ,  Hegel  was a p p o i n t e d  P r o f e s s o r  of 
Ph i losophy  a t  H e i d e l b e r g .  I n  1816 and i n  1818 ,  hav ing  ach ieved  
fame and i n f l u e n c e ,  he  became a p r o f e s s o r  a t  t h e  U n i v e r s i t y  o f  
Bern. A t  s i x t y - o n e  H e g e l ' d i e d ,  d u r i n g  a  c h o l e r a  ep idemic .  H i s  
f r i e n d s  and s t u d e n t s  compi led  a n  e d i t i o n  o f  h i s  works i n  e i g h t e e n  
volumes which were posthumously p u b l i s h e d  (Acton 1967:  4 3 5 ;  
Aiken 1957:, 8 2 ) .  
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what he ,  i s  s t a t i n g  is t h a t  h i s t o r y  .does h o t ,  r e p e a t  i t s e l f  i n  i 

b '> A 0 '. 
, a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  c a u s a l  l a w s I S b u t  t h a t  e v e r y . s t a g e  o r  "moment", a s  . 
:p.* - 

Hegel c a l l s  i t ,  must be view&'in t h e  immediate  c o n t e x t  o f  i t s  4. 

p a s t ,  f u t u r e ,  and p r , e s e n t  ( i b i d .  . 
- 

3- 

I t  i s  h e r e  t h a t  an  unde,r ,s tanding o f  H e g e l ' s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  
/' 

o f  t h e  d i a l e c t i c  becomes n e c e s s a r y  i n  c l a r i f  i n g  h i s  t h e o r y  o f  
- 

h i s t o r i c a l  development .  According t o  Hege l ,  d i a l e c t i c a l  

o p p o s i t i o n  i s  " c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  a l l  v a l i d  t h i n k i n g  a b c u t  

r e a l i t y "  ( i b i d .  : 74) . 

Unl ike  o t h e r  p h i l o s o p h e r s  who d i d  n o t  a d e q u a t e l y  

d e a l  w i t h  t h e  i d e a  o r  r e a l i t y  of  c o n t r a d i c t i o n ,  Hegel 

on t h e  o t h e r  hand,  n o t  o n l y  a c c e p t e d  such  c o n t r a d i c t i a n s  b u t  

\ 
embra%ed them a s  g u i d e s  t o  a  h i g h e r  l e v e l '  o f  unders tandi -ng,  % 

r e s o l u t i o n ,  and c o n s e q u e n t l y  " p h i l o s o p h i c a l  t r u t h "  . For  example,, 
1 

i n  S c i e n c e  o f  Log ic ,  &Hegel w r o t e  t h a t :  

. . . ' a l l  t h i n g s  a r e  i n  themse lves  c o n t r a d i c t o r y ' ,  t h a t  
'movement i s  e x i s t i n g  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  i t s e l f ' ,  and t h a t  
' o n l y  i n s o f a r  a s  someth ing  h a s  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  i n  i t s e l f  7 r 
does  i t  move, have  impulse  o r  a c t i v i t y '  ( c i t e d  i n  Acton 1 
1967:  4 4 9 )  . 

Hegel ,  f o l l o w i n g ~ a n t  , saw e v e r y  t h e s i s  a s  g e n e r a t i n g  

a  c o n t r a d i c t o r y  a n t i t h e s i s ;  howeveL, he r e g a r d e d  t h e  

t h e s i s / a n t i t h e s i s  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  a s  t r u e  o n l y  i f  b o t h  

w e r e  " u n d e r s t o o d  i n  a  new l i g h t ,  a s  i m p e r f e c t  e x p r e s s i o n s  of  a 

h i g h e r ,  more i n c l u s i v e  p r o p o s i t i o n  which c o n t a i n s  what i s  

s i g n i f i c a n t  i n  b o t h  o f  them" ( i b i d . ) .   his p r o p o s i t i o n  was what 

Hegel d e f i n e d  a s  " s y n t h e s i s " .  



More t e c h n i c a l l y ,  e v e r y  c o n t r a d i b t i o n ,  f o r .  Hegel ,  i s  
r e a l l y  a  d i s g u i s e d - r e l a t i o n .  Any c o n t r a d i c t i o n  may t h u s  
b e  viewed a s  m e ~ e l y  a n  a b s t r a c t  and hence  i m p e r f e c t  
d e s c r i p t i o n  of  a  mp'rre i n c l u s i v e  and more c o n c r e t e l y  
u n d e r s t o o d  r e a l i t y  (Aiken 1957:  7 4 ) .  

b * 
R e t u r n i n g  t o  t h e  H e g e l i a n  b e l i e f  t s t  no e n t i t y  c a n z e x i s t  i n  

i s o l a t i o n ,  t h e  i d e a  o f  " s y n t h e s i s "  s c r y s t a l l i z e d . ,  

I f  t h e  c o n t r a d i c t o r y  o f i "  i s  a lways  t r e a t e d  j u s t  a s  
, 

"not-A", t h e n  "not-A" becomes, a s  Hegel reminds  u s ,  " a  b a r e  
P Q  

a b s t r a c t i o n  which i s  u n d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e  from n o t h i n g  a t  a l l "  - 

( c i t e d  i n  ~ c t o ;  1967 : .449) . The a n t i t h e s i s  w i t h i n  a  c o n t r a -  
P 

19 d i c t i o n ,  t h e r e f  re ,  must have a  " p o s i t i v e "  meaning; i n  o t h e r  

words ,  i t  must  have a  c h a r a c t e r  o,f i t s  own. Hegel c a l l e d  t h i s  

" t h e  n e g a t i o n  of  t h e  n e g a t i o n "  (Wilson 1972:  2 2 4 ) .  I n  H e g e l ' s  

d i a l e c t i c  t h e  "not-A" becomes a  " B " ;  however,  i n  c o n c e i v i n g  i t  

t h i s  way t h e  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  i s  removed and t r a n s f o r m e d  t o  a  . 

h i g h e r  l e v e l  o f  meaning. T h i s  is  t h e  s y n t h e s i s - - a  t r i a d ' i c  

movement "from a  t h e s i s ,  ' A ' ,  t o  i t s  a n t i t h e s i s ; .  - ' no t -A ' ,  which 
* a  a 

b 5' 
i n  t u r n  g i v e s  way t o  a  s y n t h e s i s  which t r a n s f o r m s  o u r  

I, 

of  b o t h  ' A '  and 'not-A"' (Acton 1967:  4 3 6 ) .  

For  Hege l ,  t h e n ,  "A" i s  a  p a r t i c u l a r ,  "not-A" i s  t h e  rest r- 
o f  t h e  u n i v e r s e .  T h e r e f o r e ,  "not-A" c a n n o t  be  p l a c e d  a s  an  

o p p ~ s i t e  o f  "A", f o r  it e x i s t s  a t  a h i g h e r  and more complex l e v e l .  

( T h i s  i s  one way i n  which t h e  communicat ional  approach ,  w i t h  i t s  

emphasis  on h i e r a r c h i e s  o f  l e v e l s - - t h e  t r a n s l a t i o n  o f  t h e  t h e o r y  
* 

P '  

of l o g i c a l  types - - resembles  t h e  Hege l i an  d i a l e c t i c ;  c f . - - < h a p t e r  

1, PP- 3 9 - 4 ) .  The d i a l e c t i c  d o e s  n o t ,  however,  end h e r e .  On 

t h e  c o n t r a r y ,  it i s  o n l y  t h e  b e g i n n i n g ,  f o r  t h e  s y n t h e s i s  must 

g e n e r a t e  a  new a n t i t h e s i s  which can  be  removed o n l y  t h r o u g h  a 



still higher synthesis; "it is a multileveled and continuous 

process" (Aiken 1957: 74) . 
This explmation of the dialectic proves essential for 

I 

clarifying ideas involved in a communicational approach. Indeed, . 

the notion of levels of ,communication comes immediately to mind: 

For not only does the notion of dialectics embody the notions of 

levels and/or logicdl types, but also necessarily involves the 
t 

notion of metacommunication. Indeed,*the "generation" of 
/ 

syntheses--which, in turn, generate hi her levels of theses and 

J - 
antitheses, and so on--resembles the dea of/ cbmmunications about 

cormnunication--higher levels of communicatioA (cf . Chapter I, 
4 .  

; pp. 31-54). 
The notion of punctuation can also be easily identified 

with this dialectical process. If we go back to 'our explanation 

of an argument (cf. Chapter 11, P. 891 ,  where each member 

punctuates the patterns differently, the reality of the 

importance of this dialectical conc'eptualization immediately 

comes to light. 1n.this example, the first punctuation can now 

be seen as the "thesis", while the secogd punctuation (if it is 
-- 

- a response, either verbal or non-verba L a n  be seen as the 

"antithesis". Resolut-ion of this argument can only take place 

if the participants metacommunicate about the relationship, 

recognizing how they are, punctuating (or mispunctuating) the 

communication and agree to repunctuate. The repunctuation can 

then be immediately perceived as a higher level and 
I 

thus beTng the "synthesis". 



- 

~dwever, one must beware of embracing the Hegelh- 

dialectic wholeheartedly, for we must always remember its ideal- 

istic rudiments. For example, although the Hegelian "universe" 

is always interrelated--which, as previously expressed, ,was a 
tr 

radical and necessc?ry concept for any unde$standing of phenomena 

--"it is a universe of ideal concepts, not our familiar material - 
or social universe" (Sherman 1976: 57). In discussing contra- 

I F 1 4 
J 

dictions Hegel chooses to use such metaphysical examples as 

Being and Nothing. Although his contentions of an entity only 

achieving reality in rel'ation to its "opposite" and the 

inevitable synthesis, Some critics of Begel point out that to 

even place such concepts in opposition signifies that they are 
. . 

identical. This can be a very,dangerous notion, in that the . 
synthesis can assume th; uniflcation of concepts, which are not - 

equal. (In-. Lhe case of Being and Nothinq, for example, the 
L 

synthesis is one of Becoming.) - \ 
- Hegel belleved that philosophers must perceive the 

contradiction 'as a challenge in order to create a new synthesis 

a which leads to a more "c&textual" representation of the o>iginal , 

notion. h t 

When Hegel was addocating the dialectical method, he had 
Y in mind amethod in which oppcsitions, con*licts, 

tensions, and refutations were courted rather than 
aOoided or evaded (Acton 1967: 4 4 4 )  .8 

- 
"The dialectic, as he conceives it., is at once a law of thought 

and a law 05 being" (Aiken 1957: 7.5). To Hegel, what at first 

- 8~ndeed, this can be said to be .true of Socrates, also. 



- 
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- 
a p p e a r s  r e a l  t o  u s  i s ,  i n  a c t u a l i t y ,  o n l y  a n  a b s t r a ' c t i o n  or a  

" b a r e  p a r t i c u l a r "  o f  t h e  r e a l  e x i s t i n g  r g l a t i o n s ,  so, t h a t  a n y t h i n g  

becomes r e a l  o n l y  when =t c e a s e s  t o  be  " a  b a r e  p a r t i c u l a r " .  

I t  i s  i n t e r e ~ t ~ n g  t o  n o t e  how, Hegel r e a l i z e s  t h i s  n o t i o n  

i n  r e g a r d s  t o  h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  human, which i s q i n  e s s e n c e  

c r i t i c i s m  of t h e  myth u f  i n d i v i d u a . l i s m .  For  Hegel  u s e s  h i s  

metaphor of t h e  " b a r e  p a r t i c u l a r "  t o  d e s c r i b e  how a  human b e i n g  

can  o n l y  become human [or a  p e r s o n )  i f  s / h e  g i v e s  up h i s  o r  h e r  ' 

% I 

c l a i m  " t o  i n d i v i d u a l  u n i q u e n e s s  and i s  c o n t e n t  t o  b e  r e g a r d e d  a s  

an a s p e c t  o f  t h e  l a r g e  s o c i a l  whole t o  which he b e l o n g s "  (Aiken 
1 

1957:  7 5 ) .  (Al though t h i s  i s  o n l y  ' the  " t i p  o f  t h e  i c e b ~ r g "  i n  

t h e  v e r y  complex and n e c e s s a r y  argument  c o n c e r n i n g  ind iy , idua l i sm,  

H e g e l ' s  a n a l y s i s  must 6e r e c o g n i z e d  a s  c o n t r i b u t i n g  s i g n i f i c a n t  
\ 

i n s i g h t  t o  t h e  unders tandin 'g  o f  a d i s p u t e ,  which i s  v e h e d e n t l y  

a rgued  t o  t h i s  d a y - - i . e . ,  t h e  i d e a  o f  i n d i v i d u a l i s m ,  and its r o l e  

i n  p e r p e t u a t i n g  t h e  dominant  i d e o l o g y .  ') 
r 

However, the re .  i s  a  c o n c r e t e ,  r e a l  e n t i t y  which ,  f o r  
/ 

Hegel, e x i s t s ,  and it i s  h e r e  t h a t  one can b o t h  i d e n t i f y  h i s  

i d e a l i s m  an$ a l s o  see how h i s  t h e o l o g i c a l  background an.d b e l i e f s  

i n f l u e n c e  h i s  view. . The e n t i t y  i s  c a l l e d  " t h e  A b s o l u t e " .  I t  i s  

~ e ~ e l '  s c o n t e n t i o n  t h a t  t h e  A b s a l u t e  r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  m a t r i x  o f '  

t h e  d i a l e c t i c  and t h a t  a l l  s y n t h e s e s  a r e  h i e r a r c h i c a l ,  i n  t h a t  

a t t a i n i n g  t h e  l e v e l  o f  A b s o l u t e  i s  t h e i r  u l t i r c a t e  g o a l .  Thus,  
f 

e v e r y  o c c u r e n c e ,  o r  e v e n t  i s  mere ly  a  "moment" i n  t h e  

" u n e n v i s a g e a b l e  t o t a l i t y "  o f  t h e  Abso lu te '  ( i b i d .  ) . The Abso lu te  . 

' ~ n d  a s  Wilden reminds  u s ;  " i d e o l o g i e s ,  l i k e  r e a l i t y ,  
i n v o l v e  l e v e l s  o f  r e l a t i o n  . . ." (1980: x x i i )  . 2 

c' 
J" 



A 
- - f u l l y  r a t i o n a l - - &  t h e  u l t i m a t e  i d e a l  o f  r e a s o n  f o r  which " t h e  

, 

d i a l e c t i c a l  c o n s c i o u s n e s s  o f  man can  g r a s p  o n l y  a s  a  g o a l  end- 
L 

1 e s s l y . t o  be s t r L v e n  f o r ,  y e t  n e v e r  r eached  o r  even comprehended 

. . ." ( i b i d . :  7 6 ) .  I t  i s  omnipo ten t  and u n a t t a i n a b l e .  

The A b s o l u t e  s e r v e s  a  fundamenta l  purpose  i n  r e g a r d s  t o  

H e g e l ' s  e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  h i s t o r i c a l  change and t h e  d i a l e c t i c  o f  

h i s t o r y .  For e a c h  t r i a d i c  p r o c e s s - - t h e s i s ,  a n t i t h e s i s ,  s y n t h e s i s  

- - r e p r e s e n t s  a  h i g h e r  s t a g e  towards  t h e  dgvelopment o f  t h e  

Abso lu te  ( b i d . )  . Foy, i f  i n  H e g e l ' s  development  o f  i d e a s ,  

c a l l e d  " l o g i c " ,  no  p r o p o s i t i o n  i s  whol ly  d e n i e d ,  t h e n  t h e  same 
). 

p r o v e s  t r u e  f o r  h i s  d i a l e c t i c  o f  h i s t o r y .  Hegel b e l i e v e d  t h a t  

e a c h  s u c c e s s i v e  g e ~ e r a t i o n  i n  h i s t o r y  must p r e s e r v e  and i n h e r i t  

a s p e c t s  o f  i t s  p a s t ,  even though t h e  c u r r e n t  g e n e r a t i o n  might  

lo T h e r e f o r e ,  ' e x p r e s s i o n s  o f  c o n s c i o u s l y  n e g a t e  i t s  a n t e c e d e n t s . .  

l 0 c o e  and Wilden p o i n t  o u t  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  c o n c e p t ,  known 
a s  Aufhebung, which a i d s  i n  o u r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h i s  complex 

f p r o c e s s  . 
"The German e x p r e s s i o n  u s e d  t o  d e s c r i b e  t h i s  k i n d  o f  
change is Aufhebung. S i n c e  t h i s  t e r m  embodies c o n t r a -  
d i c t o r y  s i g n i f i c a t i o n s ,  it d e s c r i b e s  d i a l e c t i c a l  
t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s  r a t h e r  w e l l .  On t h e  one  hand,  it 
s i g n i f i e s :  ' c a n c e l l i n g ,  a b o l i s h i n g ,  e n d i n g ,  s u s p e n d i n g ,  
n e u t r a l i z i n g ,  removing,  and c o u n t e r a c t i n g ' .  On t h e  
o t h e p ,  i t . a l s o  means: ' l i f t i n g ,  s t o r i n g  up,  g o i n g  
beyona,  p r e s e r v i n g  or  r e t a i n i n g ,  and c o n s e r v i n g ' "  
(19%: 4 7 ) .  

I t s  meaning becomes even  c l e a r e r  w i t h i n  t h e  F r e u d i a n  c o n t e x t :  4 

"Freud ,  f o r  i n s t a n c e ,  u s e s  Aufhebung t o  d e s c r i b e  t h e  1 
p r o c e s s  by which a n  i d e a  o r  image t h a t  h a s  been 

L r e p r e s s e d  from c o n s c i o u s n e s s  c a n  emerqe i n t o  
c o n s c i o u s n e s s  w i t g o u t  o u r  r e c o g n i z i n g . i t s  i m p l i c a t i o n .  
Thus,  s a y s  Freud ( D i e .  Verneinung ( ~ e g a t i o n )  ) . . . t h e '  
r e p r e s s i o n  i s  b o t h  ' l i f t e d '  and , ' conse rved1- -as  when 
t h e  p e r s o n  on t h e  couch s a y s ,  ' I  know what you a r e .  
t h i n k i n g .  But  t h e  man i n  t h e  dream i s  n o t  my f a t h e r ' "  - 
( i b i d . )  . 



past culture must necessarily exist in our culture today (Aiken 

1957: 75; cf. Acton 1967: 445). When this is rec,ogniz&8, a more 
- 

comprehensive social reality becomes evident. However, there is 
,- 

an ufkimate "plan" in this societal transformation--that of both, 
t ,  

a dialectical and spiritual nature--the "dialectical unfolding or 
! 

self-development of that which is completely unconditioned, I 

. namely, the Absolute itself . . ." (Aik'en 1957: 77) . This 

constant striving to achieve the unachievable is how Hegel 
' t '  

perceives historical change. He.interprets ic as being a struggle 

towards the spiritual freedom of humankind (ibid.). Hegel's 

notion of freedom is thus autonomy (the' ultimate freedom be-ing 

embodied, of course, in the spirit of the Absolute). Hegel 

recognizes "stages" of development in his envis'agement of 

historical change, whereby each stage is "highern,than the 

preceding stage. l2 Th-fore, "Hegel himself treated all 

ll~his is a good illustration of the' dialectical both/ 
L 

and nature of a communicational approach. For within this 
Hegelian notion we can see the existence of both analytic - 
either/or logic--the Absolute--and dialectical both/and logic 
--the multi-leveled nature of the ever-changing ("unfolding") 
patterns :of metacommunicational relationships involved in. the 
Hegelian dialectic. Once again, the necessity of a perspective 
--whi=h attempts to understand and explain real experience--to 
encornpas%, rather than absolhtely reject, (all) different modes 
of study, is emphasized. \L 

12~ote here the ~im~1aritie.s of Heqel's idea of 
"historical changeu--minus the idealism--and a communicati'onal 
approach's emphasis 'on, a m  punctuation of, contextual and thus 
metacornmunicational hierarchical levels of patterns of relation- b -  

ship, necessarily indolved in all communicational phenomena. 



c o n t r a d i c t i o n s  a s  d i a l e c t i c a l  moments i n  t h e  l i f e  o f  A b s o l u t e  

S p i r i t ,  u n i f i e d  i n  a  s i n g l e  comprehensive s y s t e m  o f  p h i l o s o p h y "  

(Acton 1967:  451) . 
The s p i r i t ,  t h e n ,  t a k e s  p r i o r i t y  o v e r  t h e  c u l t u r a l  

- * 
h i s t o r y  f o r  " t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  any c u l t u r e  . . . i s  mere ly  

i n c i d e n t a l  t o  i t s  s p i r i t u a l  s i g n i f i - c a n c e  f o r  t h e  p r e s e n t  age"  

(Aiken 1957:  78).. Fur thekmore ,  a c c o r d i n g  t o  Hege l ,  h i s t o r i c a l  

- , c h a n g e  c a n n o t  b e  s t u d i e d  by examining p a s t  e v e n t s ,  b u t  " o n l y  by 
" 

r e f l e c t i o n  upon t h a t  r e c o r d  when it i s  c o n c e i v e d  d i a l e c t i c a l l y  
* 

under  t h e  form o f  s p i r i t  . . ." ( i b i d . ) .  What he  i s  s a y i n g ,  
r 

t h e n ,  i s  t h a t  w e  must see h i s t o r i 6 a l  e v e n t s ,  c o n t r a d i c t i o n s ,  and 

s y n t h e s i s  a s  h a v i n g  a n  u l t i m a t e  d i r e c t i o n  o r  g o a ~ '  i . e . ,  t h e  

A b s o l u t e .  T h i s  " s p i r i t u a l "  m e d i a t o r  i s  e s s e n t i a l  t o  Hege l l . s  
s 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  human freedom and t h e  r o l e  o f  t h e  S t a t e .  
-7 

Morton o f f e r s  a more e s o t e r i c  e x p l a n a t i o n  i n  t h a t :  

Hegel h e l d  t h a t  t h e  u n i v e r s e  r e v e a l s  t h e  work ings ,  t h e  
development ,  t h e  r e a l i z a t i o n ,  t h e  u n f o l d i n g  o f  a  World - 
S p i r i t  o r  A b s o l u t e  I d e a  . . . . I n  h i s  view t h e  u n l v e r s e  
,is n o t  u n l i k e  a n  a n i m a t e  b e i n g  t h a t  h a s  a  s o u l ,  d e s i r e s ,  
al*, i n t e n t i o n s ,  and g o a l s .  The u n i v e r s e  i s  s p i r i t u a l ;  

y% i t>as d i r e c t i o n ;  and t h e  e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  o r d i n a r y  f a c t s ,  - h'uman a c > i o n s ,  h i s t o r i c a l  changes ,  and i n s t i t u t i o n s  may 
i be gkasped once w e  r e c o g n i z e  how t h e y  a r e  embedded i n  / 

a ' t h i s  cosmic orcjanism, how t h e y  a r e  d i r e c t e d  by t h e  
cunn ing  o f  t h e  A b s o l u t e ,  how they.  p l a y  t h e i r  p a r t  i n  t h e  * 

S 
U n i v e r s e ' s  p r o g r e s s i v e  r e a l i z a t i o n  o f  t h e  World S p i r i k  
(1957: 1 3 ) .  

