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DOING RESEARCH IN OUR RIGHT MINDS
W. Barnett Pearce


Many of us feel that we are living in a critical moment of history. The social institutions and practices formed in generations before the development of passenger jet planes, affordable computers and the internet do not necessarily fit the challenges of the present period. There was a time when there were far fewer of us and our tools barely scratched the surface of the planet; now we have experienced a discontinuous development in that relationship. The very earth on which we live is being altered by the way we live in it, and we need to develop new ways of thinking about ourselves and about our relationship to the world around us. Similarly, there was a time when mountains, oceans and deserts separated us from those who are not like us and who don’t like us; but now we’ve experienced a discontinuous development in our relationships with other people. We have practically unlimited abilities to trade, travel and communicate within an increasingly interdependent economic and political system; whether we like it or not, what happens in Bangalore, Beijing, Boston and Bogotá reciprocally affect each other. 

Discontinuous developments are confusing and “We are in desperate need of a new way of being – in ourselves, in our schools, and in our society. Our modern culture has evolved in recent times to create a troubled world with individuals suffering from alienation, schools failing to inspire and to connect with students, in short, society without a moral compass to help clarify how we can move forward in our global community” (Siegel, 2007, p. xv).

Research is the primary driver of these discontinuous developments. By studying first the natural world and then the human condition itself, research has given human beings new capacities. But “progress” has come with certain costs: the loss of innocence and the necessity to grapple with new strategic and moral issues. The very concept of “progress” has been called into question (Nisbet, 1994). Can research help us develop new ways of relating to each other and to the world around us that are commensurate with the new capacities it has conferred? Or must we look elsewhere for the wisdom we need to use our knowledge? In this chapter, I explore the idea that the answers to these questions depend on the minds of those who commission, conduct and use research. 
I find it useful to distinguish between research that helps us do the same things better and research that helps us do better things. For convenience, call these the forward and upward vectors of progress where “forward” might mean new weapons so that we can fight wars in new places such as outer space, and “upward” might mean learning how to make peace so that we don’t need new weapons when we move into outer space (Pearce, 2007, pp. 6-12). If Siegel is right about our needing “a new way of being,” then the “upward” vector may help us deal with the transformed relationships among human beings and between human beings and our environment. 

My argument is not so trivial as to identify specific characteristics or methods of research that differentiate between “upward” and “forward.” Rather, my focus is on the minds in which research is done. One of my research methods professors told me to think of the world as consisting of an infinite number of “to whom it may concern” messages, and that researchers’ “findings” were determined by their ability to recognize and read these messages. He quoted someone else who said that research is a dialogue with nature. In this dialogue, the good news is that nature answers back; the bad news is that nature responds only in the terms in which we posed the questions.

Building on the wisdom of these teachings, in this chapter I make three claims: 1) that the ability to comprehend the objects of our study depend on the state of mind in which we do research; 2) that some forms of mind are more likely than others to frame questions whose answers lead us “upward” as well as “forward;” and, 3) that using some of the heuristics from the theory of the Coordinated Management of Meaning (“CMM”) has the potential for developing preferred minds in which to do research. These claims rest on the belief that we are all “in” the same world, but we will construct different “knowledge” about it depending on our interests and tools (microscopes; telescopes; etc), of course, but also depending on the minds in which we do research. In some minds, we are able to see some relationships among phenomena that we would not see in other states of mind, and we are able to navigate various dimensions of complexity, uncertainty and contingency in some minds that we could not in others. 
MINDS


The concept of “minds” is not synonymous with “brains” (an organ located in the skull), “intelligence” (a set of abilities measured by various tests); or even the content of what a person believes (what we think or that which we are committed to). In this chapter, I’m using the concept of mind in a very specific way, borrowed (with a slight extension) from interpersonal neurobiology (Siegel, 2007). In this view, minds consist of “patterns in the flow of energy and information” (Siegel, 2001, p. 69) and exist “at the interface between human relationships and the unfolding structure and function of the brain” (Siegel, 2001, p. 67). 
Figure 1 about here

The first part of Figure 1 is my attempt to diagram the definitions given above. The spokespersons for interpersonal neurobiology insist that, while there can be no mind without the brain, the mind cannot be reduced to the brain and they are not the same thing. They pay attention to the ways in which neural networks in the brain are laid down and activated in response to actions and events in the social world. To understand mind, they argue, one must take into consideration both the brain and human relationships. 
For my purposes in this chapter, Seigel’s (2001, p. 67) definition serves better to tell us where to look for mind (“…at the interface…”) than it does in telling us what to look for in that place. In the upper part of Figure 1, I use a made-up symbol as a placemarker for the “interface” between brain and social relationships. In the lower part of the Figure, I replace that symbol with the term “communication patterns.” In the following section, I argue that communication patterns themselves have textures that affect the responsiveness of brain and social relationships, and that attention to these patterns is useful. In addition, the lower part of Figure 1 moves the “mind” from “between” brain and social relationships to a more encompassing position. As shown there, “mind” is constituted by the pattern of relationships among the brain, communication, and human relationships.

