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10. 

experiential research enquiry, assuming that the social system in 
which the project is set gives enough room for all the manoeuvres 
involved. The human condition itself is one of experiential 
research: people meeting together and agreeing how to symbolise 
their experience; revising their symbolisations in the light of 
further experience, and so on. 

Many traditional social science research institutions lack the sort 
of research climate and culture that motivates people to do 
experiential research and that enables them to grasp the rationale 
of it. Official research on people still too often wears that bleak 
face that has unwittingly confused respectability with oppression. 
We have to do a lot to create a new climate. 

The Intermediate Experiential Research Model 

There is also an intermediate experiential research model: 

CONTRIBUTION TO 
RESEARCH 
PROPOSITIONS 

CONTRIBUTION TO 
RESEARCH ACTION 

RESEARCHER 

Strong 

Zero 

SUBJECT 

Strong 

Strong 

As a diagram, it looks like this: 

In this sort of research design, the researcher and subject discuss to­
gether all the research propositions from hypothesis to conclusions, and 
negotiate together to agree what it is that the subject will do in the 
research action. Furthermore, the subject in action can modify what he 
does in the light of experience and through negotiation with the research­
er; reciprocally the researcher can seek to modify through negotiation 
what the subject does. But the researcher stays outside the research 
action, he does not participate in it as subject. 

So Rl and R2 are in reciprocal researcher roles; and S is in a two-way 
relation with Rl and himself as R2. Rl may and probably will initiate 
and propose more than R2 by way of contribution to the research proposi­
tions, but R2 participates thoroughly and it is in principle equally 
open to R2 to initiate research thinking. In fact, R2 will probably 
initiate and contribute more and more as time goes on and as his self-
directing competence increases. 

S goes through an action-research cycle, testing ideas in action, with a 
corrective feedback loop so that the action modifies the ideas as well 
as vice versa. And both directions in the loop are open to the influence 
of Rl through consultation and negotiation. Because of its important 
elements of reciprocity between subject and researcher, this model is much 
more human, more a research on and with persons than the traditional auto­
cratic model. 
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Candidates for the Intermediate Model 

There are several existing candidates for this sort of research. But 
each requires an extra dimension of awareness and procedure to turn it 
into fully-fledged research. I will first of all describe each of the 
candidates, then describe the extra research dimension. And note that 
each of these candidates, when doing its own sort of thing, that is, when 
not being thought of as any kind of research activity, nevertheless, is 
isomorphic in its procedures with the above diagram and model. 

1. The tutor as facilitator of self-directed student learning on a 
contractual and mutually consultative basis with the student. This 
educational model has the following features: 

( i) Tutor and student consult together to agree overall objectives 
for student learning, and then to agree a programme of student 
learning for some specified period. This programme will 
integrate subject matter, teaching and learning methods, 
human and physical resources, time allocation. The tutor may 
(or may not) do some of the teaching in this programme. 

( ii) The student carries out the programme, being free to modify 
it in the light of the experience of doing it. He is free 
in the light of experience, to modify the objectives and/or 
the programme. Major modifications will be negotiated with 
the tutor. The tutor is also free to propose and negotiate 
modifications to the agreed student objectives and/or prog­
ramme in the light of the tutor's perceptions of how the 
student is getting on and of what the student says about 
his work. 

(iii) Tutor and student together agree criteria for assessing student 
performance. The tutor assesses student performance in the 
light of these criteria, the student assesses his own perform­
ance in the light of the agreed criteria, and they negotiate 
a final grade. Agreeing the criteria might actually occur 
at a quite early point in the whole procedure. 

2. The doctor or therapist as facilitator of patient self-help on a con­
tractual and mutually consultative basis with the patient. This is 
the therapeutic model, which follows closely the educational model, 
and indeed subsumes therapy within education as a special case of the 
latter. It has the following features: 

( i) Doctor and patient consult together and agree first of all 
what the symptoms are. They then discuss - each from the 
standpoint of his own relevant knowledge - and agree the most 
probably hypothesis about the (probably multifactorial) causes 
of the symptoms. Finally, they discuss and agree an initial 
programme of treatment to deal with the causes and remove the 
symptoms. Especially they agree what part the doctor or his 
colleagues are to play in providing this treatment, and what 
part the patient plays on a self-help basis. 

( ii) Doctor and patient carry out their respective parts of the 
treatment. As a function of the patient's experience of and 
response to both parts of the treatment, and of the doctor's 
perception of this, it is open to both patient and doctor to 
propose negotiation to modify the treatment in some respect 
(in either part) to change the initial hypothesis of the 
cause, to revise an account of the symptoms or any combina­
tion of these. They will meet at agreed intervals to discuss 
all this and negotiate as appropriate. 
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(iii) Doctor and patient together agree criteria for successful 
completion of treatment (ie: "cure"). The doctor assesses 
the patient's progress in the light of these criteria, and 
the patient assesses his own progress in the light of the 
criteria. Both the agreed criteria and the assessment will 
cover both the doctor's and the patient's part in the treat­
ment programme. They then negotiate to see whether they agree 
or not that the treatment as a whole has been successfully 
completed. 