, I t  i s  i n c r e a s i n g l y  d i f f i c u l t  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  H e g e l ' s  

d e f i n i t i o n  o f  freedom, f o r  t o  b e g i n  t o  comprehehd t h e  c o n c e p t  w e  

must a c c e p t  t h a t  i n  hi 's  d i a l e c t i c  no  c o n c e p t  c a n  be  unders tood  

u n t i l  i t  t r a n s c e n d s  i t s  " n o n - e x i s t e n t ' '  o p p c s i t e  (Aiken 1957:  7 9 ) .  
- 



The most  common d e f i n i t i o n  o f  freedom, a s  h e  p e r c e i v e d  it 

t h e n  (and would,  c u r i o u s l y  enough--in many contexts - -hoLld  t r u e  

t o d a y )  is t.he a b i l i t y  r o  do  j u s t  -what one wants  t o  do .  Hegel 

f e l t  t h a t  t h i s  n o t i o n  was t h e  b a r e s t  o f  a b s t r a c t i o n s ,  f o r  freedom 

t o  ~ e ~ e l  was t h e  power t o  r e a l i z e  o n e ' s  s e l f  and t o ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  

a c h i e v e  autonomy ( i b i d . ) .  The s e l f  was,  f o r  Hege l ,  a e c o n c r e t e  
- 

p e r s o n a l i t y  which was ' i n v e s t e d  w i t h  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  d e r i v e d  from 

t h e  e d u c a t i o n ,  t r a i n i n g  and s o c i a l  v a l u e s  i n s c r i b e d  by t h e  
t 

s o c i e t y  one was a  p a r t  o f .  I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  n o t e  how c l o s e l y  

H e g e l ' s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  t o  what  w e  t o d z y  know a s  s o c i a l i z a t i o n .  Z 
The f i r s t  s t e p  toward  se l f -knowledge and s e l f - c u l t u r e ,  
t h e r e f o r e ,  i s  t h e  r e c o g n i t i o n  o f  o n e ' s  membership w i t h i n  
a h i s t o r i c a l l y - e v o l v i n g  community. Thus o n l y  d o e s  one 

b 
f i n d  o n e s e l f  a s  a n  i n t e g r a l  human b e i n g .  The f r e e  p e r s o n  . 
i s  h e  who i s  a b l e  t o  i d e n t i f y  h i m s e l f  w i t h  t h e  d u t i e s  and 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  i n v e s t e d  i n  him by t h e  S t a t e ,  which,  f o r  
Heqel ,  i s  t h e  h i q h e s t  o f  a l l  s o c i a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s L 3  ( i b i d . 1 .  

Hegel r e p e a t e d l y  s t r e s s e d  t h e  impor tance  o f  s o c i e t a l  

i n s t i t u t i o n s  as  c a r r i e r s  o f  c u l t u r e  ( i b i d . :  7 7 ) ' a n d  t h a t  t h e s e  

i n s t i t u t i o n s  and laws w e r e  o n l y  superceded  by t h e  S t a t e  a s  
L 

m a n i f e s t a t i o n s  of  t h e  A b s o l u t e  S p i r i t .  For a s  Hegel p u t  i t :  

The S t a t e  . . . i s  t h e  I d e a  o f  spiri t  i n  t h e  e x t e r n a l  
m a n i f e s t a t i o n  o f  human w i l l  and i t s  freedom ( c i t e d  i n  
Aiken 1957: 8 0 )  . 

1 3 ~ s  ~ i % s  s o  s t r a i g h t - f o r w a r d l y  t r a n s l a t e s  t h i s  Heoe l i an  
n o t i o n :  

: 'Hegel ' s  a d v i c e  t o  any  worker  e x p l o i t e d  by h i s  b o s s  would 
b e :  D o n ' t  worry y o u r s e l f  a b o u t  m a t e r i a l  o p p r e s s i o n ,  b u t  
o n l y  a b o u t  t h e  ' s p i , f l t u a l '  k i n d .  By obeying t h e  s t a t e  
(God 's  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  on e a r t h )  you w i l l  f i n d  h a p p i n e s s  
and freedom (o f  t h e  s p i r i t )  . . ." (1976: 7 2 )  . 

c i 



C 

1 3 0  
- -3 - - 

Thus w e  c a n  o b s e r v e  t h e  c o n s e r v a t i s m  and i d e a l i s m  which pe rmea tes  
L - 

' ' 
I t h e  H e g e l i a p  d i a l e c t i c  i n  i t s L s t r i c t e s t  s e n s e .  Sherman a s s e r t s  

t h a t :  
h 

H e g e l ' s  d i a l e c t i c  i s  i d e a l i s t  i n  t h e  s e n s e  t h a t  it d e a l s  
w i t h  t h e  development  o f  d isembodied  i d e a s  . . . Hegel 
p u t s  f o r t h  d i a l e * c t i c s  a s  a  sys tem.  I t  i s  a  t o t a l l y  known 
p i c t u r e  o f  t h e  whole u n i v e r s e ,  t h a t  i s ,  a n  o n t o l o g y  . . . 
(1976: 5 8 ) .  

H e g e l ' s  u n i v e r s e ,  a c c o r d i n g  t o  Sherman, i s  a  " c l o s e d  

sys tem" ( c f .  Appendix PV)  . However, one c a n n o t  i g n o r e  t h e  

s i g n i f i c a n t  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  o f  ~ e ~ & l ' s  n o t i o n  o f  t h e  d i a l e c t i c ,  and 

i t s  v a l u e  f o r  t r a n s l a t i , & % o  a  more c o n t e x t u a l  a p p l i c  t i o n  o f  a  
I 3 

human s c i e n c e .  For  t h i q  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  what  Marx ernbpdied i f i  h i s  -- 

3 
, - 

d e s c r i p t i o n  of what i s  nown a s  a  d i a l e c t i c a l  m a t e r i a l i s t  

P m e t h o d o l ~ g y . ~  A s  Len in  p e r c e i v e d  it: 

,The sum t o t a l ,  t h e  l a s t  word and e s s e n c e  o f  H e g e l ' s  l o g i c  
i s  t h e  d i a l e c t i c a l  method-- th is  i s  e x t r e m e l y  no tewor thy .  
And one  t h i n g  more: i n  t h i s  most i d e a l i s t i c  o f  H e g e l ' s  
works t h e r e  i s  t h e  l e a s t  i d e a l i s m  and t h e  most  m a t e r i a l i s m .  
' C o n t r a d i c t o r y ' ,  b u t  a  f a c t  ( c i t e d  i n  Hol land  1977:  2 3 5 ) .  

Marx and E n g e l s  Transform t h e  D i a l e c t i c  

The works and t h o u g h t s  w i l l e d  t o  u s  by K a r l  ~ a r x ' l  (1818- 

. 
1 4 ~ a r l  Marx, b o r n  i n  Trier.; Germany came from a  l o n g  

s u c c e s s i y  of  r a b b i s .  H i s  f a t h e r ,  however, b roke  w i t h  f a m i l y  
t r a d i t i o n  and s t u d i e d  l aw,  due t o  t h e  i n f l u e n c e  o f  t h e  French 
R e v o l u t i o n  which r e l a x e d  some o f  t h e  r e s t r i c t i o n s  on J e w s .  When 
it became i l l e g a l ,  once  a g a i n ,  f o r  J e w s  t o  h o l d  o f f i c e ,  H i r s c h e l  
F a r x  had h i s  e n t i r e  f a m i l y  b a p t i z e d  a s  C h r i s t i a n s ,  i n  o r d e r  t o  
r e t a i n  h i s  p o s i t i o n .  

1 had a s p i r a t i o n s  t h a t  h i s  s o n ,  K a r l ,  would f o l l c w  
i n  h i s  fE:hrEzy f o o t s t e p s :  Karl-,  however, had o t h e r  i d e a s .  I n  
1835 he  w r o t  % " I n  c h o o s i n g  a p r o f e s s i o n  . . . one must be  s u r e  
t h a t  one w i l l  n o t  p u t  o n e s e l f  i n  t h e  p o s i t i o n  o f  a c t i n g  mere ly  
a s  a  s e r v i l e  t o o l  o f  o t h e r s :  i n  o n e ' s  o w n ' s p h e r e  one must o b t a i n  
independence;  and one  must make s u r e  t h a t  one  h a s  a  f i e l d  t o  
s e r v e  humanity . . . . W e  s h a l l  never  be a b l e  t o  f u l f i l l  



1883) and Friedrich ~ngels'~ (1820-1895) have been recognized by 
. 

many as being the most important writings to have emerged from . 

the nineteenth century. Refusing tc be constrained by rigid 

schools of thought, thfir writings today are associated with 

philosophy, sociology, political science, economics,' and to some 

degree, anthropology and psychology. l6 The concern of Marx and 

Enqels for understanding the patterns of relationship, involved 

in the ~ommunication of everyday life, is probably one of the 

most a~propriate representations of the necessity and worth of a 
transdisciplipary approach. 

0 

ourselves truly unless we are working for the welfare of our 
fellows . . . . And so we must be on guard against allowing 
ourselves to fall victims to that most dangerous of all 
temptatipns: the fascination of abstract thought" (cited in , 

Wilson 1972: 131) . 
The young Marx further asserted that " .  . . we cannot 

always follow the profession to which we feel ourselves to have 
been cslled; our relationships in society have already to some 
extent been formed before we are in a position to determine them" 
(ibid. : 132). 

Marx received a aoctorate in Philosophy from the Univer- 
sity of Berlin. The subject of his Ph.D. thesis was "On the 
Difference Between'the Natural Philosophy of Democritus and 
Epicurus" (Rius 1976: 52). However, unlike Hegel, Marx never 
attained a university post, because of his 'anti-religious' 
beliefs. 

l5~riedrich Engels was the son of a wealthy factory owner. 
He shared many of the beliefs and convictions of the young Marx 
and became his closest friend and collaborator after meeting with 
him in 1844 in Paris. Together Marx and E~ge-1s undertook a life- 
time commitment to understanding the real social world, 
questioning its structu?e, and attempting to cffer solutions for 
change. 

160r as Rius so humorously puts it, "Marx has something to 
say to everybody. There is not a major change in the last hundred 
years w h h  doesn' t owe something to Comrade Charlie's influence 
. . . . Economy, Literature, Space Travelf2The Arts, History, 
Human Relations, The Vatican, The Unions, Revolutions, Social 
Changes, Education, Medicine, Industry., Agriculture, ~ournalism 
. . . everywhere you'll find a hair or twosf charlie's!!". (1976: 
14). ? 



T h i s  s e c t i o n  s e t s  o u t  t o  b r i e f l y  examine  t h e  t r e a t m e n t ,  

and a p p l i c a t i o n s  o f ,  t h e  d i a l e c t i c  by Marx and E n g e l s .  Moreover,  ' 

a s  t h e  r e a l  q u a l i t i e s  and c o m p l e x i t i e s  of  w h a t  i s  meant  by 

d i a l e c t i c s  i s  r e v e a l e d ,  many c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  a  comrnunicat ional  
1 

t. approach become more ful1.y r e a l i z e d .  

The n o t i o n  o f  t h e  d i a l e c t i c  p layed  a n  > e s s e n t i a l  r o l e  i n  

t h e  a n a l y s e s  p u t  forward  by Marx and E n g e l s .  

I n  Marx' 
mode o f  
o f  deduc 
Hegel ' s 

s i n v e s t i g a t i o n  c f   capitali ism, t h e  mechan ica l  
a n a l y s i s  of  s y s t e m s  i s , s u b o r d i n a t e  t o  a  new k i n d  ' 

: t i o n  . . . deve loped  lou t  o f ,  and i n  c r i t i q u e  o f  ,% 

d i a l e c t i c  (Therborn  1976: 4 6 )  .I7 . - .  

P-lthough Marx n e v e r  w r o t e  " a  f u l l - l e n g t h  t r e a t i s e  on d i a l e c t i c s *  

. . . h i s  work i s  t h e  o u t s t a n d i n g  example o f  i t s  a p p l i c a t i o n s n  

(Sherman 1976: 5 7 ) .  I n  e x p l a n a t i o n . ,  t h e  Marxian  d i a l e c t i c  

s u b s t i t u t e s  "matYern f o r  t h e  Hege l i an  " s p i r i t "  ( H a l l  1967: 3 8 9 ) .  

T h i s  r e p l a c e m e n t  o f  m a t t e r  f o r  s p i r . i t  formed t h e  b a s i s  of  what  
6 

Marx c a l l e d  " h i , s t o r i c a l  m a t e r i a l i s m " ,  a  c o n c e p t u a l i z a t i o n t / w h i  
C. \ 4 1 .  

Marx and E n q e l s  deve loped- f rom t h e  H e g e l i a n  d i a l e c t i c .  

>. ,- H i s t o r i c a l  ~ a t e r i e l s m  

The development  o f  h i s t o r i c a l  m a t e r i a l i s m  was no more 
magica l  o r  s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d  t h a n  t h a t  o f  M a r x i s t  p o l i t i c s :  
it n e i t h e r  s p r a n g  fu l ly -g rown from n o t h i n g ,  n o r  emerged 
i n  a  c o n t i n u o u s  l i n e a r  e v o l u t i o n .  I t  emerged from a  
d e f i n i t e  t h e o r e t i c a l  c o n t e x t ,  and a t  t h e  same t i m e  
c o n s t i t u t e d  i t s e l f  a s  a  d i s t i n c t i v e  body o f  t h o u g h t  by i 

b r e a k i n g  w i t h  t h i s  c o n t e x t  a t  d e c i s i v e  p o i n t s  (Therborn  
1976: 335) .. 

# 

1 7 ~ h e r b o r n ' s  o v e r a l l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  Marx i s  a 
p a r t i c u l a r  k i n d  o f  u n d e r s t a n d i n g .  T h i s  d o e s  n o t  mean-- tha t  it  i s  
i n  any way a  m i s p u n c t u a t i o n .  E s p e c i a l l y  a s  e v i d e n c e d  by t h i s  
q u o t e ,  many o f  T h e r b o r n ' s  e x p l a n a t i o n s  p r o v i d e  f o r  a  g r e a t e r  
u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  c e r t a i n  Marxian i d e a s .  



We have seen that Hegel's philosophy was idealist in 

nature, yet what was revolutionary in Hegel was his conception 

of historical change (Wilson 1972: 167; Aik,en 1957: 188-189).- 

Marx felt thgt "philosophers have only interpreted th,e world, in 

various ways; the point is to change it" (1845, cited in Rius 

1976 : 65) . ~ather.'than dealing with abstractions, Marx wanted 

"to state the predicament of spiritually and socially alienated > 

men in the modern world" (Aiken 1957 : 1851 . 
Y 

Historical materialism, then, was intended as a 

punctuation for understanding social change (ibid.: 186). In 

1 
6 

this sense Marx and Enge s were influenced by the work of 

Ludwig ~euerbach (1804-1872) . 18 Feuerbach rejected speculative 
philosophy, and held the belief that god and the after life 

could not be rationally justified, but that this belief in an 

omnipotent being could be explained "in terms of the unfulfilled 

needs of men whose lives are frustrated by an oppressive social 

181,udwig Feuerbach was a supporter of the Hegelian left, 
who wanted to ~ u t  "Hegel's theory into practice". He denied the 
"sacred origin or royal authority". (By identifying him with 
the "Hegelian left1'-, it should be understood that when ~e~ei". 
died, contradictions concerning his philosophy "divided his 
followers into 'Hegelians of the right' and 'left'. The left 
defended their teacher's most progressive ideas, the right stuck 
to Hegel's spiritual side . .. . . That's when (1830) the terms 

* left and right came into us&,' (Rius 1976: 22) . )  
Feuerbach has alsa been call6d a materializt. For as 

Marx and Engels commented in The '~erman Ideology (written between 
1845 and 1847), "As far as Feuerbach is a materialist he does not 
deal with history, and as far as he considers history he is not a - 
materialist . . ." (cited in Therbom 1976: 351). Indeed, 
Feuerbach "gave up Hegelian idealism to switch over to material- 
ism, but of a metaphysical brand, because he saw nature (and 
society, too) 'sunk in sleep, motive-and-motionless, with no 
immediate chance for change . . . " (Rius 1976 : 77) . 



order" In The Essence of Chr5stianity 

Feuerbach had criticized Hegel as being an "apologist for 

Christianity". 

CThe Absolute Ideal which was supposed to Qave ihcorporated 
7, itself in matter for the purpose of realizing reason had 

t bd'&a2a gratuitous presupposition which Hegel was unable to 
pr5ve . . . . Let us forget abut the Absolute Idea; let us 
s P r L a n  investigation with man and the world as we find 
them. When we do so, it becomes perfectly obvious that 
legends and the rituals of religion are merely the 
expressions of human minds (cited in Wilson 1972: 148-149; 
emphasis mine). 4 

0 

One notion put forward by Feuerbach, and specifically 

endorsed by Engels, was the argument concerning the "cont~adic- 

tion" between idealism and materialism. F.or as Feuerbach 

explained it, idealism held that matter is created by mind. 

Platerialisrn,l9 however, is the notion whereby matter is dominant, .- 

 he term. "materialism" evokes many rneaninqs. It is a 
complex philosophical notion which evolved over the centuries. 
It is crucial to have some sort of working knowledge of what is . 
intimated by the employment of th4s term, for it played an C 

essential role in the writings of Marx and Engels. 
"Right at theastart of his ph$Xosophical studies, Marx 

joined forces with materialism. But he devoted his entire'life's 
work to giving it more consistency and scientific character" I 

(Rius 1976: 6s). Materialism evolved in ancient Greece, with 
the philosophy of Democrifus of Abdera (460-360 B.C.). He is 
recognized as having* developed "the first important materialist 
philosophy of nature . . ." (Runes 1970: 75). It was, however, 
the teachings of Rene Descartes (1596-16501 and  ene edict Spinoza 
(1632-1677) Ithat introduced the ideas known as ~echanistic 
Materialsm. 