This concept of mind shown in the lower part of Figure 1 enables integration of several existing lines of research and shows that we already know quite a lot about minds. Among other things, we know that there are different kinds of minds; that minds change; that developmental changes continue (or at least potentially) throughout adulthood; that individuals have many minds that are unevenly developed; and that purposive practices and thoughtful patterns of interpersonal communication activate different minds. 

One line of research about minds began with the question of how civilized people in Germany and Italy could have become Fascists during World War II (Adorno, et al., 1950). Although they used the vocabulary of “authoritarian personalities,” their F-scale measured what would be called “mind” in the definition above. Noting that this work conflated political positions with patterns of thought, Rokeach (1960) developed the “dogmatism scale” to differentiate between “closed minds” of whatever political persuasion on one hand and “open minds” on the other. These patterns are robust: a dogmatic “leftist” is more likely to become an equally dogmatic “rightist” (and vice versa) than either is to becoming open-minded.

But minds do change; without necessarily changing their beliefs, people change the way in which they hold their beliefs. Called “transformational learning,” these changes seem generative and irreversible. As a function of “disorienting dilemmas,” self-reflection and rational analysis, Mezirow (1991, p. 167) said, some adult learners experience “perspective transformation … the process of becoming critically aware of how and why our assumptions have come to constrain the way we perceive, understand, and feel about our world; changing these structures of habitual expectation to make possible a more inclusive, discriminating, and integrating perspective; and, finally, making choices or otherwise acting upon these new understandings." 
In fact, such transformations are normal, not only in children and adolescents, but in adults. “What gradually happens is not just a linear accretion of more and more that one can look at or think about, but a qualitative shift in the very shape of the window or lens through which one looks at the world…” (Kegan, 2002). These transformations are not (necessarily) mystical experiences; they are – or should be – a response to the “curriculum” that living in our society comprises. Kegan (2002) said that “every adult has a history of a number of extraordinary developmental transformations, and each transformation builds a more complex and elaborated edifice. The process of its undoing—the capacity of the universe to win through these increasingly complex defenses that have better and better ways of deluding us into the belief that we have grasped reality as it actually is—gets harder and harder to do….The great glory within my own field in the last twenty-five years has been the recognition that there are these qualitatively more complex psychological, mental, and spiritual landscapes that await us and that we are called to after the first twenty years of life.” 

The research that I cited in the preceding paragraphs took the individual as the unit of analysis, making the assumption that each person has one mind. Other research traditions (e.g., Goffman’s [1986] “frame analysis” and Garfinkle’s [1967] “ethnomethodology”) found that minds – as defined above – change as social circumstances and settings change. Sherif and Sherif (1967) found that it is not enough to know what is in our minds; we need also to know what mind we are in. Previous work had used questionnaires asking subjects to describe their attitudes toward various topics by marking a point on a continuum from, e.g., “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree.” However, these measures were notoriously poorly correlated with how people acted. The Sherifs suggested that, in addition to the point on the continuum that they mark (e.g., “somewhat agree”), people have differing degrees of “ego-involvement” with the topics about which they have attitudes. In the terms of interpersonal neurobiology, this means that we think about “the same thing” in different ways – that is, that we are differently minded about them.  