This, of course, is a radical procedure from the point of view of 
traditional medicine, but humanistic medicine would press the case 
for it (Heron, 1978d, Miller,- 1975), it has definite links with the 
work of Balint and his associates (Balint, 1964), and of course it 
restores some of the original meaning of the title doctor as educa­
tor. It offers a wholesome corrective to the more authoritarian 
and unilateral tendencies on the part of the therapist in psycho­
therapy; and provides a good model for the facilitation of personal 
growth work in humanistic psychology and the human potential move­
ment, where there is a professional or fee-paying relationship bet­
ween facilitator and client, and where the facilitator himself is not 
himself doing any personal growth work within the relationship. In 
this last instance as well as talking about "facilitator" and 
"client" instead of "doctor" and "patient", one will also talk 
about "restrictions and rigidities of personal functioning" rather 
than "symptoms" and a "personal growth programme" rather than 
"treatment". 

3. The process consultant working with the members of an organisation 
or some part of an organisation to facilitate organisational change 
and development on a contractual and mutually consultative basis 
with those members. 

( i) After an appropriate period for the consultant to familiarise 
himself, consultant and clients discuss together and agree on 
a provisional diagnosis of the state of the organisation. 
Similarly, they discuss together and agree a provisional 
programme of organisational change and development. This will 
primarily involve activities undertaken by the clients. But 
the consultant may function as a resource person at various 
points in the programme. The respective client and consult­
ant roles throughout are, of course, negotiated and agreed. 

( ii) The programme of change and development is put into action. 
As a function of seeing how the action goes, the clients or 
the consultant may propose a negotiation between them to 
modify the action, the programme or both. Consultant and 
clients will meet at agreed intervals to discuss how things 
are going and negotiate any modifications. 

(iii) Consultant and clients together discuss and agree criteria 
for assessing whether the original or modified programme has 
been successfully completed. They each assess the current 
state of the organisation in the light of the criteria and 
then negotiate to see whether they agree that the programme 
has been successfully completed. 

4. A manager working with staff to facilitate self-determined staff work 
schedules on a contractual and mutually consultative basis with staff. 

( i) Manager and worker discuss together and agree the worker's job 
description, and a provisional programme of work for the work­
er over a specified period to fulfil that description. 



What this means is that the researcher, the tutor, the doctor, the process 
consultant and the manager each functions as an additional and consultative 
source of corrective feedback (corrective to ideas or action or both) for a 
self-directing subject, student, patient, client in an organisation, or 
worker. 

Another small but important point to make about the four candidates given 
above is that in stage (iii) agreement about criteria is included,.for 
convenience. In actual fact determining and agreeing criteria or assess­
ment might well occur at an earlier stage. 

The Research Dimension of the Intermediate Model 

What now is the extra dimension of awareness and procedure needed to con­
vert each of these four candidates into a research activity of the inter­
mediate experiential sort? One basic question which the experiential 
method addresses is this: "How, from the standpoint of the agent, can self-
directing capacity be developed?" (Heron, 1971). The four candidates are 
eligible to be researched as ways of developing the self-directing capacity 
respectively of the student, the patient, the organisation, the worker. 
What is necessary in each case is that the tutor and student, doctor and 
patient, etc., choose to regard themselves as Rl and R2 - and - S respect­
ively, and choose to regard the whole process they go through together not 
simply as an educational process or a healing process, etc., but also as 
the same as a higher order enquiry into how, from the subject's standpoint 
his self-directing capacity can be developed. 
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They clarify and agree what their respective responsibilities 
are with respect to that programme. 

( ii) As the worker implements the programme in action, either the 
worker or the manager can, on the basis of perceptions of how 
the work is going, propose a negotiation to modify the way the 
work is being done, the actual work to be done, the overall 
programme, the job description, or any combination of these. 
They will meet at agreed intervals to discuss the work in 
progress and to negotiate any modifications. 

(iii) Manager and worker together agree criteria for the successful 
completion of the work programme - either the original one if 
it still holds, or any subsequent modified programme mutually 
agreed. Each assesses the work done in the light of these 
criteria and negotiate to see if they agree that the work has 
bean successfully completed. 

All these four candidates share a common basic procedure in each stage, 
especially an all important double corrective feedback loop in stage (ii). 
Thus the student's action influences both his own and his tutor's ideas 
about it; and both the student's ideas and his tutor's ideas influence the 
student's action. Furthermore, on each of these two parts of the loop, the 
student's ideas and the tutor's ideas are shared, discussed and workBd with 
as a basis for agreement. Similarly, for the doctor and patient, process 
consultant and clients, manager and worker. In terms of the research 
diagram the two feedback loops can be shown as follows: 
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And this means both HI and R2 sustaining an extra margin of awareness 
throughout the process so that each can continuously monitor it in the 
light of this question. 

The research process will have its three parts, similar in structure to, 
but supervenient on and additional to, the three parts of the educational 
procedure, the therapy procedure, etc. For the sake of convenience I will 
outline the three parts of the research process as applied to the educa­
tional procedure. So in what follows Rl and R2 - and - S are tutor and 
student respectively. 

( i) Rl and R2 discuss and agree their working research hypothesis to 
the effect that the whole educational procedure with its three 
parts will develop the self-directing capacity of R2 - and - S, 
the student, as he sees it. 

( ii) As they go through the educational procedure, Rl and R2 — and — S 
will take time out to use their all-important double feedback loop 
referred to just above to discuss and decide whether or not this 
or that or the other aspect of the educational procedure _is_ ful­
filling the working hypothesis, ie: is enabling S to become a more 
self-directing student; and if not, then to modify that part or 
parts of the procedure in ways that may fulfil it better. 

(iii) And this presupposes that they will have discussed and agreed 
working criteria of self-directing ability. But these criteria 
too may be modified through the use of the double feedback loop. 
Finally, these criteria will be used by each party at the end of 
the educational-procedure-with-attached-research-procedure to 
discuss and decide whether or to what extent or with what qualifi­
cations the working hypothesis has been fulfilled, ie: the student 
has developed his self-directing capacity, as he sees it. 