"In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the 
greatest scientific discoveries were made in the areas of 
mathematics .and mechanics of celestial bodies. And SO., 
materialism became 'mechanistic' . . . . In other words, the 
materialist philosophers examined both nature and social life 
from a mechanical point of view" (Rius 1976: 68). 



and mind subordinate. * O  Marx and Engels disagreed, howeve;, with 
? , 

"the theory of reductive materialism" which stated that mind was 
s: 

a form of matter (Acton 1967: 390-391). @ 

Although Marx agreed with Feuerbach,'~ basic assumptions 

concerning materialism and the rejection of Hegelian ide-alism, 

he identified similar problems in Feuerbach's philosophy, as with .-- 
.-I 

those inherent in Hegel's. As Aiken argues: 
\ 

Their philosophies of history were too grandiose and vaque 
and too little concerned with observable-causes and 
effects (1957: 186) . 

Indeed, Marx and Engels criticized Feuerbach's notions 
I 

--specifically those concerned with history--as being rigid or. 

mplative view of the sensuous world fails 
t the olatter is ,"the product of industry 

e state o society; and indeed in the sense that 
istorical oduct, the result of the activity of ? generations . . . . Even the objects 

s nsuous certainty' are only given him 
velopment, industry and~cornrnercial inter- 
Engels 1845-1847, cited in Therborn 

In his Theses on Feuerbach, written in 1845, we find that 

Marx is talking about mispunctuation, on the part of both 

materialists and idealists, and is attempting to demonstrate how 

20~his is not to say that idealism and materialism are in 
opposition tc one another. For as Coe and Wilden po--out, . - materialism and idealism are not "logically independent of each 
other". "Alth~ugh both 'materialism' and 'idealism' ultimately 
pertain to the explanation of the same general world context, 
they are treated by the dominant-epistemology as if they were two 

I 

separate systems of explanation, i.e., as if they were closed 
infarmation systqms. In reality, of course, they are not closed 
oft tromf but dia ically interrelated with both each other and 
the socioeco~ogic ontext in which they arose" (1978 :, 51) . 

r" 
i 



1 * .  

d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  o f  e x p e r i e n c e  

r e p u n c t u a t i o n  o f  o u r  k&wledge 

The d e f e c t  of  a l l  p r e v i o u s  

and r e a l i t i e s  c a n  a i d  i n  t h e  

of  t h e  wor ld .  

m a t e r i d l i s m s -  had, been  t h e i r  
r e p r e s e n t i n g  e x t e r n a l  o b j e c t s  o n l y  a s  a & t i n g  upon t h e  , 

mind, which remained p a s s i v e ,  w h i l e  t h e  d e f e c t  o f  
i d e a l i s m  had been t h a t  what  it p e r c e i v e d  c o u l d  n o t  a c t  
upon t h e  wor ld .  The t r u t h  was t h a t  t h e  r e a l i t y  o r  
u n r e a l i t y  o f  thoug  t e x c e p t  a s  t h o u g h t  e n t e r s  i n t o  - 
a c t i o n  was a  p u r e 1  ! academic q u e s t i o n :  a l l  t h a t  w e  c a n  
know w e  know i s  o u r  own r e l a t i o p  t o  t h e  e x t e r n a l  wor ld  
w e  s e e k  t o  a c t :  when w e  f i n d  t h a t  we s u c c e e d  i n  
t r a n s f o r m i n g  i t ,  w e  krow t h a t  o u r  c o n c e p t i o n s  a r e  
c o r r e c t  (Wilson 1972 : 149-50) . f 

$ 

Marx 's  c o n c e r n  w i t h  t h e  d i a l e c t i c  i s  most  c e r t a i n l y  

r e c o g n i z e d  i n  t h e  above q u o t a t i o n .  Moreover,  t h e  e s s e n t i a l i t y  o f  

t r a n s l a t i + c e r t a i n  ideas - - f rom Hege l i an  i d e a l i s m  and f r o n  
w 
1 

m a t e r i a l i s m  ( b o t h  t r a d i t i o n a l  and F e u e r b a c h i a n )  - - w e r e  c e n t r a l  t o  

Marx and Engels ' ,  development  o f  a n  e p i s t e m o l o g y  which  c o u l d  

a t t e m p t  t o  d e a l  w i t h  t h e  complex n a t u r e  o f  real  s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s .  

Indeed ,  Marx and E n g e l s t  i n s i s t e n c e  on u n d e r s t a n d i n g  t h e  wor ld  
Q - 

i n  a  t r u l y  d i a l e c t i c a l  way resembles  c l o s e l y  t h e  u n d e r l y i n g  

assumpt ions  found i n  a cornmunicational a p p r o a c h  ( o r  t o  .be more 

a c & r = t e ,  t h e  " c a l c u l u s "  f o r  a  communicat ional  approach  c l o s e l y  

resembles  t h e  d i a l e c t i c a l  m a t e r i a l i s m 2 '  p r o p o s e d  by Marx 'and 

E n g e l s )  . 

a 
2 1 ~ l t h o u g h  Marx or  Enge l s  n e v e r  used  t h e  t e r m  d i a l d c t i c a l  

m a t e r i s l i s m  t o  d e s c r i b e  t h e i r  works ,  it i s  o f t e n  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  
t h e i r  t e a c h i n g s  n e v e r t h e l e s s .  Indeed ,  t h e  l a b e l s  a i a l e c t i c a l  
m a t e r i a l i s m  and h i s t o r i c a l  m a t e r i a l i s m  a r e  s o m e t i m e s  c o n f u s e d .  

The way i n  which I a m  employing t h e s e  terms s t e m s  f rom 
t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n s  deve loped  by A l t h u s s e r  ( a s  s u p p l i e d  by T h e r b o r n ) .  
H i s t o r i c a l  m a t e r i a l i s m , i s  " t h e  s p e c i f i c i t y  of M a r x i s t  t h e o r y  of 

- 

s o c i e t y  . . . a s  a s c i e n c e " .  D i a l e c t i c a l  m a t e r i a l i s m  i s  " t h e  
s p e c i f i c i t y  o f  Marxism a s  a p h i l o s  ? . . . as d i s t i n c t  from 
s c i e n c e ,  p o l i t i c s ,  and i d e o l o g y "  h e r b o r n  1976:  5 5 ) .  O r ,  a s  
Rius  e x p l a i n s  i t ,  d i a l e c t i c a l  mat r i a l i s m  i s  tf ie  " p h i l o s o p h i c a l  - 

d o c t r i n e  f o r m u l a t e d  by Marx and E n g e l s ,  so c a l l e d  because  of  i t s  
' 1  



The manner in which Marx and Engels chose to incorporate . 

and translate certain aspects of Hegelian philosophy provides us 

with more evidence for the essentiality of a comrnunicational 

approach. For wh t Marx and E~gels were concerned with, in their " C a p  
formulation of a dialectical epistemology for explaininq real 

concrete relations, was understanding levels of patterns of 
. . 

relationship in context. 

CV The major contribution of Hegelian idealism was i$s insight 
into the essentially active relationship between man and 
the world, thought and matter. Unlike Feuerbach, Marx did 
not regard sensations as merely the experienced effects of 
things; they were the effects of interaction between active 
man ana his surroundings. ~x~erience was a social as well 
as a biological dimension. -Man has a history and a future; 
the world in which he lives and his consciousness of it are 
partly shaped Sy his purposes and his actions (Caute 1967: 
42). L 

It is apparent, then, that Marx and Engels' major 
\ I' 

concentration in their development of historical materialism was 

on 9 e  levels (and metalevels) &material relations of humans 
. -L 

and society. It is here that the1>~egelian notion of history 
< > 
-c 

becomes essential for Marx and Engels. ~nlLke many of their 

materialist contemporaries, M a ~ x  and Engels refused ,to accept the 

thesis that "history repeats itself". 22 For example, Feuerbach 

dialectical manner of confronting, studying and understanding * 

natural phenomena; and materialist by its manner of interpreting 
phenomena and drawinq up its theory" (1976: 149). Historical 
materialism, is the "Marxist doctrine of the development of human 
society. Historical rng ialism sees in the development of 
material goods necessary "% t human existence the primary force ! 
(sic) which determines (sic) all social life (and which conditicns i 

thetransition from one E d  of social order to another)" (ibid.). - 

22~ius explains that this type of position is, in fact, 
metaphysical. "Those who thought like this about nature, could 
think the same way about society too. ~ocie*~ changes very 
little for the metaphysician, except by repeating itself 
mechanically, e.g. wars, hunger, governments, ecc. . . . and man- B 

kind really can't do anything to cl-iange things . . ."  (1976:r69). 
7 
"r 



reasoned that "nature augments only in quantity while always - 

-. 
remainingethe same . . ." (in Rius 1976': 69) . 

Like Hefel, Marx and Engels conceived of the dialectical 

form as a rule for analysis and the understanding of change < a  - 
(Aiken 1957: 186-187). For Marx, "history is a non-repetitive 

process within which, at certain critical juhctures, there occur 

radical, unprecedented transformations of material' bases of social 

organization" (ibid. : 187) : 

In fact, the question of history has been defined as the 

"central dilemma" for the development of Marx and Engels' 

6' 
- - 

political and theoretical works. 

people make their own history, but they dc not make it i 

just as they please, they do not make it under 
circumstances chosen by themselves . . . (Marx, cited * 

in Appelbaum and Chotiner 1979: 71). 
8 

Indeed,-M x is referring to political-social and economic "t: f 

contexts and is insisting that the recognition of context is 

essential to the understanding of historical change. 

The Hegelian dialectic proved fundamental to this 
3 

contextual and relational notion of historical materialism, yet 

Marx's treatment of the dialectic indicates 'that dialectics is 

not as abstract and mystical as Hegel would lead Us fo believe. 

- Marx and ~~ge'ls claimed that they took the Hegelian dialectic 

'"off its idealistic head and placed it on its materialistic feet," 

(Wilson 1972: 212; Aiken 1967: 191; Holland 1977: 143). They 

were referring here, of course, to Fiegel's belief that all 

historical changes are steps towards the realization of the 

"Absolute Spirit" in history. as Marx explained in Das Ka~ital 
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L 
was then predicated by, and incarporated aspects of, the writings 1 

and teachings of both idealists--especially Hegel--and 
.z 

Marx anu Engels' methods40f investigating the development 

- of human society--known as historical materialism---involved the 7 
4 . - 

examination and translation of a variety of ideas, experiences, 

and conceptualizations (e.g. aspects of materialism--the 

rejechion of an Absolute Spirit, concern with the creation of A 

.i 

material production, dialectics--the notions of patterns of 

levels of relations and change, the realitie~~of contradictions, 

context--historical., social and economic conditions, experience 
0 

--the moss of p4foduc,tion, and.so on).  his radical explanation 
a 

(punctuation) o historical development could never have evolved < 
if Marx and Engels had allowed themselves to be constrained by ' 

what has been defined as either/or methodologies. Indeed, ' 

historical materialism is the proof of the essentiality of,- 
*- 

perceiving relatipns in a dialectical manner. 

Once again we can recognize the similarities of the 

Marxian interpretation of comrnunicational phenomena and the bot_h/ 

f 
and logic embraced by a communicati~nal approach. The following 

. , quotations--which emphasize context and change--illustrate this. 
- 

All pro~erty relations in the past have continually been 
subjec,t to historical change consequent upon the change 
in historical conditions (Marx 1848, in Ruis 1976: . ,  115). 

. . . movement is sornethi'ng relative, which can only be 
perceived in relation to a point of reference . . . this 
same principle holds for virtually every perception and 

i 
therefore, for man's experience of reality (Watzlawick 
et al. 1967: 2 7 ) .  



' ~ i a l e c t i c a l  M a t e r i a l i s m  W e  

1 

P h i l o s o p h i c a l  d o c t r i n e  f o f n u l a t e d  by Marx and  E n g e l s ,  s o  
c a l l e d  because  o f  i t s  d i a l g c t i c a l  manner o f  c o n f r o n t i n g ,  
s t u d y i n g  and u n d e r s t a n d i n g  n a t u r a l  phenomena; and 

+? 

m a t e r i a l i s t  by i t s  manner o f  i n t e r p r e t i n g  phenomena and ' 

drawing up i t s  t h e o r y .  D i a l e c t i c a l  m a t e r i a l i s m  i s  t h e ,  
o n l y  s c i e n t i f i c  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  c f  t h e  w o r l d ;  and it iss 
opposed t o  i d e a l i s m  which o f f e r s  an  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  based  
on r e l i  i o n  ( R i u s  1976: 1 4 9 ) .  P J -  

Both t h e  c o m p l e x i t i e s  and i m p o r t a n c e  o f  t h e  n o t i o n  

d i a l e c t i c s  a r e  becoming more a p p a r e n t . .  I n  c o n t i n u i n g  o u r  - ._,. 

e x p l o r a t i o n  o f  t h i s  most n e c e s s a r y  c o n c e p t u a l i z a t i o n ,  l e t  .us 

examine it -in t h e  con ' text  of  t h e  more g e n e r a l  framework o f  what -- - 

2 3  
i s  c a l l e d  d i a l e c t i c a l  m a t e r i a l i s m .  

> .  - - 
P 

-. i 

Even though Marx wro te ; in  Das K a p i t a l  t h a t  "my d i a l e c t i c  

method i s  n b t  o n l y  d T f f e r e n t  from H e g e l i a n ,  b u t  i s  i t s  d i r e c t  

o p p o s i t e "  ( c i t e d  i n  Sherman 1976:  6 2 ) ,  what Marx was 
* 

i' - 
.\ communicating ( i n  t h e  r e a l  s e n s e  o f  t h e  word) was a  d i a l e c t i c a l  
\ 

1 s h i f t  which:  

. . . saw t h e  c a t e g o r i e s  of method a s  r e f l e c t i o n s  o f  t h e  
p r o c e s s  o f  development  o f  human knowledge,  which i n  t u r n '  
r e f l e c t s  t h e  p r o c e s s e s  o f  n a t u r a l  and s o c i a l  development  
( i b i d .  ; emphasis  mine)  . L 

I n  accordance  w i t h  t h e i r  own p h i l o s o p h y ,  Marx and E n g e l s  

w e r e  n o t  o n l y  concerned  w i t h  t r a n s l a t i n g  c e r t a i n  H e g e l i a n  n o t i o n s ,  c: ,c 

'r. 

b u t  a l s o  w i t h  a p p l y i n g  them t o  r e a l  c o n c r e t e  r e l a t i o n s .  One 

i m p o r t a n t  n o t i o n ,  which  f i n d s  i t s  a n t e c e d e n t s  i n  Hege l ,  b u t  which 

i s  r a d i c a l l y  t r a n s f o r m e d  by Marx and E n g e l s ,  r e q a r d s  t h e  " s o c i a l  

b e h a v i o u r  of  i n d i v i d u a l s " .  Marx 's  s o c i a l  t h h o r y  ( o r  m e t a t h e o r y )  , 
- 

* 

2 3 ~ e c a u s e  d i a l e c t i c a l  m a t e r i a l i s m  r e f e r s  t o  t h e  more 
g e n e r a l  p h i l o s o p h y  o f  Marx and E n g e l s ,  c e r t a i n  r e l a t i o n ~ ~ o d f -  
h i s t o r i c a l  m a t e r i a l i s m  may b e  r e i t e r a t e d  a n d / o r  i n c o r p o r a t e d  i n  ̂  

t h i s  e x p l a n a t i o n .  
- 

- 
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'"ankithesis" as t,he proletariat24 (those who sell their labour 
C 

creativity to those who own the means of producti90n); and the 

"synthesis" which would be the communist society. The c~mrnun~st 

society: 

. . . would result from the conflicuf the working class 
with .the owning and employing classes and! the taking-over 
of the industrial plant by the working class, which would 
represent a higher unity because it would hsrmonizet the 
interests of all mankind (ibid.). 

In other words, the strugqle between the ca~italist class (thesis) " 

f and the-working c&s (antithesis) is supposed to result in a 
> 

synthesis (white 1957: 14). 2 5  Let us now look at the dialectic 

as translated by Marx and Engels. 

2 4 ~ s  Marx and Engels explained it in The Communist 
Manifesto of 1848: "The slave is sold once and for all. The 
proletarian must sell himself by the hour or by the day. Each 
individual slave, being the direct property of a master, has his 
existence assured, be that existence ever so wretched, if only 
because of the interest of the slave owner. Each individual 
proletarian, the property as it were of the whole bourgeois class, 
whose labor is s ~ l d  only when it is needed by the owning class, 
has no security of life. Existence is merely guaranteed to the 
working class-as- a whole. The slave is excluded from competition; 
the proletarian iS\beset by competition and is a prey to all its 
fluctuations. The slave is counted an object and not a mgmber of 
civil society; the proletarian is recognized as a person, as a 
member of civil society. The slave may therefore be able to 
secure better conditions of life than can the proletarian, but 
the proletarian belongs to a higher stage of development of 
society than t& slave. The slave frees himself by rupturing, of 
all relations of private ownership, only one, the relation of 
slavery and by this act becomes himself a proletarian; the 
proletarian can only achieve emancipation by abolishing private 
property in its entirety" (in Rius 1976: 111). 

25~he real essence of the ensuing contradiction between' 
labour and capital is highly complex. It5s not my intent'ion to 
develop this most controversial and complicated argument, Suffice 
it to say that: the contradiction between the bourgeoise and the 
proletarian is "not a contradiction between individuals and 
grcups, but between the structure of the productive forces--their 
even greater socialization--and the structure of the relations of 
production--the private ownership of the productne forces" 



Marx was not bothered by the fact that Hegel confused 

B logical contraditions with paterial conflict (in other words, 

confused logical types): 

The diafectical law of thesis, antithesis and synthesis 
. . . provided Marx wi'th first-rate clues for unraveling 
the threads of historical development. By interpreting 
it 'materialistically', rather than as a mere law of 
thought, he was showing for the first time-,how the 
dialectic really operates (Aiken 1957: 189; ;emphasis mine). 

d 
And so, in assuming .a dialectical appfoach, M S ~ X  and Engels 

could look at the relationships between people rather t .  the 

Hegelian notlon of looking at individuals. For what the usage 

of the term "individuals" Fresukes is that all people are equal; 

whereas Marx and Engels understood that the key for a human 

science lay in recdgnizing both the existence of and the contra- 

diction (not opposition, which assumes equal but different) 

between classes. 2 6 

(Godelier 1966: 351). Or as Mandel explains it, "expressed in 
other terms, there is a progr--socialization of all economic 
life, which is becoming a single assemblage, a single fabric. 
But this whole movement of interdependence is simply centered in 
an insane way :round private property, private appropriation, by 
a small number of capitalists whose private interests, moreover, 
collide more'and more with the interests of billions of human 
beings included in this assemblage" (1970: 52). - 
7 26~egel did not, however, co'mmit the error of so many of 

his contemporaries in interpreting the individual's role in 
society as purely a result of inherent choices, but analysed 
social development in institutiona1,terms (Aiken 1957: 188). The 
interpretations of Marx and Engels, concerning class struggle, 

- 

-- 
exploitation, and alienation can be viewed in part as translations 
of this r dical Hegelian concept2 For Marx, the notion of 4 - 

s alienation became more complex, as his studies and years advanced. 
In his Early Writings (l843), he did offer an explanation-which 
would seem to capture the essence of alienation under capitalism: - 
"Objectification is the practice of alienation.+Just as mqn, so A 

long as he is engrossed in religion, can only objectify his 
essence by an alien and fantastic being; so under the'sway of 
egoistic need, he can only affirm and produce objects in practice 

r ,' 



It would seem, then, that in using the dialectic, Marx 
- - 

and Engels were able to both identify and resolve (repunctuate) 

a contradiction inherent in Hegelian doctrine,: the seemingly- 
- 

contradictory notion of the impossibility of individual purposes 

determining the course of social development; yet the existence 

of an "Absolute Being or Spirit" controlling and determining all 

action. 
-- 

But the Hegelian system, in itself, was a colossal 
miscarriage--hut it was also the last of its kind., It was 
suffer-ing, in fact, from an internal and incurable 
contradiction. Upon the one hand, its .essential 
proposition was the conception that human history is a 
process of evolution, which., by its very nature, cannot 
find its intellectual' find term in the discovery of 
any so-called absolute truth. A system of natural and 
historical knowledge, embracing everything, and final 
for all time, is a contradiction to the fundamental law 
of dialectic reasoning. This law, indeed, by no means 
excludes, but on the contrary, includes the idea that the 
systematic krowledge of the external universe can make 
giant strides from age to age (Engels 1892: 87). 