These lines of research lead to the conclusion that we have different minds in different occasions, relationships, and topics, and warrants our asking, in any given situation, if we are “in our right mind” for the task at hand. And all of these lines of research are relatively old. More recent developments in neurobiology help us explain how minds differ and change as a function of social experience. “Where attention goes, neurons fire. And where neurons fire, they can rewire” (Siegel, 2007, p. 291). Events and patterns of social interaction stimulate neuronal activation and growth. The brain is far more plastic than had earlier been believed, and the function of specific neurons and the creating and activation of particularly neural networks is affected by events in the social world. 
The ability of the mind to function depends on both the brain and the social networks. In developing a language to describe various forms of mind, Siegel borrowed from complexity theory, saying that the mind has a “flow of states between order and chaos…between the extremes of sameness, order, and rigidity on one side, and variation, randomness, and chaos on the other.” Either extreme is debilitating, of course, and preferred states of mind are “stable, flexibly adaptive, and capable of a wide range of ‘self-organizing’ processes.” At both social and neural levels, this is achieved by “combining differentiation (component parts being distinct and well-developed in their own uniqueness) with integration (clustering into a functional whole)” (Siegel, 2001, p. 85). 
In the brain, this preferred state involves activation of the middle prefrontal regions which coordinate other parts of the brain: “This prefrontal activation engages axonal fibers that extend out to link together various disparate regions: cortex, limbic areas, brainstem, body-proper, and even the social world of other brains. The growth of prefrontal fibers anatomically means that functionally, we will be promoting neural integration” (Siegel, 2007, p. 291).  When the middle prefrontal area is activated, good things happen: we move toward “neural integration, promote coherence of mind, and inspire empathy in relationships” (Siegel, 2007, p. 292). 

Siegel’s description of differences between higher and lower functioning of neural patterns parallels Yankelovich’s (1991) description of the “social” side of minds. As a practitioner of opinion polling in the U.S.A., he reported that “Americans hold an opinion on almost every subject, whether they know anything about it or not, whether they feel passionately or are indifferent to it. Sometimes the seriousness and generosity of the public’s judgments are startling. At other times the public seems mindless and irresponsible” (Yankelovich, 1991, p. 15). He distinguished between “mass opinion,” which is shallow, fickle and uninformed, and “public judgment,” which is none of these. The content of these may be the same – e.g., equally for or against a specific public policy – but the mind in which this opinion/judgment is held is quite different. Yankelovich (1991, pp. 64-65) described a process of deliberation in which members of the public, usually with some discomfort,  “work through” the reasons for and costs of their commitments. This process, institutionalized as a social process by the National Issues Forums (see www.nifi.org), seems the mirror image of Siegel’s (2007, p. 292) description of the effects of activating the middle prefrontal area of the brain.
Like other practitioners in the conflict resolution and dialogue/deliberation communities, I know that some questions or comments, phrased in certain ways, asked in just the right tones of voice at just the right moment in the flow of an event activate different minds, and these minds are eerily similar to Rokeach’s (1960) description of “open” and “closed” minds.  Once activated, these minds have different capacities for discovering solutions to problems, comprehending other ways of thinking, and relating to people who disagree (K. Pearce, 2002). There are personal reflective (Siegel, 2007), quiet interpersonal (www.publicconversations.org), and boisterous public (www.americaspeaks.org) processes that are tools for developing minds that are stable, flexibly adaptable, and capable of self-organizing. 

TAKING A COMMUNICATION PERSPECTIVE ON RESEARCH
Research occurs in the interface between brains and social relations. If so, it can be seen as a specific form of “communication patterns” as shown in the lower part of Figure 1. Continuing in this vein, I suggest that useful things result from applying some of the concepts and models of communication theory to understand research itself. 
In what follows, I draw concepts and models from the theory of the Coordinated Management of Meaning, or “CMM” (Pearce, 2007; Barge & Pearce, 2004; and Pearce, 2002). CMM is a social technology for inquiring into situations more than it is a set of propositions to which one might give assent; it is best seen as a social technology, preferably used in conversation with a skilled interviewer, that use heuristics (from the Greek eureka, “to find”) that enrich our understanding of social situations. Researchers using these heuristics are able to describe, interpret and critique communication processes (Pearce, 2006). But I’ve come to believe that the process of using these tools has an effect more basic than these descriptions, interpretations and critiques; they activate a certain kind of mind, one that has greater potential for doing and using research that moves us upward as well as forward.


CMM begins by taking “the communication perspective;” a perceptive orientation that directs attention at what people say and do (that is, communication itself) rather than through it to what it is supposedly about (that is, ships, king, and sealing wax). The rationale for taking this perspective includes the claims that communication is both substantive (a material object that can be studied) and consequential (varied forms of communication have differential effects). For example, as every married person can attest, bitter arguments with one’s spouse are real (substantive) and affect the lives of everyone in the family (consequential); different patterns of communication, such as constructive arguments or dialogue, have other, equally important effects. The argument in this chapter is that research may be seen as a pattern of communication (is it closer to an argument or a dialogue?) and that its form (not just the data) has consequences. In fact, I would argue that the form of the communication that constitutes the research has much to do with the results that it produces. 