The research conclusions are generated by Rl and 32 but with an emphasis 
on the standpoint of R2 the agent, the self-directing subject. These 
conclusions may cover a range of possible issues some of which are as 
follows: 

( i) The features of the educational procedure that were especially re­
stricting, or especially fulfilling, to the fulfilment of the 
working hypothesis. 

( ii) Significant changes introduced, via the double feedback loop, to 
the educational procedure that were judged to have made it better 
able to fulfil the working hypothesis. 

(iii) Significant changes to the educational procedure which this re­
search enquiry suggests could fruitfully be tried out in a future 
piece of research. 

( iv) Extraneous factors that affected, positively and/or negatively, the 
educational procedure, the research procedure or both. 

The basic empirical touchstone in this whole research process is the exp­
erience of S, what he proves on his pulse, his experiential knowledge 
through direct encounter with what has been going on - his encounter with 
Rl, with himself and his own developing competence in the light of his 
encounter with Rl, with the propositional structures that guide the action, 
with extraneous variables, and so on. The most that Rl can do through 
interaction with S is to facilitate, in the direction of fulfilling the 
working hypothesis, qualitative changes in S's experiential knowledge (for 
a discussion of the key concept of experiential knowledge and its relation 
to propositional knowledge, see my other contribution to this book). 
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If ue add this crucial experiential knowledge of S to the research process, 
then we have four parts, which can be symbolised on the diagram as follows: 

These four parts or stages, briefly, are: 

1. Rl and R2 agree the working research hypothesis. 

2. Rl and R2 - and - S use their double corrective feedback loop to monitor 
the educational procedure, and if necessary to modify it, in the light 
of the working hypothesis. 

3. S enters as fully as fully as possible into his experiential knowledge 
of what is going on. 

A. Rl and R2 decide in the light of appropriate agreed criteria and S's 
experience, whether or not and with what qualifications the working 
hypothesis has been fulfilled. 

Again, I call this research experiential research because its empirical 
touchstone is the experiential knowledge of S, what S discriminates through 
direct face-to-face interaction; and because each loop of the double feed­
back loop, the one through Rl and the one through R2, passes through the 
fire of S's experience. 

Further Features of the Intermediate Model 

3. 

There are two basic sorts of research product. The obvious and famil­
iar sort is provided by the research conclusions, and I have outlined 
above four different possible sets of these. Some of these conclusions 
are descriptive, some are normative, that is, they state norms of edu­
cational or other procedure that help or hinder the development of the 
subject's self—directing competence; they are the reflections, in the 
propositional realm, of practical knowledge, knowing how. The other 
sort of research product is not propositional at all. It is practical 
knowledge. If the research goes well, the subject comes out of it 
knowing how, in a way he did not before, to be self-directing. He has 
acquired an important human skill, a proficiency as agent in some 
domain or other. 

For simplicity of analysis I have referred throughout to only one S. 
But there may be several Ss, and more than one researcher who is not 
functioning as an S. Indeed, the whole model becomes more meaningful 
with several Ss. Extending the general thesis that persons are only 
persons in relation with persons, persons only develop self-directing 
competence in relation with others similarly engaged. Self-directing 
competence requires co-operative competence, and this needs to be 
exercised with other Ss not only with Rl. But the model can readily 
be extended to accommodate other Ss. 

This model, like the full-blown model, is really very challenging, 
because it too provides a methodology for a state-specific science. 
The state of consciousness which Rl and R2 need to get into is one in 
which, throughout their pursuit of the educational (or therapeutic, or 
whatever) procedure, they retain an extra margin of awareness to 



- 17 -

•nonitor it all in the light of the research hypothesis. This is not 
an ea9y thing to do, especially for R2. The base-line educational or 
other procedure may be very absorbing or problematic or both, and so a 
forgetfulness, a nescience, about the research dimension may set in. 
As I have said before, experiential research has its own very special 
kind of rigour, which is fundamental, a rigour of mindfulness, of self-
remembering, of higher order project awareness. Once this slips, the 
various stage of activity that go with it evaporate, leaving a base­
line activity that may be fascinating, but remains unresearched. 

4. The researcher in this intermediate model, is very much a facilitator, 
both in the base-line activity that is being researched and in the 
research activity (especially as facilitator of mindfulness). In 
neither is he functioning as a formally acknowledged subject: he is 
not present as student, patient, etc., nor is he present as person 
enquiring into developing his self-directing competence. But he is 
present as an unacknowledged subject in a very important way; he is 
present as a person who is developing his facilitative skills, his skills 
in facilitating both the development of self-direction in others and 
their enquiry into this. Inevitably, this skill or lack of it will be 
reflected directly or indirectly in the research conclusions. But if 
it is to be explicitly included in the research model, then we are 
moving over into the full-blown experiential research model. 

5. Because Rl is only present as a tacit subject, and there is not full 
human reciprocity, this will almost certainly limit the degree to which 
S can develop within the model. Nevertheless, I have spent so much space 
on it, since it may be regarded as a first stage on from the traditional 
autocratic model. Incidentally, Rl can much improve the facilitation 
and the reciprocity of the intermediate model by appropriate self-
disclosure, by sharing his past or present experience in the formally 
acknowledged subject areas. 