It was, as has been previously ill rated, materialism which. F 
aided llarx and Engels in their reinterpretation and ability to 

' ground the dialectic in reality (Aiken 1957: 189). 

by subordinating his products and his own activity to the 
domination of an alien entity-, and by attributing to them the - 
significance of an alien, namely money" (Marx 1967: 57) . 

Heuel's objective, Absolute spirit, is immediately 
recognized in the above passage, and is attacked and dispersed 
with in an apt and explanatory manner. F O ~  it is not enough for 
Marx to simply dispose of the "Absolute", 2nd the religious 
fervor it imputes, but to translate the abstract ideals into- 
material reality in attempting to deal with the "alien entity", 
which contributes (and ultimately mediates) human alienation 
--capital. 

In other words, ". . . the alienation of the worker is 
expressed thus: The more he produces, the less he can consume; 

/ the more value he creates, the less value he-has . . . labour 
produces fabulous things for the rich, but misery for the Poor. 
Machines replace labour, and jobs diminish, while other workers 
turn into machines . . ." (Marx 1844, in Rius 1976: 7 9 ) .  



Matter, for Marx, does not "refer to an underlying sub- - 

stratum or substance, but rather to the observable 'materials' 

with which [people3 work and upon which they expend their 
-, 

energy . . ." (Aiken 1957.:  189). 

In the social ~roduction which men carry on they enter into 
definite ielations that are inciispensable and -independent 
of their will; these relations of production correspond to 
a definite stage of development of their material powers of 
production. The totality of these relations of production 
constitutes the economic structure of society--the real 
foundation, on which legal and political superstrucrues 
arise and to which definite forms of social consciousness 
correspond. The mode of production of material life 
determines the general character of the social, political, 
and spiritual processes of life. It is not the consciousness - 

of men that determines their being, but, on the contrary, 
their social being determines their consciousness (Marx 
1859, in Bottomore and Rube1 1956: 67). 

This skatement is representative of the marriage of the 

dialectic--minus the idealism--and materialism--minus the 

mechanism. It was, then, as has been previously indicated, a 

very speqial type of materialism that was acceptable to Marx ane 

E~gels. Since conflict in human life can only be-understood by 

an institutional (level-oriented) approach to the study of 

society, then all fundamental conflicts are social--and the basic 

form of social conflict is class struggle (Aiken 1957: 188). 

Therefore, materialism for Marx and Engels had to- be far more 

complex than the simple assumption that humans are a product of 

individual circumstances--and . that saciety is more than an 
ip - 

+' 
f- aggregation of human atoms, bound together by conscious 

decisions (ibid. ) . 27 

L I In other words, any analbses of numan communication '% must invo-lve a metacommunicational (both/and) punctuation which 
recognizes--and applies--the notions of contexthal levelsJof 
pcitterns of relationship. 



147 

-3 Now that the basic relations involved in the translation 

nd transformation of materialism' and Hegelian philosophy 

--by Marx and Engels--has been, at least, recognized, we can 

begin to appreciate Marx and Engels' cri icism and rejection of 
4 c 4: 

certain materialist inisconceptions. 1ndk4d; ~lthough it may 

seem at first 1ike.a point of departure, the fol'lowing 

discussion--on materialism--~rovides us with a deeper insight 

into the essence and essentiality of dialectical materialism. 

Vulgar Materialists 
- 

Marx and Engels consistent emphasized that the F- 
1 r 'traditional materialistic view of iyociety seemed to preclude any 

& human .. 
hopes for radical change of the haterial circumsta 

life. For the early materialists held an atomistic th4rY of 
I d 

matter, which was usually accompanied by an analogoud social 

theory. This social theory basically stated that society was 

made up of individ'uals whose relations to one another were made 

up of individual decisions or interests. These materialists 
e 

were labelled "vulgar"28 by Engels (Acton 1967a: 391): 

'*'The adjective "vulgar" is also employed to describe a 
specific type of theorist, known as a "vulgar Marxist". 
"Vulgar Marxist Theory reduces (symmetrizes) all explanations of 
social relation to strictly economic relations" (M. Kerr 1980, 
personal communication) . More 'generally, for example, the 
description "vulgar" neatly describes those so-called 3 

cornmuriications scholars who "offer simplistic and non-contextuaT 
applications of communications which has the unfortunate effect 
of . . . reducing the quality of the noti6n . . + (cf . Appendix 
11). Indeed, those who Watzlawick, Weakland and F:sch labe& 
"terrible simplificateurs" could justt as easily be called Vulgar 
Communicational Theorists. The implications of this term are - 

immediately evident. 
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d i s c u s s e d  i n  r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  r e v e l a t i o n s  and n e c e s s i t y  o f  a 

conurtunica$ional approach .  For  i n  h i s  e x p l a n a t i o n  and s u b s e q u e n t  

a t t a c k  on mechan ica l  m a t e r i a l i s m ,  h e  e l e g a n t l y  a s s e r t s  t h a t :  

The f o u n d a t i o n s  of .  t s c i e n c e s  were  f i r s t  i 

worked' o u t  by t h e  Gree a n d r i a n  p e r i o d ,  and b/ 

l a t e r  on ,  i n  t h e  Middl Arabs .  R e a l  n a t u r a l  
s c i e n c e  d a t e s  from t f t h e  f i f t e e n t h  
c e n t u r y ,  and t h e n c e  vanced w i t h  c o n s t a n t l y  
i n c r e a s i n g  r a p i d i t y .  f n a t u r e  i n t o  i t s  " 

i n d i v i d u a l  p a r t s ,  t k  e d i f f e r e n t  n a t u r a l  
p r o c e s s e s  and o b j e c t  a s s e s ,  t h e  s t u d y  o f  
t h e  i n t e r n a l  anatomy es i n  t h e i r  m a n i f 5  
forms-- these  w e r e  t h e  fundamenta l  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  t h e  
g i g a n t i c  s t r i d e s  i n  o u r  knowledge o f  n a t u r e  t h a t  have been 
made d u r i n g  t h e  l a s t  f o u r  hundred y e a r s .  But  t h i s  method 
of work h a s  a l s o  l e f t  us- a  l e g a c y  t h e  h a b i t  o f  o b s e r v i n g  
n a t u r a l  o b j e c t s  and p r o c e s s e s  i n  i s o l a t i o n ,  a p a r t  from 
t h e i r  c o n n e c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  v a s t  whole ;  o f  o b s e r v i n g  them 
i n  r e p o s e ,  n o t  in 'mot ion ;  a s  c o n s t a n t s ,  n o t  a s  e s s e n t i a l l y  
v a r i a b l e s ;  i n  t h e i r  d e a t h ,  n o t  i n  t h e i r  l i f e .  And when 
t h i s  way o f  l o o k i n g  a t  t h i n g s  was t r a n s f e r r e d  by B con and 
Locke from n a t u r a l  s c i e n c e  t o  p h i l o s o p h y ,  i t  b e g o t b ; a s t  
nar row,  m e t a p h y s i c a l  mode of t h o u g h t  p e c u l i a r  t o  t h  
c e n t u r y  ( E n q e l s  1892: 8 2 ;  emph s is  mine)  4 \ 

7 

1 
According t o  t h i s  v iew,  a l l  compiex phenomena 

can  b e  redLced by t h e ' m a t e r i a l  p a r t i c l e s  

(Acton 1967: 3 9 1 ) .  C o l l e c t i n g  i t e m s  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n ,  w h i l e  

. i g n o r i n g  t h e  a s p e c t  of  p r o c e s s  was a  n e c e s s a r y  s t e p  i n  t h e  
P @L. 

b e g i n n i n g s  o f  n a t u r a l  s c i e n c e .  I t  was o n l y ,  however,  a  "p re l im-  

i n a r y  s ' tage toward  g r a s p i n g  t h e  wor ld  i n  a l l  i t s  i n t e r c o n n e c t i o n s ,  
A 

-# 

p r o c e s s e s ,  b e g i n n i n g s  and e n d i n g s ,  and c o n t r a d i c t i o n s "  ( i b i d . ) .  3 0  

3 0 ~ h i s  r e f u s a l  t o  r e p u n c t u a t e  r e l a t i o n s  i n  a  d i a l e c t i c a l  , 

manner ( r e c o g n i z i n g ,  a t  l e a s t ,  t h e  r e a l i t i e s  o f  c o n t e x t u a l  l e v e l s  
of  p a t t e r n s  o f  - r e l a t i o n s h i p )  i s  s t i l l  i n  e v i d e n c e  i n  some - 

contemporary  modes of  t h o u g h t .  For  a s  Wilden p o i n t s  o u t :  
" .  . . on b o t h  t h e  r i g h t  and l e f t  i n  Western  s o c i e t y  one 
s t i l l  f i n d s  it assumed t h a t  ( c r i t i c a l )  s c i e n c e s ,  s o c i a l  
and p h y s i c a l ,  s i g n i f i e s  a  n o n - i d e o l o g i c a l  o r * e q u . i v a l e n t l y  
' v a l u e - f r e e '  s t a t e  of a f f a i r s .  Given t h e  awesome power o f  p ,  

t h e  dominant  i d e o l o g y  and t h e  dominant  forms o f  
communication i n  our  s o c i e t y ,  t h e  s o u r c e s  of  t h i s  somewhat 



Thus t h e  l a b e l  m e c h a n i s t i c ,  which  E n g e l s  a l s o  r e f e r r e d  

t o  as  ' m e t a p h y s i c a l w  a t t i t u d e s  o f  t h o u g h t .  , 
0 .  

To t h e  metaphysi  i a o  t h i n g s  and t h e i r  m e n t a l  r e f l e x e s ,  
i d e a s ,  a z e  i s o l a  E e d ,  a r e  t o  b e  c o n s i d e r e d  one  a f t e r  t h e  
o t h e r  an,d a p a r t  f rom e a c d  o t h e r ,  a r e  o b j e c t s  o f  i n v e s t -  
i g a t i o n  f i x e d ,  r i g i d ,  g i v e n  once  f o r  a l l .  H e  t h i n k s  i n  
a b s o l u t e l y  i r r e c o n c i a b l e  a n t i t h e s i s .  " H i s  communicat ion 
i s  ' y e a ,  y e a ,  n a y ,  n a y ' ;  f o r  w h a t s o e v e r - i s  more t h a n  
t h e s e  cometh o f  e v i l . "  For  him a  t h i n g  e i t h e r  e x i s t s  
o r  d o e s  n o t  e x i s t ;  a  t h i n g  c a n n o t  a t  t h e  same t i m e  be 
i t s e l f  an.d something e l s e .  P o s i t i v e  and n e g a t i v e  , a b s o l u t e l y  e x c l u d e  one a n o t h e r ;  c a u s e  and e f f e c t  s t a n d  

j i n  a  r i g i d  a n t i t h e s i s  one  t o  t h e  o t h e r .  

/ A t  f i r s t  s i g h t  t h i s  mode o f  t h i n k i n g  s e e m s  t o  u s  
v e r y  luminous ,  b e c a u s e  i t  i s  t h a t  of  s o - c a l l e d  common 
, s e n s e .  Only sound common s e n s e ,  r e s p e c t a b l e  f e l l o w  t h a t  
he  i s ,  i n  t h e  homely r e a l m  of  h i s  own f o u r  w a l l s ,  h a s  
v e r y  wonder fu l  a d v e n t a r e s  d e c t l y  he  v e n t u r e s  o u t  i n t o  
t h e  wide wor ld  o f  r e s e a r c h . & n d  t h e  m e t a p h y s i c a l  mode 
o f  t h o u g h t ,  j u s t i f i a b l e  and n e c e s s a r y  a s  it i s  i n  a  
number o f  domains whose e x t e n t  v a r i e s  a c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  
n a t u r e  o f  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  o b j e c t  o f  i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  s o o n e r  
o r  l a t e r  r e a c h e s  a l i m i t  beyond which it becomes one- 
s i d e d ,  ' r e s t r i c t e d ,  a b s t r a c t ,  l o s t  i n  i s o l u b l e  c o n t r a -  
d i c t i o n s .  I n  t h e  c o n t e m p l a t i o n  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  t h i n g s  

#?.it f o r g e t s  t h e  c o n n e c t i o n  between them; i n  t h e  contem- 
' p l a t i o n  o f  t h e i ?  e x i s t e n c e ,  it f o r g e t s  t h e  b e g i n n i n g  and 
end o f  t h a t  e x i s t e n c e ;  o f  t h e i r  r e p o s e ,  it f o r g e t s  
mot ion .  I t  c a n n o t  s e e  t h e  wood f o r  t h e  trees ( E n g e l s  
1892:  8 3 - 8 4 ) .  

An  a p t  e x p r e s s i o n  o f  t h e  v u l g a r  m a t e r i a l i s t ;  a  meta- 

p h y s i c a l  approach d e l i m i t s  and c o n s t r a i n s  a l l  hope f o r  a  
. </ 

c o n t e x t u a l  and p a t t e r n  o r i e n t e d  a n a l y s i s  of  s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s .  
b 

'---> 
? 

i c  b e l i e f  a r e  r e a d i l y  u n d e r s t a n d a b l e .  I n  a s o - c i e t y  
domi t e d  by cornrnoditized r e l a t i o n s  and a l i e n a t e d  v a l u e s ,  
t h e  rOmaT a t  empt t o  c l o s e  s c i e n c e  o f f  f r o m i t s  r e l a t i o n s  w i t h  
t h e  v a l u e s  o f  i t s  c o n t e x t s  makes a  t o r t u o u s  k i n d  of  s e n s e .  

' . 
A l l  t h e  same, however,  t h i s  u n d i a l e c t i c a l  a n d , d e c o n t e x t -  
u a l i z i n g  a c t i v i t y  seems u l t i m a t e l y  t o  b e t r a y  a n  i m p l i c i t  - 

a l l e g i a n c e  t o  a now v e n e r a b l e  r e l i g i o u s ,  p s y c h o l o g i c a l ,  
and p h i l o s o p h i c a l  t r a d i t i o n :  THE QUEST FOR THE ABSOLUTE - 

' ( a s  t h e  e a r l y  n i n e t e e n t h  c e n t u r y  p h r a s e d  i t ) "  (1980 : x x v i i )  . 



What immedia te ly  comes t o  s u r f a c e ,  i n  E n g e l s '  h o l i s t i c  e x e l a n -  

a t i o n ,  i s  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  c o n t r a d i c t i o n - - a n d  t h u s  t h e  d i a l e c t i c .  

Enge l s  a r g u e d  Q a t  t h e  m e t a p h y s i c a l  v iew t h e r e  c o u l d  b e  4 

no c o n t r a d i c t i o n s  i n  n a t u r e  r e s t e d - u p o n  t h e  a s s u m p t i o n s  t h a t  
d 

" t h i n g s  were s t a t i c " .  31 T h a t ,  i f  t h e ,  c o r r e c t  r e l a t i o n a l  a p p r o a c h  

is a d o p t e d - - i . e . ,  " t h i n g s "  i n  movement and r e l a t i o n  t o  one 

p o t h e r - - t h e n  t h e  d i a f  e c t i c a l  view must b e  a d o p t e d .  For  movement 

i t s e l f  i s  a  c o n t r a d i c t i o n .  

The m a t e r i a l i s t  c o n c e p t i o n  of  h i s t o r y ,  f o r  Marx and 

E n q e l s  : 

. . . s t a r t s  from t h e  p r o p o s i t i o n  t h a t  t h e  p roduc t ion .  o f  
t h e  means t o  s u p p o r t  human l i f e - - a n d ,  n e x t  t o  p r o d u c t i o n ,  
t h e  exchange o f , t h i n g s  p roduced- - i s  t h e  b a s i s  o f  a l l  
s t r u c t u r e ;  t h a t  i n  e v e r y  s o c i e t y  t h a t  h a s  a p p e a r e d  i n  
h i s t o r y ,  t h e  manner i n  which w e a l t h  i s  d i s t r i b u t e d  and 
s o c i e t y  d i v i d e d  i n t o  c l a s s e s  o r  o r d e r  i s  dependen t  upon 
what i s  produced,  how i t  i s  produced,  and how t h e  
p r o d u c t s  a r e  exchanged.  From t h i s  p o i n t  o f  view t h e  
f i n a l  c a u s e s  o f  a l l  s b c i a l  changes  and p o l i t i c a l  
r e v o l u t i o n s  a r e  t o  b e  s o u g h t  n o t  i n  m e n ' s  b r a i n s ,  n o t  
i n  man's  b e t t e r  i n s i g h t  i n t o  e t e r n a l  t r u t h  and j u s t i c e ,  
b u t  i n  changes i n  t b e  modes o f  product# and exchange 
( E n g e l s  1892: 9 0 ) .  

3 .  

The "Laws" o f  D ' i a l ec t i c s  
r j  

I n  d i s c u s s i n g .  t h e  ' d i a l e c t i c ,  E n g e l s  l a i d  o u t  sL&e " l a w s "  

f o r  i t s  a p p l i c a t i o n ' i n  Anti-Duhring (1878) and D i a l e c t i c s  o f  

Na tu re  ( 1872-82).  "He h i m s e l f  a p p l i e d  it [ t h e  l a &  of  d i a l e c t i c s l  
--- 

a s  a  method t o  p r o v i d e  an  approach  w i t h  p r c f o u n d  i n s i g h t s  i n t o  

n a t u r a l  and s o c i a l  processes! '  Isherman 1976:  5 8 ) .  What E n g e l s  
-- 

a t t e m p t e d  was t o  " c o d i f y  ' m a t e r i a l  d i a l e c t i c s '  a s  a  way o f  under -  

'31Thus, t h e  m e t a p h y s i c a l  view--as i t  
Enge l s - -p rov ides  u s  w i t h  y e t  a n o t h e r  example 
l o g i c .  

- 

i s  e x p l a i n e d  by 
o f  e i t h e r / o r  r i g i d  



s t a n d i n g  t h e  d i a l e c t i c s  o f  n a t u r a l  h i s t o r y  And s o c i a l  l i f e "  

- 
69 For o u r  p u r p o s e ,  two o f  t h e s e  c a l l e d  laws w j l l  b e  

d i s c u s s e d  i n  d e t a i l :  t h o s e  known U n i t y  o f  O p p o s i t e s "  and $1 

"Nega t ion  of t h e  Nega t ion" .  
- \  . 

The " i n t e r p e n e t r a t i o n  of  o p p o s i t e s " ,  o r  " u n i t y  o f  

o p p o s i t e s "  was n e v e r  d i s c u s s e d  i n  g r e a t  d e t a i l  by E n g e l s .  . 