If we take this perspective seriously, then we might ask:

· About any research study, project or report: how was this made? That is, of all the thousands of possibilities, what were the patterns of communication that made just this? What made it coherent? What made it compelling?
· About what the researcher is doing in any given moment, including collecting or analyzing data or reporting the results of our work to other people: what are we making together? The vocabulary for answering this question might include (but not be limited to) ourselves, our society, the world in which we live, and what we consider knowledge.

· About our hopes for the upward vector in progress: how can we make better social worlds? Is this research contributing to an understanding of our social worlds that enable individuals, groups, organizations or communities to make an “upward” move rather than just a “forward” move?


WHAT ARE WE MAKING?


From this perspective, researchers are the architects and managers of communication patterns. Every time we collect and analyze data, we call into being a particular pattern of communication that could have been otherwise, and if it were different, would have different effects. The design of the study specifies who is involved and in what roles; the research question or hypothesis invokes a narrative that makes what we do coherent and persuasive to particular individuals and groups; and the methods that we use comprise the vocabulary in which we will name and engage the objects of our research. When we report the study, we become the custodians of all the many conversations involved in the project. Our decisions about voice, narrative and vocabulary both conceal and reveal what happened in the study, and either honor or colonize various conversations that were involved. 

 We expect the final reports of a research project to contain full and accurate descriptions of the method and data, but we should not take them at face value as descriptions of how the study was actually done. Kaplan (1964, p. 8, 10-11) introduced a useful distinction between “logic-in-use” and “reconstructed logic.” 

We all have physiologies and histories, and some of us also think and write about these things. Similarly, scientists and philosophers use a logic – they have a cognitive style which is more or less logical – and some of them also formulate it explicitly. I call the former the logic-in-use, and the latter reconstructed logic. 

…a reconstructed logic is not a description but rather an idealization of scientific practice. Not even the greatest of scientists has a cognitive style which is wholly and perfectly logical, and the most brilliant piece of research still betrays its all-too-human divagations [“to wander or stray from a course or subject”]. The logic-in-use is embedded in a matrix of an alogic-in use, even an illogic-in-use. The reconstruction idealizes the logic of science only in showing us what it would be if it were extracted and refined to utmost purity. 

Kaplan was not making a value judgment about which form of logic is better; rather, he noted that they are different and serve different perspectives. Most research reports do not include the unstructured, incoherent processes of the creation of ideas – the coincidence of reading an article and having a conversation with a friend, the dream, or the stray thought in the bath. Instead, they present a wonderfully coherent story of how the project might have moved methodically from thought to data to interpretation. 

The differences between the “logic-in-use” by which studies are actually done and the “reconstructed logic” of formal reports of those studies is a special case of the more general human process of story-telling. Ricoeur (1984-1988) calls this “emplotment:” in the interests of the narrative, some events get left out of the story,  the sequence of others is reversed, the significance of yet other events is enhanced, etc.  Some of CMM’s concepts and heuristics function by reversing the process of emplotment. They enrich the story by restoring omitted or unobserved details and they call into question the post hoc coherence of the narrative. 

COORDINATED CONVERSATIONS


Whatever else they do, researchers orchestrate several conversations, each with its own vocabulary, narrative structure, and implicit moralities. In the final report, some of these conversations are ignored, others are colonized or suppressed, and one is favored. CMM suggests the “daisy model” as a heuristic for identifying these conversations. As shown in Figure 2, if we put the research project in the center of the model, each petal represents a constituent conversation; a richer description of the process than the formal report is likely to provide.
FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE

In the United States, “intercultural communication” has become a major topic for theory and research (e.g., Gudykunst, 2004). More than anyone else, E. T. Hall’s (1959) work both stimulated and shaped this field (Rogers, Hart & Miike, 2002). In Figure 2, I’ve used CMM’s daisy model to identify some of the conversations that comprised his project. I chose Hall’s work as an example because his own narrative – the emplotted reconstructed logic – conspicuously omitted reference to one of the most important conversations that comprised it: that with the U. S. Foreign Service. This conversation became known only many years later (Leeds-Hurwitz, 1990) and led to some disquieting reassessments of the influence on this field of study by the Foreign Service. Scholars who thought that they were working in the shadow of pure research found that they had been extending the unarticulated agendas of a government agency.  

Every research project occurs at the nexus of many conversations. I’ve used my imagination to identify some of the conversations in Figure 2, but most of us will readily recognize in our own work the influences of professional colleagues, our responsibilities to other organizations, the demands of editors, and the needs of those who will read the reports of our research. Recall that the value of the daisy model, like other CMM concepts, lies in its heuristic power. Particularly when used in conversation with a skilled interviewer, the daisy model can help us recall and identify more of the conversations that constitute the research project; explore relationships among the various conversations (e.g., which are flouted; which acknowledged; which hidden?); and remember those conversations more accurately. As such, the daisy model can be a useful tool in designing and in critically evaluating research, such as trying to imagine how the field of intercultural communication would have looked if not shaped by the interests of an unacknowledged governmental sponsor. More importantly for present purposes, using the daisy model puts us in a better mind for doing research, one that I think is more likely to produce research that moves us upward as well as forward. 