Going back now to the original table which mapped out all the possibilities 
for researcher and subject to contribute to the research propositions and the 
research action, there are obviously other intermediate experiential research 
models. There isn't space to go into any more of them here, but the follow­
ing has interesting possibilities: 

CONTRIBUTION TO 
RESEARCH PROPOSITIONS 

CONTRIBUTION TO 
RESEARCH ACTION 

RESEARCHER 

Strong 

Weak 

SUBJECT 

Weak 

Strong 

This paper purports to offer only some basic elements in the logic of 
experiential research methodology backed up by nine years of field work of 
varying degrees of explicitness. There is a great deal of interesting and 
challenging work to be done to clarify further the methodology through more 
thorough-going practice. 
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PHILOSOPHICAL BASIS FOR A NEW RESEARCH PARADIGM 

Cooperative Enquiry 

Research is a process of systematic (and not so systematic) enquiry that 
leads to knowledge stated in propositions. In social science research this 
enquiry involves an element of observation of or interaction with persons 
in order to offer empirical evidence for the research conclusions. 

But there are two quite different ways of interacting with persons in 
research. One way is to interact with them so that they make no direct 
contribution to formulating the propositions that purport to be.about them 
or to be based on their sayings and doings. This, of course, is the trad­
itional social science experiment or study in which the subjects are kept 
naive about the research propositions and make no contribution at all to 
formulation at the stage of hypothesis making, at the stage of final con­
clusions, or anywhere in between. In the extreme, and still popular form 
of this approach, the enquiry is all on the side of the researcher, and the 
action being enquired into is all on the side of the subject. 

The other way - the way of cooperative enquiry - is for the researcher to 
interact with the subjects so that they do contribute directly both to 
hypothesis making, to formulating the final conclusions, and to what goes 
on in between. This contribution may be strong, in the sense that the 
subject is co-researcher and contributes to creative thinking at all stages. 
Or it may be weak, in the sense that the subject is thoroughly informed of 
the research propositions at all stages and is invited to assent or dissent, 
and if there is dissent, then the researcher and subject negotiate until 
agreement is reached. In the complete form of this approach, not only will 
the subject be fully-fledged co-researcher, but the researcher will also 
be co-subject, participating fully in the action and experience to be re­
searched. 

My purpose in writing this paper is to present a variety of arguments sup­
porting the second of these two ways, that is, supporting a research 
paradigm in which the subject is also co-researcher, being actively and 
openly involved on the enquiry side of the research, as well as on the 
action side. 

The Argument from the Nature of Research Behaviour 

It is a presupposition of doing research of any kind that you have already 
committed yourself to some very general model of explanation with respect 
to the subjects or objects of your research. Most orthodox research takes 
absolute determination as the general model of explanation; however diffi­
cult this is to achieve in practice, in principle human behaviour is 
regarded as part of a deterministic order, as the exclusive effects of 
prior antecedent conditions. This assumption is mistaken, I believe, 
because the presuppositional analysis is misplaced. It results from asking 
the wrong question first, which obscures a more radical question and one 
which is logically prior. The wrong question to ask first is, "To what 
kind of explanation of the behaviour of my subjects am I committed?". The 
prior and more radical question is, "To what kind of explanation of my own 
research behaviour am I committed?". This question is less obviously 
relevant in the physical sciences, but when the investigator is the same 
kind of being as the subjects of his investigation, then this reflexive 
question becomes of paramount importance. 
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Does it make sense to say that in principle research behaviour is precisely 
predictable and can be fully subsumed under causal laws? I think not. It 
is surely part of what we mean by "research behaviour" that it is behaviour 
that is in particular detail unpredictable. We engage in it precisely 
because we cannot know in advance what particular form it will take. It is 
behaviour which in the nature of the case constitutes creative advance, 
surmounting and transcending the predictable. It depends on the generation 
of new ideas, new insights, fresh hypothesis, and innovative theoretical 
formulations. And the notion that you could predict specifically the 
occurrence of the expression of new ideas on the basis of observations of 
what is already known is incomprehensible, for the ideas would not in any 
intelligible sense be new. There is no precise methodology for generating 
new ideas; new ideas are not the logical product of empirical observation, 
rather they arise unpredictably to direct it into ever more fruitful 
channels. 

Research behaviour is, therefore, original creative activity which cannot 
in principle be contained within an explanatory model of absolute determ­
inism; it is not the sort of event that could be predicted as the outcome 
of antecedent conditions. What explanatory model can be adopted for such 
behaviour? I suggest that central to any such model is the notion of 
intelligent agency, or to put it another way, the notion of a self-
directing person. To give a full and sufficient explanation of research 
behaviour, some reference must be made to the notion of intelligent agency 
or self-direction, where this concept cannot be explained in terms of 
anything else. 

To say that the researcher is an intelligent agent is to say that his 
behaviour is not fully subsumable under the causal laws of the natural 
order, but the expression of self-directed activity within that order. 
There are two fundamental statements here: l) There is a causal order in 
nature; 2) There are creative acts of self-directing agents occurring 
within nature. But if the second statement cannot be included within, or 
reduced to, the first, how then can they be reconciled and made consistent 
while retaining their relative independence? One answer is provided by the 
thesis of relative determinism, which has been set for in detail in my 
earlier paper (Heron, 1971). This thesis holds that antecedent conditions 
delimit and determine a range of possible outcomes, and that the width of 
this range is a function of the position of an entity in the hierarchy of 
chemical and biological types from the atom to the human being: the human 
being, if not seriously damaged, has a significant degree of freedom and 
can bring intelligent, rational principles to bear on the direction of his 
or her activity within nature. 