V 

a s i c a l l y ,  t h i s  s o - c a l l e d  law s e e n e d ' t o  b& ' i n t e n d e d  a s  a n  e x p l a n -  

r a t i o n  o f  why change  o c c u r s .  The i d e a  b e h i n d  it b e i n g  t h a t  w i t h o u t  

t e n s i o n ,  e v e r y t h i n g  would remain  t h e  'same, s i n c e  t h e r e  would b e  
\ 

n o t h i n g  t o  promote change.  I t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  t h e  p u r p o s e  o f  t h i s  

> 
law was t o  e x p l a i n - - i n  a  d e e p e r  and more c o n t e x t u a l  manner--and 

t o ,  i n  f a c t ,  r e p u n c t u a t e  and t h u s  metacommunicate a b o u t ,  t h e  

complex i ty  o f  d i a l e c t i c a l  r e l a t i o n s  ( l e v e l s -  o f  communicat ion)  

i n v o l v e d  i n  and w i t h  s o c i e t y .  1t"ris an  a t t e m p t  a t  r emind ing  u s  

t h a t  t h e  world d o e s  n o t  c o n s i s t  o f  i s o l a t e d  e n t i t i e s ,  b u t - o f  

r e y a t i o n s  ( o r  " f o r c e s " )  i n  oppos i t - ion ,  u n i f i c a t i o n  and c o n t r a -  

d i c t i o n  w i t h  one  a n o t h e p  ( t h e  " t h e s i s " ,  " a n t i t h e s i s " ,  

" s y n t h e s i s "  ) . 32 r n -  o<kter words ,  ' F p p o s i t i o n "  and/or  
1 L \ 

" c o n t r a d i c t i o n ' l  i s  t h e  n e c e s s a r y  r a t i o n  f o r  change.  

a .?- 
F u r t h e r ,  we f l n d  upon c l o s e r  i v e s t i g a t i o n  t h a t  t h e  two 
p o l e s  o f  an  a n t i t h e s i s ,  p o s i t i v  and n e g a t i v e ,  e . g . ,  a r e  

a s  t h e y  a r e  opposed,  and  t h a t  d e s p i t e  a l l  
on t h e y  m u t u a l l y  i n t e r p e n e t r a t e .  And w e  

3 2 ~ a n y  o f  t h p  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  a  communicat ional  
approach ( e . g .  c o n t q x t ,  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  p u n c t u a t i o n  o f  p a t t e r n s  
of  r e l a t i o n ,  1eve l s :o f  communication and,  o f  c o u r s e ,  p a r a d o x )  
and t h e  more a l l - encompass ing  e s s e n c e  of a communicat ional  
approach ,  a r e  e a s i l y  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h i s  e x p l a n a t i o n .  3 - 



f i n d ,  I n  l i k e  manner,  " t h a t  c a u s e  and e f f e c t  a r e  
c o n c e p t i o n s  which h o l d  good o n l y  i n  t h e i r  a p p l k c a t i o n  t o  
i n d i v i d u a l  c a s e s ;  b u t  a s  soon a s  w e  c o n s i d e r  t h e  
i n d i v i d u a l  c a s e s  i n  t h e i r  g e n e r a l  c o n n e c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  
u n i v e r s e  a s  a  whole t h e y  r u n  i n t o  e a c h  o t h e r ,  and t h e y  
become confounded when w e  c o n t e m p l a t e  t h a t  u n i v e r s a l  
a c t i o n  and r e a c t i o n  i n  which causes '  and e f f e c t s  a r e  

, e t e r n a l l y  c h a n g i n g  p l a c e s ,  s o  t h a t  what  i s  e f f e c t  h e r e  
, and now w i l l  b e  c a u s e  t h e r e  and the-n, and v i c e  v e r s a  

( E n g e l s  1892:  8 4 - 8 5 ) .  

Much d e b a t e  h a s  ensued  due* t o  t h e  a m b i g u i t y  o f  E n g e l s '  
' 9 .  

e x p l a n a t i o n  of " o p p o s i t i o q " .  "Oppos i t ion"  would s e e m  t o  imply 

" symmet r i ca l " - - i  .e.  , d i s t i . n e t  b u t  e q u a l - > - r e l a t i o n s .  The most 

fundamenta l  problem, which i s  p a i n f u l l y  e x p l i c i t  i n  t h e  above 

p a s s a g e ,  i s  E n g e l s  '. u s e  o f  " o p p o s i t i o n " ,  ',%ause/ef f e c t "  , 

" p o s i t i v e / n e g a t i v e " ,  t o  d e s c r i b e  r e l a t i o n s  which may n o t  b e  i n  
3- F 

o p p c s i t i o n  a t  a l l .  Thus,  one c o u l d  c o n v i n c i n g l y  a r g u e  ( i f  one  

t o o k  Enge l s  a t  f a c e  v a l u e )  t h a t  h i e r a r c h i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  

r e l a t i o n s ,  such  a s  s l a v e  " v s . "  s lave-owner  o r  woman " v s . "  man, 

a r e  i n  t h e  same t y p e  of  o p p o s i t i o n  t o  e a c h  o t h e r  a s  t h e  two p o l e s  

o f  a  maqnet.. A t  any e v e n t ,  t o  even u s e  t h e  t e r m  " v e r s u s "  i m p l i e s  

a  symmetrized o p p o s i t i o n ,  r a t h e r  t h a n  a  h i e r a r c h i c a l  c o n t r a -  

d i c t i o n  which ,  i n  r e a l i t y ,  . e x i s t s .  The u s e  o f  t h e  t e r m  

" o p p o s i t i o n "  3s a  " c a t c h - a i l "  p h r a s e  f o r  d e s c r i b i n g  r e l a t i o n s  

which a r e ,  i n  a c t u a l i t y ,  n o t  opposed h a s  had s e r i o u s  r e p e r c u s s i o n s  

33 w ' f o r  examining - s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s .  c 

3 3 ~ n  o t h e r  words ,  t h e  u s e  o f  o p p o s i t i o n  t o  e x p l a i n  
r e l a t i o n s  which a r e ,  i n  a c t u a l i t y ,  r e l a t i o n s  o f  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  
o n c e  a g a i n  r e i n f o r c e s  t h e  d a n g e r s  o f  m i s p u n c t u a t i o n  (which e v o l v e  
from s y m m e t r i z a t i o n ) .  

" I n  t h i s  way, r e a l  soc ioeconomic  h i e r a r c h i e s  betweep p e o p l e  
and g roups  ( l e v e l s  of  r e l a t i o n ,  l e v e l s  o f  power) become 
i d e o l o g i c a l l y  d e p r i v e d  o f  t h e  p o l i t i c a l ,  economic ,  and 
h i s t o r i c a l  c o n t e x t  which would a l l o w  t h e s e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  t o  
be'  p e r c e i v e d  a s  t h e y  r e a l l y  a r e "  (Wilden 1980a:  76-77) . 



For example, the usage of such phrases as "the battle of 
-: - 

$' T 

the sexes", places the relationship of the sexes in an imaginary 

opposition-to each other. In doing this, the hierarchical 

contradiction existing between the relations of men and women 
-7 

is neutralized; the two sexes are being placed in "a false 

identity of opposites" (Coe and piden 1978: 32). 34 

In reality, "no such identity and no such opposition -d 

actually existsw (ibid.: 33). What exists is a conflict or 

struggle. The same can be said for the "opposition" between 

"capital" and "labour". For,*although one can still imagine the 
,L- 

dialectic in terms of "thesis", "antithesis" and "synthesis", one 
-L-q 

cannot assume that the "thesis" and "antithesis" are always 
. ,  - , *  . - -  . . - 

in opposition: As it happens, in most cases'concerning organic 

relations (as in the relation between capital and labour) a 

contradict"ion or conflict exists between the "antithesis" and 

"thesis". 

The term "unity of contradiction" implies, then, that 

the relationships beinq described involve at least two levels, 

one of which is dominant over the other (ibid.).' 

34~his idea of "a false identity of opposites" provide? 
us with greater insight into the notion of symmetrization ( a  
predominant type of mispunctuation). 

"As a result of thi; symrneRrization of levels, distinct " 
socioeconomic levels which'kntradict each other in the 
Real will commonly be perceived and acted on as if the 
various levels were simply in a single-level opposition 
9 each other (man opposes woman', capital opposes labor, 
white opposes non-white, and so on)" (Wilden 1980a: 77). 



The r e a s o n  f o r  s u b s t i t u t i n g  ' u n i t y '  f o r  ' i d e n t $ t y l  i s ,  
f i r s t ,  t o  c o r r e c t  t h e  ~ o t i o n  t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  

- symmet r i ca l  ( ' e q u a l  and o p p o s i t e ' )  by i n d i c a t i n g  i t s  
fundamerttal  asymmetry; and s e w n d ,  t o  i n c l u d e  w.i thin . 
t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n  t h e  r e a l i t y  tha't"--*ale ' and ' female  ' 
- - l i k e  ' c a p i t a l '  and ' l a b o u r '  i n  o u r ' p ~ e s e n t  economic 
system-are i n t e r d e p e n d e n t ,  . . . ( i b i d  .IL: 

I 

The p h r a s e  ' ! i d e n t i t y  of  o p p o s i t e s " ' i s ,  however,  a p p r ~ p r i a t e  f o r  

d 

l o g i c a l  l e v e l  o f  r e a l i t y ,  " such  a s  e n  p o s i t i v e  and 

n e g a t i v e  e l e c t r i c a l  p o t e n t i a l "  ( i b i d . :  311, and 
- 

2 )  a r e l a t i o n s h i p  i n  which t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  i d e n t i t y  i s  a. 
c o n s t i t u t e d  s u c h  t h a t  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between t h e  two p o l e s  is 

based  e n t i r e l y  on a n  o p p o s i t i o n a l  s i g n  o f  t h e  s a m e  t y p e  a s  t h e  

o t h e r ;  such a s  +2 and - 2  ( i b i d . ) .  

V . I .  ~e<iLn (1870-1924) i s  g h e r a l l y  r e g a r d e d  a s  " t h e  - 
c h i e f  exponent  of  d i a l e c t i c a l  n a t e r i a l i s m "  a f t e r  Marx and E n g e l s  

( ~ u n e s  1960 : 167)  . However, i t  would 'seem t h a t   eni in f o l l o w e d  in 

E n g e l s '  f o o t s t e p s  i n  c l d u d i n g  t h e  " i s s u e  o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  b e t w e e n  

d i a l e c t i c s  and l i v i n g  and s o c i a l  systems" (Coe and Wilden 1978:  1 _ 

3 5 ) .  For  i n  d e s c r i b i n g  " i d e n t i t y  o f  o p p o s i t e s "  he  l i s t e d :  

I n  mathemat ics :  + and -. D i f f e r e n t i a l  and i n t e g r a l .  
I n  mechanics :  a c t i o n  and r e a c t i o n .  
I n  p h y s i c s :  p o s i t i v e  and n e g a t i v e  e l e c t r i c i t y .  
I n  c h e m i s t r y :  t h e  combina t ion  and d i s a s s o c i a t i o n  o f  a t o m s .  
I n  s o c i a l  s c i e n c e :  t h e  c l a s s  s t r u g g l e  ( i b i 8 . ; -  emphasis  m i n e ) .  

The " c l a s s  s t r u g g l e 1 ' ,  however, c a g n o t  be e q u a t e d  w i t h  p o s i t i v e  and 

+ P 

n e g a t i v e  e l e c t r i c i t y ,  a s  i t  i s  i n c o r r e c t  t o  make a n  a n a l o g y w  

between t h e  mechanics  o f  t h e  p h y s i c a l  w o r l d  t a  " t h e  non-mechanica l  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  o f  l i v i n g  and s o c i a l  sys tems"  ( i b i d . 1 .  - 



-- 
* This is just one more example of a mechanistic 

8 /--- 

pers$ective, whereby a mhinterpretation of hierarchical relations 
J 

- I 

&re placed in imaqinary opposition to one anothe'r, which  results - 
in a mispunctuation of real communicational phenomena. 

x As Coe and Wilden point-out, Marx had criticized the 
I 

. positidons of confusing hierarchically different relations with 

relations existing 
> 

in bilateral cpposition, the GrunUrisse 

("~oundations of the Critique of Political Economy", 1857-58) 

(1978: 37) ~his'was in regards to the erroneous assumption that r . .l 
producti* and consumption are "equal". 35 

f 
~ a r d  begifis his critique by -saying that there is 'ngthing - 
simpJer for a Hegelian than to posit production and 

\ 
"consumption -as identical' . . . . "Marx concludes, 'not 
that production, distribution, exchange and consumption 

' are identical, but that they all •’arm members of a 
totality, distinctions within a unity'. Production 
ultimately dominates all the other aqpects of econcmic 
life under capitalism: the relationship is hie-rarchical 
(ibid.: 38). 

I 

- 

The notion of "identity of opp~sites" is a necessary 
P 

3~ concept for an understanding of a-diklectical, and concurrently~ 

3 5 ~ s  Marx explained i in his "Introduction to the . Z Critique of Political Economy 1857-58) , "consumption produ&& 
production by creating the nec&sity for new production, i.e. by 
providing the ideal, inward, impelling cause which constitutes 
the prerequisite of production. Consumption ,furnishes the impulse. 
for production as we$l as its ct, which plays in hroduction 
the part of its g&ding aim. s clear that while production 
furnishes the material object onsumption, consumptip~f 
provides the ideal object of duction, as its image, ifs want, 

- - its impulse, and its purpose. It furnishes the object of 
production in its subjective form. No wants, no production. But 
consumption reproduces the want" (in Sweezy 1942: 173). - 

Sweezy translates this somewhat esoteric definition by 
discussing "the fundamental contradiction" of capitalism: 

r II . . . production entirely lacks an objective unless it is 
directed tpwards a deginite goal in consumption, but capitalism - 

attempts to expand production without any reference to the 
-. consumption which alone can give it meaning" (ibid.: 174-175). 
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Opposites", must study that relation in a dialectical fashion 
- 

+(examine the original pun~tudtion in light of the patterns of 

relationShip, the metacohtextual levels of constraint, and take 
'b 

into consideration the possibility of mispunctuation) in order to 
- 

3 ascertain if it is, in reality, the case. * 

More specifically ercphasized by Enqels was the so-called 

law of the "negation of the negation". If we turn, once aga'in, 

to the.structure of "thesis", "antithesis", and "synthesis" 

--remembering Hegel's original explanation ("A" and "not-A"; 

cf. p. 123 )--the "negation of'the negation" takes on new 
% 

meaning when given real characteristics. Marx, in Das Kapital, 

explained that: ?A u- 

. . . when, as a result of competition between capitalists, 
the few remaining giant capitalist enterprises find them- J 

selves confronted by a poverty-striken proletariat, the 
latter will rise and expropriate the former, the . 
expropriators will be expropriated (in Acton 1967a: 393). - 

-, 
The "antithes$st', then, negates the :thesis", resulting in the 

h 
"negation of the negation" producing the "synthesis". 

It has been argukd that the label "negation of the 

negation" is an inappropriate way to diskuss contradiction, 

conflict and change in material social relations. For in out- 

lining this so-called law, it woul-d seem that Engels "failed. to 

make any consistent distinction between inoiganic,' organic, and 

socioeconomic _systems" (Wilden 1977a: 94). For in ~ n t i - ~ u h r i n ~  . 

(1878) , Engels asserts : 

. . . our purpose here . . . to show that negation of the 
negation really does take place in both (the plant and - - 
animal) kingdoms of the organic world. Furthermore, the 
whole of geology is a series of successive shatterings of 
old and deposits of new rock formatians (cited in Wilden 
1977a: 94). 



The confusion between organic, socioeconomic and , 

inorganic systems is another illustration of the prockss of 

symmetrization. F'or hierarchical and complex levels of 

relatiops,"according to this explanation, can mistakenly be 
/ 

oversimplified (i.e., reduced) and thus neutralized. 36 The 

inherent dangers of classifying all such relations--as those 
- 

previously put forward as "unity of Differences", "Unity of 

Distinctions", "Unity of Oppositions", and "Unity of Contra'- 

dictionsM--under the rubric of "Interpenetration of Oppasites" 

or "Identity of Opposites", would also hold true for the manner 

in which "negation of the negation" is commonly interpreted. 

(Mispunctuations can, of course, also arise if the relations, 

36~ndeed, what is taking place in this type of mispunctu- 
ation is a conFusion of logical types, as inorganic, organic 
and socioeconomic systems represent different levels of 
contextual constraint. Moreover, what this kind of faulty 
interpretation can lead to is that: 

"Along with the denial, the reeression, or rejection of 
the real context, the actual power relations sustaining 
and enforcing the hierarchy will also be ideologically 
'neutralized1, as if they did not exist. People caught 
up in this kind of Imaginary behavior and belief will 
refuse to recognize the socially and economically 
enforced dominatidn of men over women in our society, 
for example. Or they will hold that the dominant- 
subordinate relationship between capital and labor under 
state and private capitalism is 'really' a relationship .+. 
of 'competition in the market'. Or they will treat a - 

colony as if it were a nation--which it does appear to 
be, if you remove, invert, or symmetrize the real context 
made up of those who are doing the colcnizing" (Wilden 
1980a: 77). 

(This does not mean that Engels perceived the world in this manner. 
On the contrary, what is being emphasized is that mispunctuations 
--inhere t in Engelst definition of this law--can lead to far 
more 'Id llitating kinds of mispunctuations.) 



which "thesis" and "antithecis" represent, are not seen in their 

proper context. 

'1n clarification, what is being d'iscussed is the notions 

of opposition and contradiction. It would seem, <hen, that for 

the purposes of discussing the relations between Hegelian ideal 

concepts, the triadic processes of change--called "thesis",--. 
L 

i? ' 

"antithesis" and "synthesis"--are both appropriate and necessary. 

However, in view of the repunctuations of the Hegelian dialect 

into a way of understanuing systems in.conflict with systems--or 

conflicts between subsystems (e-g. socioeconomic classes) within ' - 

. - 

the whole system (cf. Appendix IV) making up society-in-history 

--the "thesis", "antithesis", "synthesis" analogy proves to be 

just too ll=?fear a model (Wilden 1977a: 95). The notion of 

negation of the thesis by the antithesis "applies a one- 

dimensional construct to a multidimensional reality" (ibid.) . 
In another light, this model makes it all too easy to fall 

into some of -the ideological. myths regarding relations in false 

oppositiom(the symmetrization of levels of complexity). . In 

order for the so-called law of "negation of the negation" to make 

sense, "A" and "not-A" would have to be of different logl-cal ._ 
types or in a relation of a "unity of cohtradiction". 

'A' stands for some particular item, some particular 
relation, or some particular pattern. 'Not-A', in 
contrast stands for every other item, relation, or 
pattern in the universe except 'A'. As a generality, 
'not-A' cannot properly be regarded as beinq of the 
same type of a particular, such as 'A'. To put the ' 

point another way, the difference in levels between 



' A '  and 'not-A'  r e s u l t s  from t h e  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  t h a t  
'not-A'  is n o t  s i m p l y  t h e  ' n e g a t i v e '  o f  ' A ' .  ' N o t - A '  
i s  t h e  env i ronment  o f  ' A '  (Coe and Wilden 1978:  4 ~ ) ~ ~ ~  

. ', 

The ' n e g a t i o n  o f  t h e  n e g a t i o n '  s h o u l d  b e  pe rce&ed  t 
* 

simply a  g u i d e  o r  p u n c t u a t i o n  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  r emind ing  o n e 3 ' t o  

r e c o g n i z e  h i e r a r c h i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  o f  r e l a t i o n s ,  which  

a r e  o f t e n  confused  w i t h  "what  w e  a r e  t a u g h t "  a r e  oppos ing  s y s t e m s  - 
38 o f  r e l a t i o n s  o r  subsys tems  o f  r e l a t i o n s .  

For  e x a m p l e , " w h a t  was--and o f t e n  s t i l l  i s - - c a l l e d  " r a c e  
9 

wars  between Blacks  and -Whitesw i n  t h e  U .  S . A .  AS- a  good 

i l l u s t r a t i o n  o f  t h i s  t y p e  of symmetrized m i s p u n c t u a t i o n .  A c a s e  

i n  p o i n t  i s  t h e  s o A c a l l e d  d e s e g r e g a t i o n  laws p a s s e d  i n  1954 by  ' 
\- 

t h e  Supreme C o u r t .  F i v e  c o u r t  c a s e s ,  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  

u n c o n s t i - t u t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e  o f  s e g r e g a t i o n  o f  c h i l d r e n  i n  p u b l i c  6 

s c h o a l s ,  s o l e l y  on t h e  b a s i s  o f  race--under  t h e  o f f i c i a l  name of  

Brown v s .  Board o f  E d u c a t i o n - - i n i t i a t e d  t h i s  Supreme C o u r t  

d e c i s i o n  ( Q u a r l e s  1964:  2 6 8 ) .  + 
5 

3 7 ~ h i s  e x p i a n a t i o n  i s  a n  a p t  c r i t i c i sm o f  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  
t h e  " law o f  the '*excluded middlen--whereby a  r e l a t i o n  c a n n o t  b e  
"A" and "not-A" a t  t h e  s a m e  @ m e .  F o r  w h a t  i s  b e i n g  emphasized  
i s  t h a t  "A" and "not-A" a r e  o f  d i f f e r e n t  l o g i c a l  t y p e s  (and  
e x i s t  i n  a  r e l a t i o n  o f  c o n t r a d i c t i o n )  s o  t h a t  "not-A" c a n  b e  
p e r c e i v e d  a s  p r o v i d i n g  t h e  c o n t e x t  for.--and t h e r e f o r e  , 
encompassing--'LA1' . r 

3 8 ~ i l d e n  e x p l a i n s  t h a t :  
".  . . t h e s e  imag inary  s y m m e t r i z a t i o n s  w i l l  u s u a l l y  c o n t a i n  
enough of  a  ha l f - spoken  t r u t h  a b o u t  t h e  r e a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
t o  make t h e  pseudo-symmetry b e l i e v a b l e .  Indeed  a l l  
i d e o l o g i c a l  m i s p u n c t u a t i o n s  and m i s r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  'a o  
r e a l  r e l a t i o n s  i n  o u r  s o c i e t y  do t e l l  some k i n d  o f  t r u t h  

- 

* 
about ,some a s p e c t  o f  o u r  r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  These m i s r e p r e -  
s e n t a t i o n s  o f  r e a l i t y  a r e  r a r e l y  o u t r i g h t  l i e s - - a n d  t h i s  
i s  what makes them s o  d i f f i c u l t  t o  d e a l  w i t h "  (1980a:  7 7 ) . '  

? 