RESEARCH NARRATIVES
Research is done in a community of other researchers who have the duty of making critical evaluations of each other’s work and in a society that demands reasons for why it should accept the findings of research as authoritative. As a result, researchers have to author narratives that explain and justify their research. These narratives are found in requests for proposals, applications for grants and permission to do research, and in formal technical reports, conference presentations, and journal articles.  
These narratives must comply with – or justify deviation from – certain rules for what things mean and what is acceptable and persuasive. When thinking of these rules, we can usefully distinguish the grammar and the rhetoric of research.  The grammar of research is a set of rules for what is coherent. These grammars differ among academic disciplines. As Burke (1945/1969) put it: “[A] physical scientist's relation to the materials involved in the study of motion differs in quality from his relation to his colleagues. He would never think of ‘petitioning’ the objects of his experiment or ‘arguing with them,’ as he would with persons whom he asks to collaborate with him or to judge the results of his experiment.” 
The rhetoric of research methods is a set of rules describing what is persuasive. Like grammars, rhetorics differ among academic disciplines. For example, the social sciences generally accept (and publish) studies whose results could be wrong simply by chance (with nothing said about experimenter bias, unintentional mistakes, etc.) five per cent of the time. The p<.05 criterion for acceptability is grounded in the conventions of the community. Researchers in other disciplines call for substantially higher confidence levels or use completely different criteria for persuasiveness. For example, qualitative researchers have developed their own criteria – such as trustworthiness, credibility, transferability, and confirmability (Denzin and Lincoln, 2000, p. 13) -- that function in their community as reliability and validity do in more traditional disciplines. 

If the narrative doesn’t comply with the grammar of a particular community, it is incoherent and dismissed as “not research;” if it doesn’t comply with the rhetoric, it is unimpressive and dismissed as “bad research.” The point of all of this is that researchers live in communities and the coherence and persuasiveness of their narratives depend on “local knowledge” (Geertz, 2000).  
That research is grounded in the rhetoric and grammar of specific communities calls into question the claim that research is authoritative because, as Harré (1986, p. 8) put it, the scientist works in a world of “superior rationality.” Not only does this engender the questions of “which rationality” (McIntyre, 1988) but it also deludes the mind of the researcher. The myth of superior rationality, Harré said, performs “the illusionist trick” of hiding the reality “that people grub around in laboratories trying to make things work, that they busy themselves in the search for specimens and so on.” Research methods, he said, are not so much infallible recipes for knowledge (“Do this and you will find Truth”) as they are something like the Rule of a monastic order (“Do this and you’ll be taken seriously by this community”). 
The characteristics of our narratives constitute us as being, e.g., chemists, economists, or anthropologists. McCloskey (1985) noted that economists recognize each other as economists because they use language in similar ways and are persuaded by similar arguments, not because they agree with each other about matters that interest economists.  Nelson, Megill, and McCloskey (1987) extended this analysis to other disciplines, finding that each has a distinctive rhetoric. Further, the various schools of thought within disciplines can be differentiated by close attention to the grammars and rhetorics which make their work coherent and persuasive (Geertz, 1989; Pearce and Chen, 1989). 

About a decade ago, I did something of an ethnography of researchers in my own academic discipline (communication, in the United States) and organized their stories in a three dimensional matrix (Pearce, 1993). Their stories about what they were doing (grammar) and why they were doing it (rhetoric) differed depending on whether the researchers saw themselves as seeking spectator knowledge (as a third-person observer) or participatory knowledge (as a first or second-person part of what is being studied). They differed depending on whether the researchers treated that which they study as objective, inert, unchanging at one extreme or as pluralistic, polysemic, fluid and dynamic at the other. Finally, all of these stories reference the researchers’ motivation, but not all motives are alike. Some researchers were motivated primarily by what John Dewey called “the quest for certainty” – a search for answers. Others were motivated by curiosity – not the kind of curiosity that ends when the answer is found, but the kind that makes us “interested and perhaps even interesting, or at least not boorish” (Gunn, 1992, p. 16). 