But human beings are social beings. Within the limits set by causal fact­
ors, members of a society make a tacit choice to relate to each other in 
accordance with certain norms and conventions. Thus for any piece of 
social behaviour there may be three distinct yet interrelated levels of 
explanation, none of which are necessarily mutually exclusive. There is a 
causal explanation in terms of relatively determining conditions of inner 
needs and environmental factors; there is a conventional explanation in 
terms of tacit commitment to prevailing social norms; and there is auto­
nomous explanation in terms of a fully explicit self-directed commitment 
to certain purposes and principles. Research behaviour is a special case 
of social behaviour to which the level of autonomous explanation, inter 
alia, applies. 

Thus the basic explanatory model for research behaviour is that of intelli­
gent self-direction - commitment to purposes in the light of principles -
combined with relative determinism. 
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The next question is as follows: "Given that I am committed to such a model 
to explain my own research behaviour, what explanatory model is relevant 
to my subjects' behaviour, and what method of enquiry is appropriate to 
apply to it?" I cannot without gross inconsistency apply to my subjects a 
model which is logically at odds with the one I apply to myself. I cannot 
responsibly argue that they are in principle to be seen as fully under the 
control of antecedent conditions within a scheme of absolute determinism, 
while it is a necessary condition of my researching them that I view myself 
as a self-directing intelligence within a scheme of relative determinism. 
I must surely see them in principle also as self-directing and intelligent 
agents. Hence my subjects become my co-researchers: together we decide 
what possibilities for intelligent self-determination are to be investigated 
through action. If the subjects are not privy to the research thinking, 
they will not be functioning fully as intelligent agents. For a self-
determining person is one who generates, or takes up freely as his own, the 
thinking that determines his actions. 

The Argument from Intentionality 

Bretano (1974) and others have regarded intentionality as one of the defin­
ing features of the mental. Intentionality simply refers to the fact that 
when I am conscious I am always conscious o_f some content - whether percep­
tual, imaged or other. Such content has some sort of meaning or signifi­
cance for me: I construe it as content of this or that or the other sort. 
Furthermore, when I engage in choice and overt action, an important part 
of what I am conscious of is my intent, my purpose in doing what I am doing, 
my meaning in acting. 

In my view, such construing-and-intending is original, creative human 
activity. It generates, and reference to it explains the origins of, any 
and every domain of enquiry. It is not susceptible of a reductive explana­
tion in terms of the concepts of the domains it generates. Any attempt to 
do so necessarily persupposes its exemption from the attempt. It presents 
two polar and interdependent aspects of intelligent agency as a significant 
determinant and explanation of human behaviour: how persons construe their 
world, and the intentions with which they act within it. For whenever a 
person is functioning as a person, that person's construing-and-intending 
is a necessary irreducible part of the explanation of his or her behaviour. 
But it is not therefore a sufficient explanation of the behaviour. For, as 
we have seen in the previous section, explanation in terms of intelligent 
agency as an irreducible notion does not exclude further explanation in 
terms of relative determinism, that is, in terms of causal laws that delimit 
the range of options, the degrees of freedom, within which such intelligent 
agency can manifest itself. 

On this analysis of intentionality, the wise researcher will at least 
consult his subjects to see whether their constructs and intentions concur 
with his conclusions based on their behaviour during the research. So as 
researcher I may need to ask my subjects "Did you in fact construe what was 
going on in the way that I have construed your reaction to it in my research 
conclusions?" And again: "When you produced that piece of behaviour during 
the research, was your intention in doing it consonant with my interpreta­
tion in these conclusions?" 

Asch's experiment on recency and primacy in impression formation (Asch, 
1952) begs an important unanswered question about how the experimental 
subjects construed the experimental conditions. To one group he presented 
first nice adjectives, then nasty adjectives, about some imagined person; 
to the other group he presented the nasty adjectives first, followed by 
the nice. The first group saw the person as basically nice with some flaws, 
the second group saw the person as basically flawed with some redeeming 
features. 
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Asch concluded that early information was more influential than later 
information in impression formation. But how did the subjects construe 
it all? We don't know, of course. They may have said: "Look here, the 
way we construed it, it was not temporal order as such that counted. We 
took it on the basis of prior experience, that the temporal order signified 
a rank order of weighting or importance, and that was the crucial thing in 
determining our overall impression". It would be interesting to re-run 
many experiments of this sort on the basis of cooperative enquiry. 

When subjects are acting within the research arena, consulting them about 
the validity of the research conclusions depends on the level of behavioural 
analysis at which the conclusions are pitched. If it is simply overt 
physical movements I am reporting on where the limbs, trunk, head, fingers, 
etc. are moving in space - then my observations may be more reliable than 
the agent's. Again, if my description is simply at the level of what I will 
call basic actions - such as "walks", "talks", "looks", "points", and so on -
it may well be quite unnecessary to check my account against the agent's 
account. But when I am interpreting such basic actions in terms of their 
more complex intentions and purposes, then I need to check my version 
against the agent's version of what he was about. For a person may walk, 
or talk, or look or point to fulfil many different higher order intentions. 

The general form of this argument is that human beings are symbolising 
beings. They find meaning in and give meaning to their world, through sym­
bolising their experience in a variety of constructs and actions. This 
notion of symbolising activity as an explanatory concept is irreducible to 
any other, since it is presupposed by and transcends any reductive argument. 
It points both to a determinant and to an explanation of human behaviour 
sui generis. To explain human behaviour you have, among other things, to 
understand this activity, and fully to understand it involves participating 
in it through overt dialogue and communication with those who are engaging 
in it. 