Th.e 4 so -ca l l ed  d e s e g r e g a t i o n  l a w s  a r e  o f t e n  m i s p u n c t u a t e d  , 
* I 

- 
a s  b e i n g  t h e  r e s u l t  o f  the.  o p p o s i t i o n  be tween  B l a c k s  and  W h i t e s  - 

c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  u n c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  and  r a c i s t  p r a c t i c e  o f  s e p a r a t e  

' ( a n d  u n e q u a l )  e d u c a t i o n  i e . , o f  p l a c i n g  i n  f a l s e  o p p o s i t i o n  

r e a t i o n s  wh ich  a r e ,  i n  a c t u a l i t y ,  r e l a t i o n s  o f  c o n t r a d i c t i o n ) .  
-- 

The r e s o l u t i o n  o f  t h i s  " p r o 6 l e m " ,  t h r o u g h  a  S t a t e  d e c i s i o n ,  was 

supposed  t o  have  t h e  a f f e c t  o f  s o l v i n g  t h e  " i n e q u i t i e s "  i n h e r e n t  

i n  t h e  s y s t e m  a n d ,  m o r e  i m p o r t a n t l y ,  t o  p u t  a n  e n d  t o  B lack  

p r o t e s t .  However, t h i s  " p a p e r "  c h a n g e  had c u r i o u s  r e p e r c u s s i o n s  

i n  r e g a r d s  t o  i d e o l o g i c a l  c h a n g e .  F o r  i n s t e a d  o f  " p a s s i f y i n g "  -4 - 

p u b l i c  d i s p 4 a y s  o f  B l a c k  " d i s c o n t e n t " ,  t h i s  l e g a l  d e c i s i o n  was 

p a r t i a l l y  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  a  " r a i s i n g  o f  c o n s c i o u s n e s s "  ( o r  a  - 
r e p u n c t u a t i o n )  - - f o r  b o t h  B l a c k  and  Whi t e .  - 

. . . The Brown d e c i s i o n  mean t  t h a t  America would have  t o  
l o o k  anew a t  i t s  c o l o r e d  c i t i z e n s .  'The a b i d i n g  
s u b c o n s c i o u s  o f  t h e  Negro t u r n e d  o v e r n i g h t  i n t o  an  a c u t e  
and  i v e d i a t e  a w a r e n e s s  o f  t h e 3 N e g r o 1 ,  w r o t e  James J a c k s o n  
K i l p a t r i c k ,  e d i t o r  o f  t h e  Richmond N e w s  L e a d e r  ( Q u a r l e s  
1964 :  2 3 8 ) .  

Awareness  and  s u b s e q u e n t  s h o c k  p r e v a i l e d ,  a s  W h i t e s  began  
I 
Y 

t o  r e l l i z e  t h a t t h e  B l a c k  "p rob lem"  was f a r  f rom b e i n g  s o l v e d ,  

b u t  was i n  f a c t  e s c a l a t i n g .  Many B l a c k  another level, 

r e c o g n i z e d  t h a t  t h i s  t o k e n  appeasemen't was j u s t  symptomat i c  o f  

t h e  i n s u r m o u n t a b l e  i n j u s t i c e s  a n d  v i o l e n c e  d i r e c t e d  a t  B l a c k  

p e o p l e  i n  Amer ica- - through s o c i o p o l i t i c a l  and  economic c o n s t r a i n t s .  

You need  som'e  p r o o f ? -  W e l l ,  t h e n ,  kihy was i t  t h a t  when 
Negroes  d i d  s$-art  r e v o l t i n g  a c r o s s  Amer ica ,  v i r t u a l l y  a l l  
of  w h i t e  ~ r n e r i c a  w a s  c a u g h t  u p  i n  s u r p r i s e  and  even s h o c k ?  
I would h a t e  t o  b e  g e n e r a l .  d f  an  army a s  b a d l y  i n f o r m e d  
a s  t h e  American w h i t e  man h a s  been  a b o u t  t h g ~ e ~ r o  i n  t h i s  
c o u n t r y  (Malcolm X 1964 :  2 7 3 - 2 7 4 )  . 



As -far as the "effectiveness" of the so-called . _ 
# 

desearegation laws, one need only look at unemployment statistics; 

northern ghettos in'such places as Detroit, Baltimore or 
S 

Washington, D.C.; the quality 68 education the majority of   lack 

children are receiving; or pay a visit to any of the southern 

states to-see how effective these laws were. 

No sane man really ~ants~integration! No sane white man 
really wants No sane blaqk man really believes 
that the 1 give the black man any-thing 

., . Human rights! Respect 
America's black.masses want. 
black masses want not to be 

shrynk from as though they are plague-ridden (ibid.: 2 4 5 -  
246) .39 

The comrnon,error of the dominant ideology is once more 

apparent; the never-ending myth of putting contradictory 

relations in symmetrical opposition. In a real and dialectical 

perspective, it is immediately obvious that to place the races 

in opposition, i-e., Black vs. White, is a false relation. 40 

ForUir? this society, Whites are dominant over Blacks. The change 
' 
which occurred--as a partial result of the implementation of the 

so-called desegregation laws--was a recognition of a relation of 

39~ndeed, what Malcolm X is emphasizing is that the ide 
of integration--within a white dominated society--is a symmet- 
rizati~n of hierarchical levels of constraint (an attempt to 
resolve a mispunctuated understanding of relations between Bla 
and Whites; mispunctuated because it confuses logical types, a 
decontextualizes and thus neutralizes reality). Malcolm x'< 
statement is, in fact, a metacommunication. ) I 

40~ithin the context of this -planation, it can now be 
noted that the idea of "reverse discrimination", in reality, can- 
not exist. For it is just an extension of the mispunctuation 
of placing Blacks and.Whites in a relation of false opposition. 



-T, 

conflict--a "unity of contradiction". - 

- Unless we call one white man, by name, a 'devil', we are. 
not speaking of any individual white man. We are speaking 
of the collective white man's historical record. We are 
sp~aking of the collective white man's cruelties, and 
evils, and greeds, that have seen him act like p devil - 
towards the-non-white man. Any intelligent, honest, 
objective person cannot fail to realize that this white 
manys slave trade, and his subsequent devilish actions 
are directly responsible for not only-the presence of 
this black man in America, but als,o for the condition of 
which we.find this black man here. You cannot*find one 
black man, I do not care who he is, who has not been 
personally damaged in some way blr the devilish acts of 
the collective white man (ibid. : 266) 1 

One notion which immediately comes to mind, in this 

moving quotat40nI *is ~alcolm 'X ' s concern with distinguishing 

between the "individual" and the "co3lective". This distinction 
\ 

is another fundamental relation which is often reduced to an - 

"ei ther/orl', "oppositionalw mbhel within the dominant code .(cf. 

~ ~ p e n d i x  111). How often have we heard arguments like: "But - 

I'm not a racist, some of my best friends are   lack", or "I'm 

no male-chauvinist pig, my wife and I are equal" (cf. 

"symrnetrization".for further explanation of this example). What 

we are taught to confuse iS the "individual" with the 

"collective". The "collective" refers to the Dominant Other 4 1 

and/or the dominant code (ideology). This dominant other is 

represented by the individual, whc is a part of the oppressing 
- 

(exploiting) class, race anclior sex. Since the code is of a 

C41~he notion "Dominant Other1' is a useful term for met* 
communicating about relations of oppression. Dominant Others 
refer to the collective oppression of one group, class, and/or 
sex by the dominant (more 'powerful) class, race and/or sex. 
Under capitalism, the   om in ant Other is represented by.the 
white, capitalis$, male. 



higher level than the' individual it c.onstrains, then to reduce 

the "collective" to tEe "individual" is again a false 

opposition. And, since an individual is defined by relations to . 

others--both real and imaginary--and to the social, political 

and economic context (e.g. class, race, sex) it is impassible for 

the dominant discourse hot to bk ingrained in .the individual. 

It is the dominant i$eology--the capitalist- system, in this case 

--which should be redognized as a collective expression. - 
Wilden provides us with an example which demonstrates the 

impossibility of "equal but opposite" relations between hierar- 

chically different levels of relation. 
9 

In the real world supported and maintained by real labor, 
and where words may also be forms of violence, potentiad 
and actual, we know that one white person's 'Nigger!' does 
incalcuable damage to the 'self-concept' of fhe black, 
whereas one thousand or one million blacks responding to 
an original white assault by means of 'Honkiel' has no 
necessary or significant effect on the white at all. Such 
'negation' and 'counter-negation' cannot under state and , .  
private capitalism be reciprocal cr symmetrical because 
the white collectivity represents a dominant Other for 
the black . . .. (1979: 9). 

The vague, so-called laws of "negation of the negation", 

or "Identity of opposites" put forward by Engels and Lenin can 

have dangerous implications for the dialectical approach. For 
I 

if they are misinterpreted, or taken literally as rigid "laws", + 

then they, in turn, neutralize the dialectical process, 

trangformincj it into a mechanistic either/or tautology. For the 

dialectic is a complex, continuous process; an event which is 

quantitatively and qualitatively different from the set of 

rei~ations originally questioned. . , 



- The day-to-day c o n f u s i o n s  between r e l a t i o n s  of d i f f e r e n c e ,  
d i s t i n c t i o n ,  o p p o s i t i o n ,  and  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  c o r r e s p o n d  t o  
b ~ t h  l o g i c a l  and r e a l  c o n f u s i o n s  between l e v e l s  of  r e l a t i o n  
i n  s o c i a l  and o t h e r  sys tems .  They a r e  c o n f u s i o n s  t h a t  o f t e n  
l e a d  t o  t h e  i d e o l o g i c a l  n e u t r a l i - z a t i o n  of  r e a l  h i e r a r c h i c a l  
r"e1at ions i n  sys tems  and i n  s o c i e t y  (Wilden 1977a:  1 1 0 ) .  

.The e l a b o r a t e  and e s s e n t i a l  n a t u r e  of  t h e  d i a l e c t i c  
-7 

p r o v i d e s  k t h  f u r t h e r  i n s i g h t s  i n t o  what  Bateson c a l l s  t h e  

a e s t h e t i c  q u a l i t y  o f  a  communicat ional  approach .   deed,' i b e c a u s e  
- * 3 

of i t s  concern  f o r  l e v e l s  o f  p a t t e r n s  of r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  
;ry 

c o n t e x t u a l  c o n s t r a i n t ,  pa radox  and p u n c t u a t i o n - - t o  name a  few 

--a communicat ional  approach ,  by i t s  v e r y  n a t u r e ,  must t h e r e f o r e  
- 

be d i a l e c t i c a l .  



CONCLUSIONS 

"Would you tell me, pl e, which way I ought tQ 
go from here?" \ 
"That depends a good d on where you want to 
get to," said the Cat. A 

roll, Alice's Adventures 
in Wonderland (1865) 

The above quotation is indicative of the plight of kany 

contemporary social scientists. It is not so much that they know 

not where they are going, but that it is often difficult to find a 

perspective (or approach, metdodology or epistemology) which 

provides them with direction; dir ction which aids them in 4 
understanding the complexity of comrnunicational phenomena (which 

is another way of-talking about the multi-leveled and contextual 

nature of all kinds of behaviour) in an appropriate manner. l The 

on-going development of a comrnunicational approach--which is 

necessarily concerned with recognizing "the pattern which 

connectsM--attempts to do just this. 

Within this thesis, a number of characteristics which 

prove essential for explaining and understanding communication 

have been identified. Moreover, it has become apparent that 

these characteristics--in relationship--can be translated into 

'AS discussed in Chapter 11, by appropriate or effective 
we mean one which actually addresses she reality it .attempts to 
explain. In other words, dialectical. 



a higher-leveled, more all-encompassing approach, which is being 
c .  

called communicational. 

This approach is, indeed, a punctuafion--or metapunctuation 

--which is concerned with looking at relations in a both/and *. 

dialectical fashion. Further, this' met-apunctuation involves both 

the incorporation and repunctuation of many theories, ideas and 

perspectives which would seem to be'"at odds" with how this - 

approach purports to view the world. However, at deeper 

-examination, we find that e'ither/or logics are in contradiction, 

/ and not in oppo&ition, with the both/and logic of a communica- -.u 

tional approach. And since both/and logic is of a higher logical 

type, and therefore constrains, either/or logic, the contra- 

dictions can be resolved and transformed through'a process of 
F _  

translation. "In other words the metarelationsM between 

conceptualizations "may be confused but understanding may emerge 

again as true at the next more abstract level" (Bateson 1979 : 129) . 

This repunctuation--necessarily involved in the'develop- 

ment of a cornrnunicational approach--provides for a contextual 

and metacommunicational understanding of everyday practical 

experience. 

As Marx so succinctly put it, the question of truth for 
h ankind is not a theoretical question, but a practical 
%tion. The pragmatics of life, relationships and qu 

meaning necessarily and invariably subsume the theoretics 
of knowledge, existence, and signification. Not only do 
the former constrain the latter; they are also the 
environment without which the system represented by the 
scientific discourse could not survive. This reLwonshiep 
is similar to that between dialectics and analytics. 
BOTH the 'both-and' of dialectics AND the 'either/orl of 
analytics are necessary to any critical perspective: the 
relationship between the two logics is not oppositional, 
but -hierarchical (Wilden 1980 : lx) . 



Without  t h e  r e c o g n i t i o n  and a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  p e r c e i v i n g  r e l a t i o n s  

i n  a  c o n t e x t - o r i e n t e d  and  mu1,ti-dimensional manner,  *a 

communicat ional  approach  would s imply  n o t  be  (it  m u s t - b e  

remembered t h a t  a  comrnun~ca t iona l  a p p r o a c h  i s  l a b e l l e d  - r a d i c a l  

p r e c i s e l y  because  i t  borrows and t r a n s l a t e s  from o t h e r  
a *  

t 

d i s c i p l i n e s  and/or  t r a d i t i q n s ) .  Indeed ,$nany  ~ f  t h e  c h a r a c t e r -  
0 

3 &*.J 
i s t i c s  o•’Ga c c m m u n i ~ a t i o n a l  approach  s t e l  fnom d a l y t i c  e i t h e r / o r ,  

&* - ;ep "irlB~+ 

p e r s p e c t  and/or  t h e o t i e * -  The recogn$+tion o f 4 r n ~ s p u n c t u a t i ~ n s  - 3. .* , &- 

and consequknt  r e p u n c t u a t i o n s  o f  v a r i o u s S o t i o n s  a r e ,  i n  f a c t ,  
& 

d e m c n s t r a t i o n s  o f  t h i s  a p p r o a c h ' s  d i a l e c t i c a l  concern .  The 

. - t h e o r y  o f  l o g i c a l  t y p e s  i s  a n  i l l u s t r a t i o n  o f  t h i s  v e r y  p o i n t .  

C 
I n  o t h e r  words ,  when w e  t a k e  t h e  n o t i o n  o f  l o g i c a l  t y p i n g  
o u t  o f  t h e  f i e l d  o f  a b s t r a c t  l o g i c  and s t a r t  t o  map r e a l  
b i o l o g i c a l  e v e n t s  o n t o  t h e  h i e r a r c h i e s  of t h i s  paradigm, 

' w e  s h a l l  immediat&y e n c o u n t e r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i n  t h e  wor ld  
o f  men ta l  and b i o l o g i c a l  s y s t e m s ,  t h e  h i e r a r c h y  -is- d o t  
o n l y e a  l i s t  of  c l a s s e s ,  clgsses of  c l a s s e s ,  and c l a s s e s  
o f  c l a s s e s  o f  c l a s s e s  b u t  h a s  a l s o  become a  z i g z a g  l a d d e r  
o f  d i a l e c t i c  between form and p r o c e s s  ( B a t e s o n  ,l9<79 : 1215) . 

The&ernphas is  on t h e  d i a l e c t i c a l  n a t u r e  o f  a  communicat ional  

a p p r o a c h   become,^ even m o r e  e v i d e n t  w i t h i n  t h e  c o n t e x t  of  t h e  
3 

e v o l u t i o n  o f  t h e  i d e a  o f  d i a l e ~ t i c s  i t s e l f .  For  by t r a c i n g  t H e  

t r a n s l a t i o n  o f  t h e  d i a l e c t i c ,  t h e  e s s e n c e  o f  a  communicat ional  
iJ 

r 
d 

approach i s  e x e m p l i f i e d .  F o r  example,  t h e  d i a l e c t i c a l  n o t i o n  

1 o f  t h e s i s ;  a n t i t h e s i s  and s y n t h e s i s - - a 3  a  ru le -governed  and 
B 

I ' 

ever -chang ing  p r o c e s s - - i s  s i m i l a r ,  and p r o v i d e s  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  

f o r ,  t h e  i d e a s  o f  h i e r a r c h i c a l  levels  o f  p a t t e r n s  o f  r e C l a t i o n s h i p ,  
- - 

p u n c t u a t i o n ,  and r e p u n c t u a t i o n ,  (ahd can  a l s o  b e  e m p i o y ~ t o - - - -  
* ,  / 

e x p l a i n  m i s p u n c t u a t L o n ) .  " ~ l s o ,  t h e  i d e a  o f  cornrnuni-cation a b o u t ,  
w 
i Fornqunication--metacommunidation--is more u n d e r s t a n d a b l e  w i t h i n  

/ 

( t h e  m u l t i - l e v e l e d  framework ofi t h e  n o t i o n  of. d i a l e c t i c s .  And, 



L<._ .d 

in&leed, a s p e c t s  o f  t h i s  framework c l o s e l y  what i s  b e i n g  
s .  

proposed. b< a communicat ional  G3 

I n  e x p l a n a t i o n :  l i k e  H e g e l ' s  d i a l e c t i i c ,  a  communicat ional  
B 

approach  i s  c o n c i r n e d  w i t h  l o o k i n g  at--and l a n g u a g i n g  a b o u t  
. * 

--experignce i n  a n  a e s t h ~ t i c  manner ( i n  o t h e r  words ,  b e i n g  
+ 6 

-+- ' r e s p o n s i v e  t o  l e v e l s  o f  c h a n g i n g  g a t t e r n s  - o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p ) .  
-. \ P 

" - -  powever ,  a communicat ional  approach  r e j e c t s  t h e  i d e a  o f  an  
4 

ABSOLUTE l e v e l  o f  c o n s t r a i n t  and ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  h a s  no  i l l u s i o n s  

a b o u t  p r o v i d i n g  f o r  a  d e ' f i n i t i v e  o r  f i n i t e  answer .  @ F o r  a s  
3 

Bateson responded when a s k ~ d  how many l e v e l  

. . . t h a t  I c a n n o t  know. I c a n h o t  know whe the r  it i s  
u l t i m a t e l y  a t a u t o l o g y  n o r  how many l o g i c a l  l e v w s  i t  

, h a s .  I am i n s i d e  i t  and t h e r e f o r e  c a n n o t  knpo i t s  
o u t e r  l i m i t s - - i f  it h a s  any (1979: 229) . 

v 

O n c e  a @ a i n ,  t h e  emphasis  on c o n t e x t  ( and  c o n t e x t  o f '  

conuttext , and s o  on)  , . e s s e n t i a l  t o  t h e  communicat ional  perspective, 
, ' f 

i s  r e v e a l e d .  I n  t h i s  manner; a  communicat ional  approach  i s  , 

d i a l e c t i c s .  .* 

With a l l  i t s  p o s s i b l e  d e f e c t s ,  t h e  Marxian model h a s  one  
s c i e n t i f i c  and e p i s t e m o l o g i c a l  q u a l i t y  which most o t h e r  
s o c i o p o l i t i c a l  and socioeconomic  t h e o r i e s  l a c k .  I t  r a r e l y *  
f a i l s  t o  be c o n c e r n e d \ w i t h  t h e  CONTEXT i n  which change ' 

, ' 
o c c u r s .  I t  i s  a. s y s t e m a t i c  a n d 3 s t r u c t u r a l  model open t o  , 1 -  

t h e  f u t u r e .  I t  s e e k s  t o  e s t a b l i s h  a  s e t  o f  TRUTHS-IN- , -- 
PROCESS . . . (Wilden 1980:  xx) . 