The shortcomings of this three-dimensional analysis are painfully obvious, but perhaps it functions to initiate inquiry into the stories that make researchers’ narratives coherent and persuasive. The first move is to enrich these stories; to make them more complete, nuanced, and articulate. If we follow Burke (1945/1969, p. xv), we might assume that all of these stories include descriptions of (l) an act (2) undertaken by an agent, (3) within some scene or context, (4) through some agency, (5) for some purpose. 

But researchers are not so simple as to be contained within a single story. The neat 2 x 2 x 2 matrix misrepresents the complexity of human life by making it appear as if we only live within one story at a time. Like all other human beings, researchers live in multiple stories simultaneously. In addition to our roles in the laboratory or in the field, we are also parents, children, siblings, members of political parties, taxpayers, etc. While these stories are simultaneously present, they are not equally salient at any specific time. CMM’s hierarchy model functions as a heuristic to enable us to inquire, in any given instance, which story is the context for other stories.

FIGURE 3 ABOUT HERE


The model in Figure 3 depicts the relationship among four stories being told by a researcher contemplating a dangerous study that possibly will develop a desperately needed medicine. The four stories are about the study itself; about the legal constraints on research; about the researcher’s own personal ethical commitments; and about the researcher’s perception of a threat of a pandemic. As shown in the Figure, these stories impel the research in different directions simultaneously; in CMM terms, they have conflicting “logical force” that makes him feel that he must do mutually exclusive things. The model invites the researcher to respect all of these stories, to differentiate them, and then mindfully to sort out their relative importance – which is the context for which. Without changing the content of any of these stories, the researcher’s decision about what to do is different if, instead of the order shown in Figure 3, the story of personal commitment to “do no harm” or the story of submission to Federal law is the highest level of context.

In practice, this model is best used with some sort of visualization device and in conversation with a skilled interviewer (see Pearce, 2007, pp. 163-165 for an example). This process might identify more than the four stories shown in Figure 3. Some of these stories might deal with whether the researcher’s family lives in the threatened area or might be included in the control group; the financial and professional benefits from discovering the curative medicine; the likelihood of escaping prosecution; etc. The desired purpose is less to find the “right” set of stories as it is to enable the researcher to differentiate and integrate the complexities of the situation – that is, to develop a sufficiently sophisticated mind. 
COORDINATING SEQUENCES OF ACTIONS


The CMM models introduced so far – the daisy and hierarchy models – are temporally static. However, research projects consist of sequences of events that occur one after another, and the sequence in which they occur matters. CMM’s serpentine model invites researchers to differentiate the acts that comprise the research project and to think about how each simultaneously responds to what occurred previously and elicits what happened subsequently. This analysis shows that some research designs have a frozen sequence; that is, the researcher will do the same thing regardless of what the other people involved in the study (the subjects, professional colleagues; research ethics panels; funding organizations; etc.) might do. Other research designs are fluid; that is, the researcher doesn’t know when the study starts how it will end because it all depends on how other people involved respond. Whether fluid or frozen, attention to the way each act responds to and elicits the others in the sequence calls forth a different kind of mind than one focused only on ones’ own actions or only on those of the other.
FIGURE 4 ABOUT HERE


Figure 4 diagrams a story of a young researcher running up against the boundaries of the academic discipline in which she is working. In this purely hypothetical situation, the academic discipline is seeking to maintain its authoritative voice in society and believes that it can only do this by presenting a consensual, unanimous opinion about relevant topics. For this reason, it monitors and sanctions researchers in order to ensure that their findings support and extend, rather than challenge, that which the discipline is saying to the larger social system. Into this setting comes a talented young researcher who, as shown by the hierarchy of meanings contextualizing acts # 5, 6, and 7 (this is the same structure, but with different content, as shown in Figure 3), is proud to be working as a member of this intellectual community, seeks the approval of her colleagues, and is committed to doing good work and doing it well. In act #6, she is supported and encouraged to study the topic that she has chosen. However, in act #7, she draws conclusions that challenge the consensus of the community. In act #8, she is criticized and her work dismissed. At this point, she is in crisis and the result is a re-orientation of the stories that make her life coherent. She finds that her commitment to doing good work and doing it well becomes more important; in fact, it becomes the highest level of context. (We might call this “integrity.”) She still wants approval, but now seeks it from people other than the professional colleagues who first supported her and then dismissed her findings, and she accepts the fact that she is excluded from the community in which she was working. In act #9, she decides to publish her findings over the objections of her former colleagues and presents them at a meeting of a different academic discipline. In act #10, her former colleagues publish scathingly negative reviews of her work.