Thus, if we want to explain the research behaviour of researchers we should 
not go and do some traditional non-consultative research ojn them, but to do 
some research with them. We should inquire through dialogue, interaction 
and cooperative endeavour, how they symbolise their experience of the world 
through scientific constructs and actions; and in the light of this under­
standing, to explain their behaviour. But the same model applies in any 
other domain of human symbolising activity. 

Another version of the same argument is to say that cultural explanations of 
human behaviour are irreducible to any other type of explanation. A cult­
ural explanation is one that sees the values, norms and beliefs of a person 
as significant determinants and explanations of his behaviour. Such values, 
norms and beliefs may be autonomous: the person espouses them because he 
has really thought them through. Or they may be conventional: the person 
espouses them because others do. But autonomy and conventionality are them­
selves explanatory concepts that cannot be reduced back to some extra-
cultural domain. To understand an autonomous or conventional culture, we 
need to participate in it through dialogue and interaction with those who 
exemplify it. Any cultural explanation needs to be checked with those 
within the culture. 

Of course, a person may misconstrue his world, and may be deluded about his 
intentions in the sense that his stated purpose for an action is a ration­
alisation of some process within him of which he is not fully aware. A 
person's construing and intending competence may go sadly awry. Human agency 
can lose its way. Each individual is not necessarily the best authority on 
the validity of his own constructs and intentions. 
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Hence the importance of cooperative enquiry into what human agency is 
capable of. Co-researchers who are also co-subjects can give each other 
corrective feedback: they can illuminate and clarify the human process 
for each other. 

The Argument from Language 

The generation and use of language is the original, archetypal form of human 
enquiry. Language enables human beings to symbolise - that is, state propo­
sitions about - their particular experiences in terms of general concepts. 
I can use general terms to symbolise a particular experience, or I can use 
them to make a generalisation about many particular experiences. In either 
case it is the generality of the terms of a language that gives it its 
peculiar symbolising power. 

When two people communicate in the same language, they necessarily agree in 
the use of the rules of that language. Agreement about these rules is, of 
course, agreement in use, it is not explicitly stated spoken agreement, since 
few people who know how to use a language can formulate its many rules. How 
can we explain such agreement in use? 

Apart from the fact that in practice people who speak the same language don't 
use that language to agree about its rules, in principle agreement about the 
rules of language cannot ultimately be mediated by language. We cannot use 
words to agree about the use of all words: this is logically impossible. 
For language to get started at all, there must be some words agreement about 
the use of which is mediated non verbally. 

One might say, following Chomsky (1976) that human beings are genetically 
programmed with linguistic universals, deep structure rules that apply to any 
and every language. Apart from being a highly controversial theory, this 
doesn't help. For we still have to explain how persons agree in the use of 
a particular language, with all its idiosyncratic, surface structure rules. 

Thomas Reid's thesis (Reid, 1764) was that agreement about the use of words 
is ultimately mediated by what he called the "natural language" of eyes, 
facial expression, gesture, non verbal sound. And indeed such non verbal 
expressive signs would seem to be the only contenders for mediating agreement 
about language use. But unless human beings also agree in what these 
expressive signs mean, they cannot use them to agree about how to use words. 
So we now have to explain how people agree in the use of non verbal expres­
sive signs. 

Reid dealt with this point by arguing that expressive signs have a meaning 
which every human being understands "by the principle of his nature" and 
which is prior to all agreement. Wittgenstein (1953) made a related sort 
of point when he wrote "The common behaviour of mankind is the system of 
reference by means of which we interpret an unknown language". What this 
kind of argument boils down to is the view that human beings can understand 
what at any rate some of their non verbal signs to each other mean, without 
this understanding being mediated through any other set of signs. This 
view seems to be inescapable since (a) there appear to be no candidates for 
such a further set of signs, and (b) if there were, we would have launched 
ourselves on an endless regress of one set of signs mediating agreement 
about the use of another set of signs, agreement about the use of the 
former set being mediated by the use of a third set, and so on. 

Our agreement about the use of the language we are both speaking, on this 
analysis, rests finally on a mutuality of understanding about some of the 
non verbal expressive signs we make to each other. 
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By "mutuality of understanding" I mean that we each understand the same sort 
of sign produced by each other in the same sort of way, and moreover we know 
that we are so doing. One candidate for such a sign is eye contact; another 
is touch. When two persons look into each other's eyes, the mutual gazing 
combines both simultaneity and reciprocity. Each person is looking into the 
other's eyes and having his own eyes looked into; and all four phenomena are 
occurring simultaneously. 

I suggest that there is a tacit dimension of mutual gazing (and associated 
signs) that enables us at a basic level of awareness to agree about the use 
of words. And that this dimension involves a pre-linguistic experiential 
knowing that is primarily relational. What we know is the relation between, 
the interconnectsdness of: our presence to each other, our world, our eyes 
and other signs. Such knowing is tacit, inchoate, unfocussed. It does not 
of itself give us explicit propositional knowledge of facts and truths about 
ourselves and our world, but it enables us to agree how to use language to 
make such propositions. Nor, of course, does it do so alone: There is also 
touch, and, tangential to the gaze, facial expression, gesture of head, arms 
and hands, sound and so on. It mediates a tacit, experiential, primitive, 
Tao of knowing which constitutes a ground for the figure of explicit know­
ledge. The knowing is tacit in Polanyi's sense (Polanyi, 1967): we attend 
from the relational awareness implicit in this dimension of mutual gazing in 
order to attend _tp_ the meaning of what is being explicitly said and done in 
terms of our mastery of language and other social norms. But the signific­
ance of what we attend from is evident in the agreement in usage in what we 
attend to. Such tacit knowing is not immaculate: it needs the focussing 
provided by explicit propositional knowledge. And it is only one of three 
sorts of experiential knowledge of persons - a point which I shall develop in 
the next section. 