Moreover)  t h e  r e c o g n i t i o n  o f  some o f  t h e  c o m p l e x i t i e s  - 
i n v o l v e d  i n  a c o ~ u n i c a t i o n a l  appboach a l l o w s  u s  t o  i d e n t i f y  

' s im i l a r  p u n c t u a t i o n s  o f  e x p e r i e n c e - - i n  o t h e r  works--and t h u s  , '  

%etter  u n d e r s t a n d  what  i s  b e i n g  a rgued .  
\ 
\ 

&rd J 

P 



I n  t h e  w r i t i n g s  of Marx and Engels ,  f o r  example, t h e  

n e c e s s i t y  o f  metacornrnunicating about  r e a l ,  c o n c r e t e  r e l a t i o n s  a s  

beTing h i e r a r c h i c a l l y  s t r u c t u r e d - - i n  accordance w i t h  l e v e l s  and 

3 kr 
meta l eve l s  of c o n s t r a i n t - - i s  f u r t h e r  r evea l ed .  E 

Modern i n d u s t r y  has  conver ted  t h e  l i t t l e  workshop e  
p a t r i a r c h a l  mas te r  i n t o  t h e  g r e a t  f a c t o r y  of  t h e  i riia 1 
c a p i t a l i s t .  Masses o f  l a b o u r e r s ,  crowded i n t o  t h e  f a c t o r y  
a r e  o rganized  l i k e  s o l d i e r s .  A s  p r i v a t e s  of t h e  i n d u s t r i a l  
army they  a r e  p l aced  under t h e  command o f  a  p e r f e c t  
h i e r a r c h y  of  o f f i c e r s  and s e r g e a n t s .  Not on ly  a r e  they  
s l a v e s  of t h e  bourgeo i s  s t a t e ;  they  a r e  d a i l y  and houray 
ens laved  by t h e  machine, by t h e  oye r looke r ,  and,  above a l l ,  
by t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  bourgeois  manufacturer  h imse l f  (Marx and - 

6- - Engels  1848, i n  Rius 1976: 1 1 4 ) .  

Indeed,  a  communicational approach n o t  on ly  punc tua tes  

r_/ expe r i ence  i n  a  p a r t i c u l a r  way ( i n  a  both/and d i a l e c t i c a l  f a s h i o n )  
-\ 

b u t  a l s o  prod ides  u s  w i t h  a c o n t e x t  f o r  unders tanding  how o t h e r s  

punc tua t e  t h e  Gor ld .  - I n  t h i s  s ense ,  it i s  d i s c o u r s q o f  a h i g h e r  
r\ 

l o g i c a d  t y p e .  - 

- The q u e s t i o n  of deve lop ing  . . . [a1 d i s c o u r s e  o f  a  h ighe r  
l o g i c a l  type  than  t h a t  t o  which w e  a r e  a l l  p r e s e n t l y  

- s u b j e c t e d  r e t u r n s  us- t o  t h e  p o i n t  a t  which w e  began: t h e  
q u e s t i o n  of c o n t e x t .  I n  an ecosystemic p e r s p e c t i v e ,  t h e  

+ p o s i t i o n  of h i g h e r  l o g i c a l  type  i s  s imply t h a t  which i s  
most capable  of  d e a l i n g  w i t h  t h e  most c o n t e x t  and l e v e l s  

> of  c o n t e x t ,  and t h a t  w h i c h i s  most capab le  of unders tana ing  
, how p e t h o d o l o g i c a l  c l o s u r e s - - l i k e  t h a t  o f  l o g i c a l  t yp ing  

- i t s e l f - - i n e v i t a b l y  g e n e r a t e  baradox.  I t  i s  a l s o  t h a t  
p o s i t i o n  which can e x p l a i n  i t s  own r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  t h e  
c o n t e x t  it i s  i n .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e r e f o r e , t o  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  
and r e l - a t i v e l y  s t a t i c  o g i c a l  p o s i t i o n  dependent on non- 
con ; t r ad i c t i on  and i d e  d t i t y  ( t h e  a n a l y t i c  epis temology)  
w h k h  w i l l  work INSIDE a g iven  dimension of t h e  system one 
kas  . , i so la ted  ,, t h e r e  i s  a pucrely ep i s t emolog ica l  requirement  

- f o r  a 1 o g i ~ ' o f  a  h i g h e r  t ype ,  a  dynamic l o g i c  SUBSUMING 
t h e  f i r s t ,  and one which works WHEN ONE TRIES TO CROSS THE 
SPATIAL, COMMUNICATIONAL; ORGANIZATIONAL, OR TEMPORAL 
BOUNDARIES SET UP BY CLOSURE. Such a  l o g i c  w i l l  subsume . . . $ n a l y t i c  l o g i c  by a  ~ r o c e s s  o f  metacomrnunication: it 
i s  t h e  d i a l e c t i c  l o g i c ,  n o t  of  Hegel, b u t  of Marx (Wilden 
1980: l i x )  . 



THis quotation, although lengthy, nevertheless captures 

the transdisciplinary, multi-dimensional and essential nature of 

a communicational approach for explaining the complexities of all 

kinds of socio-political and economic relations. 

What the Palo Alto Group and its associates have begun to 
I 

"set up" is an emergent epistemology which attempts to understand 

'and talk about "the reality of realityu* The idea of why this 

approach is defined as being both "in progress" and dialectical 

is elegantly 9 9 ~ e d - ~ p  by Bateson (in response to a request made 

by his daughter) : 

Daughter : 

Father: 

.- 

Please, Daddy. Don't do that. When we get near 
to asking a question, you jump away from it. 
There's always another question it seems. If you 
could answer - one question. - Just one. 
No. You don't understand. What does e.e. cummings 
say? "Always the more beautiful answer who asks 
the more difficult question" . . . You see I am 
not asking another question each time. I am making 
the same question bigger . . . (1979: 235). 

- - .- - 



EPISTEMOLOGY 

The term "epistemo1ogy""has a variety of meanings due to 

the over-,generalized manner in which it is used throughout the 

social sciences. Consequently, the understanding of the word 
/ 

/depends on the part(icular bias of the individual reader.' It is; 

u , 
then, necessary that the way in which epigtemology is used within 

this thesis be identified. 
% 

Gregory Bateson loosely describes epistemology as being 

"a'branch of science combined witH a branch of philosophy". As 

he explain y, a communicational eLpistemology is "the study of 
- 

A the necessary' limits and other characteristics of the processes 
I 

of knowing, thinking and d~iding" (1979: 250). Wilden and 

W)lson provide a similar but more precise definition in 

emphasizing that a communicational epistemology is, in fact, w 4 - 

ecosystemic. The "-eposystemic epistemology provides us with a 

d 
'I 

precious~tool of analysis and criticism. Precisely because it is 

a multi-dimensional logic of'levels in which either/or 

disjunctions are subordinate <o both-and connections" (1976: 274). 

The ecosystemic epistemology does not view boundaries as being , 

rigid, but recognizes them as both punctuations and locuses of 
3 

L 



*\ 

communication. The communicati&al epistemology recognizes . 

paradox, contradiction "and quantum leaps of *sudden change to be 

both ordinary and creative events, it ma,y best be called 

hlialectical" (ibid. : 275)' . What a cornrnunicational epistemology - B @ t 
y e s  is to get at both the root of knowing and haw and why we 

know (cf. "punctuation") . 1 ,  

u 

-. 

'wilden points out that: 
"It is not always possible to distinguish'easily between 
a dominant ideology in human a•’fairs. In general, the 
aspect of our world view that we label epistemological 
has to do with $he deeply-coded and often mainly 
syntactical abstra~ti~ns (in science, for example) which 
allow the more -overtly valued or more obviously SEMANTIC- 
PRAGMATIC ideological world view to be co2unicated. 
Beyond the universal of all human experience, neither 
espistemology nor i eology are of course the immediate 
sources of predomin a nt attitudes and values in a society, 
for these arise, after the event, in the socioeconomic 
organization of the real" (1980 : xxvi) . 



APPENDIX I1 a 

(THE DANGERS OF ERRONEOUS DEFINITIONS OF C.OMMUNICATION) 

A c a l c u l u s  f o r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  communication must be  complex 

enough t o  r e p r e s e n t  a l l  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n t  a s p e c t s  t h a t  i t  a t t e m p t s  

t o  e x p l a i n .  F u r t h e r m o r e ,  t h e  a t t e n t i o n  p a i d  by Bateson and h i s  

c o n t e m p o r a r i e s  t o  t h e  mul t i - l eve l s -d  and c o n t e x t u a l  n a t u r e  o f  

communication p r o v i d e s  u s  w i t h  t h e  groundwork f o r  t r a n s l a t i n g  
\ 

" t h e  r e l a t i o n s  i n v o l v e d  i n  cornrnunicatibn" i n t o  "communication a-s 

an  asproach  % f o r  e x p l a i n i n g  s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s " .  I n d e e d ,  what i s  

b e i n g  s u g g e s t e d  by t h e  _ r e s e a r c h  o f  t h e  p a l o  A l t o  Group and i t s  

a s s o c i a t e s  i s  " a  v e r y  d i f f e r e n t  way of  l o o k i n g  a t  human 

communication from t h a t  which p r e v a i l s  i n  c o n v e n t i o n a l  wisdom" 

(Wi lde r  1978: 3 3 ) .  

I t  i s  u n f o r t u n a t e  t h a t  t h i s  most d e s p e r a t e l y  needed 
< .  8 

" emergent  episterriology" i s  o f t e n  n e u w a l i c e d ,  'by t r a d i t h n a l  

s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s ,  due  t o  a  number o f  w r i t e r s  who m i s t a k e n l y  

l a b e l  t h e i r  WO& a s  b e i n g  CO&U ional .  For  t h e  a r e a  o f  

s t u d y  l o o s e l y  l a b e l l e d  "cornrnuni ns". h a s  a t t r a c t e d  a  v a r i e t y  

o f  r e s e a r c h e r s  who o f f e r  s i m p l i s t i c  and n o n - c o n t e x t u a l  
- 

a p p l i c a t i o n s  o f  communicat ions.  



_r 
a; The Palo Alto Group and its associates are well aware of 

the debilitating consequences for their work when it 'is 

mistakenly associated with the writings of those who pretend to 

be communications scholars. 
1 '  

Watzlawick, Weakland and Fisch come down very-hard on 
those ' terrible simplif icateurs' who overlook the fact 
that a large part of human communication takes place 
tacitly throuqh the absence of communication and 'who 
jumped on the bandwagon of communications theory and 
practice' and operated in a variety of~therapeutic and 
non-therapeutic settings 'on the problem engendering 
premise that deommunication should be clear, straight- 
forward, direct--in a word, total,' Because of the 
'absurd simplification inherent in this approach', the 
results are more often 'totalitarian' rather than 
' ' total communication ' (ibid. ) . 

It is in this light that we can see how inadequate and erroneous 

effective methodology--"effectiven meaning one which actually 

addresses the reality it attempts to explain. The,following 

quotation is an kxample of this kind of definition. 

Most of us spend up to 80 percent of our waking hours 
engaged in some --A form of communication; listening and 
responding to the messages of others occupies much of 
this time; the rest divides g talking, reading, and 
writing (Mortenson 1973 : 1; asis mine) . 

This one-difiensional explanation of communication makes 
\ 

the questionable assumption that communication is only a waking 

and conscio@s activity. Moreover, Mortenson also appears to be 

implying tiat all an intentional process, that 

is, one in which individuals c~nsciously decide whether to - 

/ 
- ,. ' 

1 
communicate'or not. The also implies that comrnunica- 

t ion  is only, or mainly, a, linguistic activity; in other woyds, 

that languqge is the primary, prerequisite of a communications 



As has been ,demonstrated, in the section on "meta- - 

communication", recent research in animal and insect behavidur 

has shown that animals and insects do indeed have complex 
-L 

communications systems, which sometimes involve the sophisticated 

use of symbolic forms of communication (metapommunicative signs). 

Furthermore, insect and animal communication includes the 

%>employment of taste, touch, ritualisdic displays (especially in 
< 

mating; cf. F .  60) , conventionalized signals, and even the 

* use of tools ample, both chimpanzees and sea otters use 
- 
- 

tools in obtaining fbod). 
5. 

If animal communication, which does not involve language, 

is as comp!ex,as this research suggests, then this, implies that 

language is not the , and perhaps not evenethe most important, 
I 

aspect of human comm ation. In fact, it is clear that much of 
i 

the information involved in social communication is not verbal, 

and much of it cannot be expressed in verbal forms. 

Mortenson's definition of communication would not be 

worth a great deal of analysis, if it did not exempTify common 

assumptions made by those "terrible simplificateurs". If, as 

Mortenson suggests, we spend up to thirteen hours a day in 

communication, then what-is it people "do" in the remaining time? 

impossible for any organism nbt to communicate, it is - 
a mystery bs to what Mortenson considers individuals "do" in the 

i J 

remainimj--twenty percent of their "waking hours", dr how they ' - 

spend their "unwa.king" periods. (One might be led to conclude a 

thag they are dead. ) 
% i 



Mortenson's definition can also be criticized for %ing 
I 

dtomistic because it assumes that individuals can exist outside 

of their cornmunicational relationship with one another or outside 

their social context, which necessarily involves levels of 

co.municationa1 relationships (and/or metarelationships). !z 

'* 
The inadequacies of this type of oversimplified and 

8 

"symmetrized" approach to communication are immediately evident 

when compar with the-multi-relational explanations provided by 
I 

the Palo Alto Group Snd its associates. For what a communica- 

tional approach is cancer- with is the relationships of 

phenomena to their metac&&unicational context. Wilder %P 

associates the inception of this radical epistemology with the 

study of,art which ism characterized by the "shift. of focusing - 
P 

upon objees to focusing upbn objects in spase (or spaces around 

objects) " (1978: 33) . 
In communication research, the paradigmatic shift would 
be ' to focus on silence [as a, metacommunicationa1 context1 
as well as upon (easily identifiable forms,'of) 
communication; on what is not said at the metalevel of 
communication rules as well as what is made manifest in 
utterance (ibid. ) . 



APPENDIX I11 

CODES AND CONSTRAINTS 

". 
The notions of codes and/or constraints are refsred to, 

on a few occasions~ within the discourse of this thesis. Due " 

to the very specific meanings of these terms--within the context 

of a communicational approach--it becomes necessary to provide 

(at least) a general explanation of what is being communicated 

To underestimate. the significance af codes within 

communications systems is to, in a sense, invalidate their very 

existence. For as Wilden and Wilson point out: 
-%= 

No message can he constructed, transmitted, or received 
in any system without the mediation of an essential 
constituent Peirce . . . would call a "thirdness", + 

i.e. a code (1976: 268). 

Further, a code then consists of, and sets up, a set or sets of 

constraints which operate in a hierarchical way. The code, - 
"'% 

however, does not constrain the message as such, but constrains 

"the kinds of selections and combinations making.up7messages 

(and therefore the kinds of behpior) permissible within the 

. 
h  his is especially the cas~S,~~&th the ter8 "constraints". 

For within our everyday discourse, it would seem that constraint 
evokes "negative" connotations, i.e., "something" which is 

* *  restrictive in a "negative" mahner. 



system" (ibid.). In other words, codes are limiting factors 

--sets of rules h a d metarules-7which limit the kinds of messages 

which can be sent and received within a communications network. 

From another perspective, we can say that a code mediates . - 

all the relations it makeb possible (ibid. ) . 
This formu,lation of the concept o.f a hierarchy of codes 

4 

as constraints, can be understood from linguistics. In the 

English language a very 'large number of consonant-vowel 

combinations can be constructed. But it is not permissible, for 
- 

example, to construct words without vowels (with the exception of 

certain onomatopeic sounds). 

Thus, in speaking a sentence we select words from the code 
which we combine with other selections into the nessage. 
Each selection and combination places constr~lnts on 

. further selections and combinations (wilden 1972:,?28). 
$ --- 

Moreover, the ramifications of pegseiving co6es as the - 

lotuses of mediation affords us wi'th an opportunity for - 

comprehending many of the constraints operating within our social 

system. For example, under capitalism commodity production 

becomes based upon "economic exchange value, measured against 

the general equival&n~of money" (Wilden. 1976 : 314) . In other 
/- 

words, the "use value" cf commodities--all exchangeable items 

--becomes predominated by their monetary exchange value. The 

monetary exchange value is represented by money-. Therefor& the 

relationship of commbdities to money can be identified as one 

mediating cpde, or one manner of constraint operating within the 

capitalist ,system. 



APPENDIX I V  

I t  i s  i n e v i t a b l e  t h a t  w i t h i n  any e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  a  

communicet ional  approach  t h e  n o t i o n  of  "sys tem" w i l l  b e  employed. 

T h i s  appendix  p r o v i d e s  f o r  o n l y  an i n d i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  c o m p l e x i t i e s *  

i n v o l v e d  i n  t h e  employment, and r e a l i t i e s ,  of  t h i s  te rm.  

There i s  a wide r a n g e  o f  d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  t h e  r e a l i t y  and . 
t h e  term ~ o q e a l  w i t h  t h e  m a j o r i t y  t h e s e  

d e f i n i t i o n s  would n o t  be  u s e f u l  t o  t h e  cornmunicational 

p e r s p e c t i v e ,  however,  e i t h e r  because- t h e y  were n o t  w r i t t e n  from 
CS-. 

t h i s  p e r s p e c t i v e  o r  b e c a u s e  t h e y  p r o v i d e  no  a d e q u a t e  e x p l a n a t i o n  

o f  i t .  More o f t e n  t h a n  n o t ,  th'ese d e f i n i t i o n s  have  6ezn made -. - 

ap 
from t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  e p i s t e m o l o g y  o f  t h e  s c i e n c e s ,  n o t a b l y  . . 

+ 

4 - 
. dne problem i s  approached by Sachs  when he s a y s - t h a t :  

. . . t h e  more f o r m a l  a  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  sys tem i s ,  t h e  less 
c o n g r u e n t  i t s  c o n n o t a t i o n s ,  a r e  w i t h  o u r  p r imary  
i n t u i t i o n s  ( 1 9 7 6  : 1 4 5 )  . . L 

A f o r m a l  approach  t o  t h e  c o n c e p t  o f  "sys tem" u s u a l l y  means one 

which d e f i n e s  " r e l a t i o n "  i n  a Y m a t h e m a t i c a l  s e n s e .   his c o n c e p t i o n  - 

o f  rela*, a l t h o u g h  i m p o r t a n t ,  i s  o f t e n  i n a d e q u a t e  when a p p l i e d  

t o  s o c i a l  s y s t e m s ,  i . e . ,  t o  human communicat ions ( i b i d . ) .  
7 . . 



For. example ,  H a l l  and Fagen d e f i  

- ". .: a  s e t  o f  , o b j e c t s  t o g e t h e z  w i t  
between t h e  o b j e c t s  and between t h e  
8 1 ) .  

They go on t 'o d e f i n e  t h e i r  t e r m s  i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  way: o b j e c t s  
i' 

a r e  t h e  p a r t s  o r  components of  a k s y s t e m .  These p a r t s  a r e  

P u n l i m i t e d  i n  v a r i e t y .  A t t r i b u t e s  a r e  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  o b j e c t s .  

R e l a t i o n s h i p s  a r e  what  " t i e  t h e  sys tem t o g e t h e r " .  I t  i s  i n  f a c t  

t h e s e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  t h a t  make t h e  n o t i o n  o f  "sys tem" u s e f u l  

Although h e l p f u l  i n  some ways, H a l l  and F a g e n ' s  

d e f i n i t i o n  is a l r e a d y  p r o b l e m a t i c  due  t o  t h e  way i n  which t h e y  

a use  t h e  t e rm " o b j e c t " .  The way i n  which t h e y  u s e  t h i s  t e r m  

might  imply,  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  u s i n g  i t  i n  i t s  t r a d i t i o n a l  s e n s e  of ' 

" a  t h i n g "  t h a t  can  e x i s t  i n d e p e n d e n t l y  o f  i t s  environment--an 
a 

A 

i m p l i c a t i o n  which c ~ ~ t r a d i c t s  t h e  i n t e r d e p e n d e n c y  o f  t h e  system- 
% 

. 
environment  r e l a t i o n  f c f .  Wilder, ,1977a: 91) . The u s e  o f '  t h e ,  

\ 

t e r m  " o b j e c t "  c o u l d  a l s o  imply t h a t  t h e  " o b j e c t "  is  a n  e n t i t y  
\ 

which i s  n o t  a f f e c t e d  o r  p u n c t u a t e d  by t h e .  a c t  of  o b s e r v i n g  i t .  
- - 

Krippendorf  p r o v i d e s  a  more r e l a t i o n a l  d e f i n i - t i o n .  H e  

d e f i n e s  fs s t e m  a s :  P b 

. . ? a  se t  o f  v a r i a b l e s ,  t o g e t h e r  w i t h  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  
t h a t  l i n k  t h o s e  v a r i a b l e s  i n t o  a l a r g e r  whole. 