By looking at the turn-by-turn sequence of events, several interesting things are developed. For one, simple stories of causality are replaced with more complex understandings of co-constructed realities. If we take the situation in turns 9 and 10 as unfortunate, who should we judge at fault? The answer is that it is the interaction between those in the discipline whose highest contexts is to speak with one authoritative voice and the researcher whose commitment is to do her research well. Both she and the leaders of the discipline are acting virtuously, within their own understanding of the demands of virtue in this situation; the unfortunate outcome is the nonsummative combination of their actions. Second, it shows how many of the actions have multiple meanings. Act #7, for example, can be seen as “doing good work well” AND as a clear and present threat to the authority of the academic discipline in which it is conducted. In order to comprehend the variety of possible meanings, the serpentine model activates the appropriate vocabulary and neural pathways to hold multiple meanings simultaneously. Third, the serpentine movement, indicated by the arrows in Figure 4, describes the contingency at each point in the sequence. At each turn, the person could have acted differently, and if that had happened, the rest of the sequence would have been very different. Again, contemplating the possibility of multiple alternative sequences calls forth a quality of mind that enriches the researcher.

The sequence of actions in Figure 4 begins with #5. This is a convention intended to remind us that something always happened before “the beginning.” And the Figure doesn’t end with turn #10. So let’s imagine how the researcher will tell the story of this sequence of events in turn #11 (not shown). To sharpen the image, assume that someone said to her, “didn’t you use to be in another discipline? How did you come to work in this one?” 

Recall Ricoeur’s reminder that emplotted stories delete, invert, enhance and suppress events; is she likely to tell the story the way it really happened? That is, will she mention all of the turns; get them in the correct order; describe the hierarchically embedded stories that made her actions, and those that made the actions of her colleagues coherent; and remark on the polysemy of key turns in the sequence? Probably not, because she is likely to be in a different mind, perhaps one resentful of the way she was treated or grateful for finding a new professional home. At any rate, the serpentine model is a scaffold for the kind of mind that perceives turn-by-turn sequences of contingent events, the most interesting of which may have multiple meanings. I think that the research done in such minds will move us upward as well as forward.
THINKING OF RELATIONSHIPS AND BEYOND THE BOUNDARIES

CMM’s LUUUUTT model, shown in Figure 5, is a heuristic for looking at the relationships among various parts of a communicative act. It supports understanding the meaning of every part of the act as determined by its relationship to all other parts, including that which we know that we don’t know. 

Figure 5 about here


The terms “patterns lived” and “stories told” are in the center of the model. They invite the researcher to elaborate on the meanings (using the daisy and hierarchy models) and sequence of coordinated actions (using the serpentine model) in the research act being studied. The reciprocal relationship between these elements in the model indicates an inherent tension; patterns lived and stories told are inseparable but neither can be reduced to the other. 


The outer ring of “U’s” are heuristics for the “dark matter” of communicative acts. Just as dark matter cannot be seen but can be detected by its effects, so untold, unheard, unknown, and untellable stories shape communication acts. But here the “dark matter” metaphor breaks down, because the model—particularly in the hands of a skillful interviewer – invites the acknowledgement and articulation of these stories. Or at least some of them. Articulating “U” stories changes the communicative act; acknowledging that there will always be more untold, unheard, unknown and untellable stories changes the mind.

Storytelling is in the center of the model, and is the component most closely connected with the mind. Stories of research, whether formal published reports or the dimly unarticulated sense of self of the researcher, can be told and lived with or without acknowledging the full array of conversations which comprise them; with or without differentiating and integrating the multiple stories that generate their grammars and rhetorics; and with or without noting the co-construction of the acts which comprise them. Each manner of storytelling expresses and activates a kind of mind.

CONCLUSION

I began this chapter by acknowledging the role of research as the most powerful engine of progress and introduced the idea of discerning between movements “forward” (doing the same thing better) and “upward” (doing better things). I suggested viewing research as a complex communicative act and applying some concepts from the theory of the Coordinated Management of meaning (CMM). These concepts enable us to think of research in some unusual ways: as a pattern of coordinated conversations; as embedded in the grammars and rhetorics of particular communities; as sequences of coordinated actions; and as surrounded by clusters of untold, unheard, unknown, and untellable stories. 

The minds in which we do research, however, were the central topic in this chapter. I drew on the definition of mind developed by the field of interpersonal neurobiology, that mind is a flow of energy and information that arises at the nexus of the brain and social relations. I added a tiny bit to that definition, as shown in the bottom half of Figure 1, by focusing on the patterns of communication that link brains and social relations, arguing that these patterns are both substantive and consequential, and moving mind from “between” brain and social relations to encompass both plus the patterns of communication that connect them.  