What follows from this sort of analysis? If the use of language is validated 
by interpersonal experiential knowing, then language is primarily public and 
shared: it is a collective product whose primary locutions are relational — 
"we", "our world", "our signs", "our language". Secondly, the original and 
archetypal paradigm of human enquiry is two persons who agree through face-
to-face meaningful encounter about how to symbolise their experience in words. 
The propositions about persons in the world which they generate are a co­
operative construct, a social artefact, whose use is validated for them by 
the touchstone of their direct encounter. 

The use of language itself, then contains within it the paradigm of co­
operative enquiry. And since language is the primary tool whose use enables 
human construing and intending to occur, it is difficult to see how there can 
be any more fundamental model of enquiry for human beings into the human 
condition. For at its roots, language is used to mediate a shared vision. 

Now, of course, I can use language to make statements about persons who have 
not contributed or assented to the formulation of those statements. And, of 
course, there is a strong case for so doing both in everyday life and 
certain sorts of more peripheral research on persons as beings who have 
reaction-times, psychophysical thresholds and so on. But when we come to 
more central research on persons as intelligent agents in relation who 
construe, and have intentions within, their world, to use language in this 
way is to cut it off from its validating base in the realities of human en­
counter. For the researchers on the traditional research model encounter 
each other but generate out of this interpersonal experience no statements 
of a shared view about persons; and the researchers encounter their subjects 
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but generate out of this interpersonal experience no statements of a 
shared view of persons. Rather the researchers encounter each other to 
generate statements not about themselves but about their subjects - who 
make no contribution to the formulation of those statements either out of 
their encounter with each other or with the researchers. The result is a 
set of alienated statements hanging in an interpersonal void: statements 
about persons not authorised by those persons in relation. For a science 
of persons as agents, my considered view of your reality without consulting 
you is a very different matter from our considered view of our reality. 

Another way of putting this is to say that central research on persons can­
not be separated from the revisionary use of language. Persons are lang­
uage creators who in relation symbolise a shared vision and experience. In 
fundamental research on the human condition, persons in relation regenerate 
the use of language, revise and extend its protocols, through cooperative 
endeavour in symbolising the ways in which they have extended the horizons 
of their shared vision and experience. " 

The Argument from an Extended Epistemoloqy 

Science, as product, is in the domain of propositional knowledge. The out­
come of research is stated in propositions, which claim to be assertions of 
facts or truths, a contribution to the corpus of knowledge statements. A 
claimed fact or truth is a propositional entity, a construct, an artefact 
- it is a statement about the world. It does not constitute the world, is 
not part of or found in the world. Propositions may be latent in and in­
form our perception of the world, but perception is wider than and trans­
cends its latent propositional content, as I shall argue below. Indeed, if 
this were not so,.we could not use perception of the world as a check on 
the accuracy of our propositions about the world. 

Science, as a process of enquiry, involves not only propositional knowledge, 
but also practical knowledge and experiential knowledge. Practical know­
ledge is evident in some skill, proficiency or knack, whether physical and/ 
or mental. It is knowing how to do something. Knowing how to do research 
is a set of interrelated acquired skills which cannot be fully reduced to 
any set of written instructions. Understanding instructions about how to 
do research is not the same as having the actual practical knack of doing it. 

Experiential knowledge is knowing an entity - person, place, thing, process, 
etc. - in face-to-face encounter and interaction. It is knowing a person 
or thing through sustained acquaintance. Empirical research, precisely • 
because it is empirical, necessarily requires some degree of experiential 
knowledge of the persons or objects which the research is about. The 
researcher's conclusions are propositions about persons or things of which 
he or she has had experiential knowledge through direct encounter. 

Experiential knowledge through encounter or acquaintance with what is before 
me involves more than just bare or minimal perception. It involves familiar­
ity with the encountered entity through sustained perception and interaction. 
It includes both construing and doing - with some degree of commitment to 
get to know what is in front of me. It is knowing the world present here 
and now before me, and cannot be fully reduced to a set of descriptive state­
ments about that world. Reading a description of a place is never the same 
as getting to know that place through going there, exploring and encount­
ering it. But more than this, experiential knowledge of an entity always 
transcends any set of propositions about it, and any set of propositions that 
may be involved in the way we perceive it. 
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When I perceive an entity in front of me, there are at least two sorts of 
construing going on. I will call these propositional construing and 
presentational construing. Propositional construing in perception involves 
seeing the entity in terms of the concepts and identifying names that come 
with the acquisition of language. So I see it as an entity of some sort or 
kind, as a cat, house, tree or my friend George; I see it as having certain 
describable qualities; and as being in certain describable relations with 
other entities. But this linguistic construing that informs perception is 
interwoven with a complementary, non-linguistic, spatio-temporal, 
presentational construing. At the physiological level, the former involves 
left hemisphere brain function, the latter Tight hemisphere brain function 
(Ornstein, 1977). 