- D .  

H e  goes  on t o  s a y  t h a t  b o t h  b i o l o g i c a l  o r g a n i s m s . a n d  human 

p o p u l a t i b n s  c a n  b e  d e f i n e d  a s  sys tems  i n  t h a f :  - 
What t h e s e  v a s t l y  d i f f e r ' e n t  o b j e c t s o f  s t u d y - h a v e  i n  . 
common i s  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  composed o f  many p a r e s  which  
a r e  i n  t h e m s e l v e s  s u b o r d i n a t e  i n  impor tance  t o  t h e  
p r e v a i l i n g  p a t t e r n s  o f  i n t e r a c t i o n  among them: t h e  
c o p p l e x  web of r e l a t i o n s  (1975: 3 6 5 ) .  



What Krippendotf is* emphasizing is7t<at the character- 
d 

- 
'. 

istics of communication systems must be dealt with principally 
ui 

in terms of context, hierarchies and information exchange between 

parts which are also subsystems. A system which exhibits these 

qual7ties can be called an open system. .As Wilden contends: 
H 

An open system is such that its relationship to a super- d 

system (which may be referred to met~odologica~ly as its 
- 

'environment' or its 'context') is'indi+pensable to its - 

survival. There is an ongoing'exch8nge of matter-energy . , *  - 
and information1 between themz(1972: 2 0 3 ) :  . .  _I 

* + 

A communicational approachBis Sometimes referred to as a *  

"system's dapproach". Vilden warn6 tha; we would be "well-advised 

to beware of the word 'systemp" due ta its association with types P 

/ 
of systems theories (general which are mechanistic- 

I 

and/or atomistic, (ignoress-iervels of ' 

relationship (198q xxxviii, xi) ., 
\ . . . there arises in the scientiiic discourse a complex 

network of confused relations which by successive 
abstraction from the Real comes to masquerade in academia 
and in business as 'systems theory', as the theory of 
'interpersonal communication', as 'environmental (i.e. 
human) engineerihg', as 'organization (i.e. corporation) 
theory1, as 'administrative communications theory1 (or 

' ,  
b - 

'The information which flows in communications systems 
takes many forms. Using a definition of informat'ion first made . by Ashby, Wilden remarkz that, whereas: S " .  . . the classical physical universe is a universe 

primarily of matter-energy, the organic and human 
universe is one primarily of Xnformation. The simplest 
and most adequate definition of informat-ion is variety 
(pattern), i-mprinted or bdrne on a matter-energy base P 

(on sets of 'markers')" (1976: ELCLL, C 
- - 

He goes on tc say thzt within &.given communication system, 
variety can be either coded variety (order or  information^)^^ 
uncoded variety (disorder or noise) (cf. ~ppendix 131). 

. i" * 

- 
i 

I t . "  

I 
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manaGemmt b'y o u t r i g h t  manipul%$ion) ,  or  i n d e e d  as any 
number o f  o t h e r  p r o f i t a b l e  o r  even p a t h o l o g i c a l  modes I 

o f  t r a n s l a t i n g  a n  o r i g i n a l  a J i e n a ' t i o n  o f  t h e  p e r s o n  
- i n t o  t h e  <p$+br$uctian and r e p r d d u c t i o n  o f  t h e  ' s e l f '  a s  
a  commodity ( i b i d .  : x l i i )  . . , . 

I ) 

< "  

Wilden l a b e l s  t h e s e  types of  ' t h e o k i e s  "pseudo-sys temic  approaches"  

which a r e  " n e i t h e r  communicat ional  n o r  e c o s y s t e m i c "  ( i b i d . ) .  
- 

The t e r m  " sys tem"  i s  used i n t e r m i t t a n t l y  t h r o u g h o u t  t h i s  
\ \ 

t h e s i s .  I t  i s  a lways 'meant  i n  a  communicat ional  ( ecosys te rn ic )  

s e n s e  and T e f e r s - - u n l e s s  o t h e r w i s e  n c t e d - - t o  open sys tems .  
t6 

Simply s t a t e d ,  a  c l o s e d  sys tem i s  one f o r  which i t s  c 'on tex t  
i s  e f f e c t i v e l y  i r r e l e v a n t  o r  d e f i n e d  a s  such  ( e . g .  t h e  
s o l a r  sys tem,  t h e  cosmos a s  a w h o l e ) ;  an  open sys tem,  i n  
c o n t r a s t ,  i s  o n e  t h a t  depends on i t s  env i ronment  f o r  i t s  
c o n t i n u i n g  e x i s t e n c e  and s u r v i v a l  ( e . g .  a n  o rgan i sm,  a  
p o p u l a t i o n ,  a  s o c i e t y )  J i b i d .  : ' x x x i )  . 



APPENDIX V 

ANALOG, D I G I T A L  AND I C O N I C  COMMUNICATION . 

Most coded v a r i e t y  (information) i n v o l v e s  b o t h  t h e  a n a l o g  

and t h e  d i g i t a l  modes o f  communicat ion,  and it i s  q u i t e  c l e a r  
e+ 

t h a t  a  g r e a t  d e a l  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  i n  s e n d e r - r e c e i v e r  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  

i n  s o b i e t y ' c a n n o t  b e  a d e q u a t e l y  a n a l y z e d  by means o f  a  pure9y 

, d i g i t a l  mode. A ,communicat ional  approach t a k e s  t h e  a n a l o g i c  mode 

f u l l y  i n t o  a c c o u n t  a n d x r e c o g n i z e s  i t s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  t h e  d i g i t a l  
4 /' 

mode. -* / / < 

b 

Watzlawick e t  a l .  p o i n t  o u t  t h e  c o n n e c t i o n  between t h e  \ 

a n a l o g  and d i g i t a l  modes of cohmunicat ionL and t h e  c o n t e x t  and L-- 

r e l a t i o n s h i p  a s p e c t s  of  human communicat ion,  i f  we remember t h a t :  

. . . e v e r y  c o m r n u n i F n  h a s  a  c o n t e n t  and a r e l a t i o n s h i p  
aspec t , "we  can exp  c t  t o  f i n d  t h a t  t h e  two modes o f  
communication n o t  b l y  e x i s t  s i d e  by- s i d e  b u t  complement 
each  o t h e r  i n  e v e r y  k e s s a g e  (1967:  64) . 

The i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  t h e s e  two modes i n  human communicat ions " 

i s  e x p r e s s e d  by  t h e  n o t i o n s  t h a t  t h e  of a  message 
f' 

i s  u s u a l l y  r e p r e s e n t e d  d i g i t a l l y  w h i l e  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  a s p e c t  

i s  p r i m a r i l y  r e p r e s e n t e d  by t h e  a n a l o g i c  mode. 
- 

D i g i t a l  conununication i s  d e f i n e d  a s  a  d i s c o n ~ i n u o u s  f l o w ,  
* 

o n e  i n  which gap? a r e  p r e s e n t .  Wi th in  human communicat ions,  - 

'2 

language would be c o n s i d e r e d  t o  b e  p r i m a r i l y - d i g i t a l .  On t h e  
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other hand, analog communication represents c~ntinuous flow, 

one in which distinctive boundaries cannot be identified. Many - 
theorists have equated analog communication with non-verbal, 

communication. However, this definition can lead to misinter- 
8 

pretation if non-verbal communication is restricted to bodily 

kinesics. Watzlawick et al. emphasize that the telm analog rttust: 

. . . comprise posture, gesture, facial expressions, voice 
inflection, thmequence, rhythm, and cadence of the words 
themselves, and any other non-verbal manife tation of 
which the organism is capable, as well as 2' he communicatimal 
clues unfailingly present in any context in which an inter- 
action takes place (1967: 62). 

However, it is not possible for these two modes of communication 

to operate in an equal partnership relation to each other ("side 
s 

by side", as Watzlawick et al. say). Within the hierarchical 

context of human communications, the notions of dominant and 

subordinate levels is essential. 

Wilden and Wilson, for example, argue that: 

. . .  . the significance of the relationship between analog 
'and digital modes 4fi any given system depends'on the ways 
in which translations between them are made, as well as 
on the relative dominance of the one over the'other 
(their relative logical typing) (1976: 265). 

Moreover, if one mode of communication is dominant over the other 

in a partic'ular' system, then obviously one mode must constrain 

the other. It is difficult-to prove which would generally 

constrain which. However, since analog communication can be 

seen as meaning,'wherecas signification is essentially digital 

(ibid.: 272), then ideally the analog should constrain the - 

digital. Furthermore, if the digital mode represents 
I 

communication made up of gaps and holes, then it stands to 

reason that the analog mode would be the badkground out of which 



the digital signals are extracted. In other words, the relation- 
( 

ship between these coexisting modes "appears to be the hierar- 
I 

chical relation cf logical typing" in which the analog is of a 

different and higher level than is the digital (Wilden 1980b: 

500). However, as Wilden points out,'the logical typing of these 

modes is often confused whereby the levels of constraint are 

inverted. 
=- 

In our society . . . digital communication--as well as 
competition--is commonly treated as if it were invariably 
dominant over analcg comfnunication--as well as over 
cooperation--i.e., as if the digital were in the long 
term of a higher logical type than the analog (kbid.). 

d 

This "inversion" is only one type of "mispunctuation"; 
L 

other types bf mispunctuation, for Gxample, can involve the 

hierarchical levels of analo and digital itodes of' communication 4, 
./ , 

being symmetrized. 
j 1. 

In another common mispunctuation of the analog-digital 
relationship, the hierarchical relationship between 
these two forms of communication is neutralized by 
considering the one to be the binary alternative or - 
the opposite pf the other . . . (ibid. 1 . 

b > 

The &ality and importance of the hierarchical 

distinction between the two modes 19 evidenced by the notion that 

3 . within the analogic mode o•’ comrnmAeation "either/orn or "yes/no" 

decisions are impossible. 

Because-the analog consists of continuous function, it 
cannot represent the traditional and essential logical 
operation of identity (Wilden and Wilson 1,976: 2 6 r  

I 

Although "both/andM operations are possible within the digital 
@ 

mode, ."either/orM and ,"yes/neA.decisions dre its predominant 

/' 
- 

characteristic. 



Within our society the digitalization of analog 

expression is dominant. For example, we constantly try to 

verbally define non-verbal and/or analog variety. The use of 

the digital or "either/orW node in theoretical analysis, e.g. 
-- - 

mechanism, atomism, tends to ignore the analogie frame in which 

analysis takes place. The failure of the digital theory to 

recognize the-importance of its own context is a problem which - 

is a deficiency in the theory itself. The deficiency is that 

the theory does not adequately deal with the contexts of the 
-- 

systems it attempts to study or explain. What the theory may 
- 

ignore is the hierarchical characteristics df the context and/or 
- - 

e analogic domain which makes up the context. 

Watzlawick et al. summarize the distinction between the 

two modes of communications as follows: 
r 

Human beings communicate both digistally and analogically. I .  

Digital language n a  a highly complex and' powerf ul . 
logical syntax but .acks ? adequate semantics in the field. t 

of relatiunship, while analogic language possess 
semantics, but has no adequate syntax for the una =he guous 
definiticn of the nature of relationships (1967: 66-67). 

* 

There is, however, a third mode-of communication which 

is necessarily involved with both analogic and digital . 

The survival of ail living and social systems canbe ' 
shown to depend on the proper coexistence of two primary 
modes of communication; the digital and the analog, 
which toaether provide for the third mode: the iconic - 

(Wilden and Wilson 1976: 265) . / 

i 
For, as previously mentioned, t r a n s l a t b  between the analog 

- 

and digital modes are constantly taking place: translations 

which coula not occur without some form of punctuation. , 

- -~ - 



Analog and d i g i t a l . c o m r n u n i c a t i o n  ( b o t h  of  which : . . 
c o e x i s t  i n  a l l  l i v i n g  s y s t e m s )  a r e  complemented-by 

- ^ t h e  i c o n i c  c o d i n y  t h a t  r e s u l t s '  from p u n c t u a t i o n  o r  
f r aming  o f  one mode o r  t h e  o$her  (Wilden 1976: 194)  . + 

I n  e x p l a n a t i o n ,  a  common 
e 

p i c t u r e  ar  d iagram.  Even though 

- - amount o f  p o t e n t i a l  i n f o r m a t i o n ,  

o r  l i m i t e d  by its frame (whe the r  

c o n v e n t i o n a l  a r t  o r  pho tography ,  

form o f  a n  i c o n i c  s i g n  i s  a 
- 

a ' p i c t u r e  " ' c o n t a i n s  i n f i n i t e  

it- i s  n e v e r t h e l e s s  d i g i t a l i z e d  

p r i m a r i l y  i n  s p a c e ,  a ?  i n  

o r  i n  s p a c e - t i m e ,  a s  i n  c inema,  

where w e  f i n d  m a l t i p l e  f r a m i n g  i n  s e v e r a l  d i m e n s i o n s ) .  T h i s  
\ 

p a r t i c u l a r  i n f i n i t y  i s  o f  a  d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l  from t h a t  of  t h e  
- -- -- 

& f i n i t e  i f i fo rmat ion  o f  t h e  a n a l o g  domain on which it depends"  
8 - 

( i b i d . )  . 
The media ted  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between-the a n a l o g  a s e e c t  o f  a  

message and t h e  d i g i t a l  a s p e c t  o f  t h e  same m e s s a g e - i s  t h e n  t h e  

- - i c o n i c .  - - 
- 

. . . t h e  i c o n  b e i n g  b o t h  a n a l o g  and d i g i t a l ,  o f t e n  i n  
s e v e r a l  d i m e n s i o n s ,  a t  s e v e r a l l e v e l s  (Wilden 1980b: 5 0 1 ) .  



APPENDIX VI 

FEEDBACK 

"~eedback"'is a technical term, borrowed from cybernetics. 

The notion of feedback, however, plays a significant role in 

both communicationland a comm~nicational approach. A rudimentary 
L d 

understanding of what i.s meant by this notion is therefore - 

important. The following constitutes a very basic explanation. 

Within human communications, feedback delineates the 

-3 conditions in which messages are transmitted between sender- 

\ receivers, for without feedback communicational exchange could 
not take place (Wilden 1972:95)'. Without feedback it would be 

impos to ascertain whether messages had been sent and/or 
d 

received. The relationship in which individual action affects 

and is affected by.other individual action can be called a 

feedback loop (Watzlawick et al: 

There are two modes of feedback in human communication 

--neg;tive and positive. 

~egative feedback.. . . characterizes homeostasis (steady 
state) and therefore plays an important role in achieving 
and maintaining thk stability of,relationships (ibid.). 

Within traditional cybernetics, which is identified as a science 
P 

J 
of self-regulating and balancing systems, biological and social 

C 

issues have been studied under a general mode of deviation- 
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% .  

f I n  o f  ~ a r x  and 

E n g e l s ,  i t  i s  i n e q i t a b l e  t h a t  t h e i r  economic t h e o r i e s  come t o  
1 

l i g h t .  For  t h e s e  n ' o t i o n s  a r e  a  n e c e s s a r y  and i n t e r r e l a t e d  p a r t ,  

o f  n o t  o n l y  h i s t o r i c a l  m a t e r i a l i s m ,  b u t  a? o  o f  ' a l l  F a r x i a n  

p l i i losophy.  1 f  i s  h e r e  t h a t  a  b r i e f  e x p l a r / a t i o n  of a  few o f  t h e  . b socio-ebonomic - t e r m s - - r e f e r r e d  t o ; i n  t h i s .  €he is--is h e l p f u l .  
,? 

~ a m i l ~ ,  t h e  means o f  p r b d u c t i o n ,  t h e  s o c i a l  & l i t i o n s  o f  

p r o d u c t i o n ,  ,and t h e  mode o i  p r o d u c t i o n .  I n  empt ing  t o  e x p l a i n  

the i n t r i c a c i e s '  o f  ' p r o d u c t i v e  r e l a t i o n s ,  Marx v i d e s  us  w i t h  
6. . P % 

t h e s e  th;ee b a s i c  economic c a t e g o r i e s  which a r e  s y m b i o t i c  and 
s * . , 6. 

i h i e r a r c h i c a l  i n  nature, - -. 
* ,  . . 

3 * 7 

f . , ? Means -o f  ' p roduc t ion  
- 5 

- An i n s t r u m e n t  o f  l a b o u r  i s  a  t h i n g ,  of a  complex o f .  , a 

. t h i n g s ,  which t h e  l a b o u r e r  i n t e r p o s e s ' b e t w e n  h i m s e l f  
and t h e  s i l b j e c t  o f  h i s  l a b o u r ,  and which s e r v e s  ,;is t h e  
banduct-or o f  h i s  a c t i v i t y  (Marx 1867,  ip Marx 1967 :. 103)  -. 

7 
The mean; o f  pr!oduction &'e6 made u p  o i  the n a t u r a l m v i r o p m e n t  

f ?- 

. ( a  .g .  s o  jl. m i n e r d l s ,  r 'aw mate i a l s ) , ;  human' b e i n g s ,  . t o o l +  an,& 
- 

r f . . . .  ' *  

, m a c h i n e s ,  1 i : e , , .i . r-iye. ,. . , .  technlT . - a  . i, e ,  , \ Y , ii. , - . - 

. -, .Q * ,  &+ 
~. 9 :  3 

$ 

.. . *, .. . 
2 - . . 

0 



Social Relations of Production 

The social re.lations of prod'uction are made up of the 

socio-politi~al and economic environment of society according 
, . 

the way the means of livel~ihood is produced, i.e., feudal - -- 
- ,  relations, master-slave relations, capitalist relatzons and 

particular commodity relations under capitalism. 

The modern workshop, which deperids on the.appliZation of 
'machinery, is a social production relation, an economic 
category (Marx 1847, in Marx 1967: d 0 4 )  . 

Thus 'capital is a system of relations organized by power. r 
The 'capitalist' is a'structural component of the system, 
rather than a person. Since its rules or relation and 
rules of production are based on exchange value for 
profit under competition, then objectively the capitalist 
mode of production is a system of the expanded 
reproduction and accumulation of exchange values which 
the individual capitalist or corporation does not control 
(Wilden 1976a: 318). 

I W en the capitalist mode of production is dominant, land, 

labour and capital are fully cornmoditized and there is no 

relationship in the systemwhich cannot be turned .into a 

commodity if needed. 
- 

." -; - 
The s odes o? Production - The Social Relations . 

The social relations constitute the dominanp character of 

d a socie,ty a& a specific historical period, e .  g. udalism, tribal 

society, slavery system, and capitalism, which corresponds,to 

the dominant mode of production. In other words, a dominant - 
1 .  

and subordinate mode of production can exist such as cooperation 

and capitalism, e.g. monopolies and oligopolies (slavery can 

exist in both feudal and capitalist society). 4 



S o c i a l ' r e l a t i o n s  encompass b o t h  t h e  dominant  and 

s u b o r d i n a t e  modes o f  p r o d u c t i o n  i n  a  g i v e n  s o c i e t y  a t  a  g i v e n  

t i m e  i n  i t s  h i s t o r y .  

S o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  a r e  c l o s e l y  bound up w i t h  p r o d u c t i v e  
f o r c e s .  I n  a c q u i r i n g  new p r o d u c t i v e  f o r c e s  men-change 
t h e i r  mode o f  p r o d u c t i o n  . . . (Marx 1847,  i n  Marx 1967:  
1 0 5 ) .  

When t h e  means o f  p r o d u c t i o n  change t h e  s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  
- . . - . .  

o f  p r o d u c t i o n  a l s o  change.  T h i s ,  i n  t u r n ,  changes  t h e  mode of  

p r o d u c t i o n  and a f f e c t s  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  d i v i s i o n  'of l a b o u r .  

The r e l a t i o n s  o f  p r o d u c t i o p  i n  t h e i r  t o t a l i t y  c o n s t i t u t e  
what a r e  c a l l e d  t h e  s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s ,  s o c i e t y ,  and ,  
s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  a  s o c i e t y  a t  a  d e f i n i t e  sfite o f  h i s t o r i c a l  
developrrient . . . ( i b i d .  ) . 3% 
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