If communication is the link between brain and social relations, then the malleability of communication – our ability to change it by thoughtful action – makes it an important leverage point in changing our minds. To an extent yet to be determined, altered patterns of communication are powerful drivers of changed minds. The hypothesis that drew me to write this chapter is that enriched patterns of communication will call into being and/or activate preferred states of mind.


The tools of CMM were designed to engage patterns of communication. Systematically applied, they enable description, interpretation, critique and practical action in order to improve patterns of communication. These functions presuppose an important assumption: that communication processes are usually “less” than they can/should be. Instead of full stories, we get anecdotes or slogans; instead of mutually coordinated sequences of actions, we get truncated episodes frozen into dysfunctional patterns. One function of using CMM’s tools is to enable communicative patterns to realize more fully their potential richness. 


By applying CMM tools to the communicative act of research, researchers can become more aware of the many conversations that constitute the research project, more attuned to the grammar and rhetoric that governs the legitimacy and effectiveness of their narrative reports, more able to differentiate and integrate the multiple stories that make this work coherent, and more alert to the interactional contingency of coordinated sequences of actions. All of this, it seems to me, is desirable. 


But the orbiting halo of “U’s” in the LUUUUTT model (shown in Figure 5) invites an even greater expansion of mind. It suggests a receding event-horizon of awareness; an unequivocal affirmation of equivocality. We know that what we know is affected in unknown ways by that which we don’t know but know is present. 


By activating the frame of mind that can contemplate the complexity of the communication processes in which it is engaged, CMM heuristics are a means for changing the minds in which we do research. I’m very aware of the irony that there isn’t much research that tests the hypothesis that research done in such minds is more likely to move us “upward” as well as “forward.” And so I close this chapter with the traditional call for “more research” to be done, but with the additional hope that this research be done in right minds. 
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Graphic depiction of the concept of mind from interpersonal neurobiology:
Minds consist of “patterns in the flow of energy and information” (Siegel, 2001, p. 69) and exist “at the interface between human relationships and the unfolding structure and function of the brain” (Siegel, 2001, p. 67)

Mind

Graphic depiction of the concept of mind with the addition of communication patterns

Figure 1: Two concepts of mind





Figure 2: CMM’s Daisy Model

This heuristic describes the “research project” as constituted by the nexus of many conversations. Since these conversations have different grammars and rhetorics, the research project is “made” by the way these conversations are coordinated. This model depicts E. T. Hall’s research in intercultural communication in order to show that an important conversation was suppressed in the report.
 Perception: This disease could be pandemic; without this medicine, millions will die.

Personal commitment as a physician: “Do no harm!”


Federal law: Deceiving participants in a research study is prohibited! Putting participants in a research study at risk is prohibited!


This study: It is likely to prove the efficacy of a new medicine BUT the study itself requires deceiving participants and putting the people in the control group at risk of developing a terrible disease

Figure 3: CMM’s hierarchy model of meanings
The example shows one possible relationship among the stories of a researcher confronting a difficult decision.

The researcher:


Working as member of a community 

Doing good work and doing it well

Seeking approval by professional colleagues
Seeking approval from other groups

Doing good work and doing it well

Excluded from the community


  



Enforcing the use of standard concepts and methods

Presenting the community as agreeing

Seeking an authoritative voice in society
The scholarly discipline:
Figure 4: CMM’s serpentine model

In this figure, the numbered boxes represent actions. The “first” box starts with the arbitrary number 5 just as a reminder that something occurred “before” the beginning of this story. This is a not-unfamiliar story of a researcher bumping against the boundaries of an academic discipline. Specifically: 5: Researcher becomes interested in a topic and reads the relevant literature. 6: Various members of the discipline encourage interest and make suggestions. 7: Researcher analyzes data; finds that it challenges conventional assumptions and excitedly reports it at a scholarly convention. 8: Various members of the discipline criticize everything about the study and dismiss its findings. 9: Research reassesses stories that make the process coherent and decides to publish anyway. 10: Editors and peer reviewers reject the manuscript submitted for publication. 11: ????
Patterns lived

Unheard stories 
Unknown stories

Storytelling

Untellable stories





Untold stories






Stories told







Figure 5: CMM’S LUUUUTT Model
LUUUUTT is an acronym for 1) Patterns Lived; 2) Unknown stories, 3) Untold Stories, 4) Unheard stories, 5) Untellable stories; 6) Stories Told, and 7) storyTelling. 
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