Presentational construing is at several levels. Firstly, it involves seeing 
the apparent, presented, perspectival form, colour, size as the whole, 
"actual", or "real", or "constant" form, colour and size. I imaginatively 
grasp the whole entity in and with this particular view of it. So I see 
that presented flattened little oval with a bluish hue as a white circular 
plate of regular size - and this spatial construing of total form and colour 
is not dependent on the propositional competence with which I here assert it. 
Secondly, it involves seeing or hearing a sequence of presentations, a 
seriatim display, as a total cycle process or metamorphosis. Thus I hear 
the serial sounds as a piece of music, I see the serial presentations of the 
form of a bird in the sky as a total arc or spiral of movement. 

This construing of what is immediately presented as a spatio-temporal whole 
that transcends what is immediately presented, is not only a means of 
experiential knowing, it is also a fundamental kind of practical knowledge -
knowing how to orientate oneself in space and time, knowing how to construe 
presentations or appearance in terms of spatial and temporal "reality". It 
is not language dependent, it is extra-propositional, since it is evident 
in the spatio-temporal competence of animals, in their coordination of 
perception and action in their environment. It is also, of course, evident 
in children before the acquisition of language. Indeed, some significant 
degree of competence in presentational construing in perception can be 
argued as a necessary condition of language acquisition. 

And while I can make some translation of the process of presentational 
construing into propositional construing - as, for example, when I talk of 
the perceptual constancies and so on - yet I can never fully accommodate 
in language the perceptual achievement of construing these presentations as 
that spatio-temporal whole of which they are the presentations. This is a 
practical cognitive and perceptual skill operating essentially outside the 
domain of language. Such skill may indeed be enhanced by the acquisition 
and use of language. And for the adult, presentationally construed wholes 
may always at the same time be propositionally construed as wholes of certain 
sorts or named kinds. But the extra-linguistic right hemispherical nature 
of presentational construing remains irreducible, complementary to left 
hemispherical propositional construing. Furthermore, it enables us to make 
an empirical check on the validity of our propositional constructs about 
the world. My ability to discriminate between different presentations and 
different spatio-temporal wholes without this ability being dependent on 
language and proposition-making, provides a touchstone for the accuracy 
with which I symbolise such differences in propositions. 

But there is a third level of presentational construing in perception: and 
that is construing a series of presentations or appearances not just as 
presentations of a spatio-temporal whole that transcends its immediate 
presentations, but also as the presentations of a presence in space and time. 
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For the spatio-temporal whole is making a non-linguistic statement, it is 
"saying" something in and through the gesture of its totality. I look at 
an owl on a perch in a cage. I construe the presented form and colour as 
the "real" form and colour, the presented sequence of movements as a total 
Gestalt of movement. But at the same time, I construe all these presenta­
tions as those of a unique and idiosyncratic presence in space and time. 
The spatio-temporal whole presented is the mark, the gesture, the signature, 
the "speech", of a presence. 

If you sceptically ask me to be more precise in defining a presence, then 
I can only repeat that it is what you extra-linguistically construe a spatio-
temporal whole jas_. It is a matter, a basic and fundamental matter, of non-
propositional, experiential knowledge of some entity here and now before 
you. Of course, the poet or artist is highly sensitive at this third level 
of presentational construing. He or she moves, in the creative act, swiftly 
from presentational construing of the unique spatio-temporal gesture of a 
presence either to linguistic construing, trying to find an analogue in 
words for that unique gesture, or to the generation of a presentational 
analogue in painting, sculpture, music, dance, and so on. In this domain of 
perception, the artist is concerned with the archetypal "speech" of the en­
countered world, a "speech" which finds only its remote echo in everyday 
language. It was, of course, a fundamental canon of classical Chinese Art 
to catch in painting this rhythmic, vital, autonomous "utterance"of things. 

Now my fullest encounter with a presence in space and time is when that 
presence is encountering nie_. I can see a dog leaping up excitedly at someone 
else, and I am certainly having a passive, non-interactive, rather external 
encounter with a presence. The qualitative impact in construing that 
presence in space and time is very different when the dog leaps up excitedly 
at me. Similarly, when an owl and I are looking at each other in face-to-
face encounter, I construe the owl as presence more fully than when I see it 
going about other business from afar. No doubt both approaches, the onlooker 
and the face-to-face, are relevant to experiential knowledge; but the face-
to-face approach is primary for only then do I encounter a presence en­
countering me. 

For persons, other persons are the pre-eminent presences in space and time. 
As with the dog and the owl, when I directly interact with a person, I con­
strue and encounter him or her as present more fully than when I observe 
a person interacting with someone else. And the more fully I interact the 
more fully I construe him or her as a presence. I construe a person more 
fully as a presence when we are in a very aware committed, concerned, 
exploratory, enquiring relationship. Hence again the paradigm of cooperative 
enquiry. 

On this sort of analysis, the most complete empirical base for a science of 
persons is one in which my necessary experiential knowledge of my subjects 
is: (l) not dominated by propositional construing to the detriment of a 
really open presentational construing; (2) not simply restricted to ob­
serving them in interaction with others, but focusses centrally on their 
reciprocal interaction with myself, so that we become both co-researchers 
and co-subjects. 

There would seem to be at least three sorts of presentational construing of 
a person as a presence. Firstly, there is the pre-linguistic, mutual and 
simultaneous, tacit construing of two persons as presences in relation in a 
shared spatio-temporal world - mutual gazing being central to this. I have 
already referred to this in the previous section as the primitive Tao of 
experiential knowing: a tacit knowing of the interconnectedness of human 
presences in and with their world, a knowing which provides a warrant for, 
and is evident in our agreement about, the use of language. 
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But secondly, I construe a person as a presence while talking and inter­
acting with him or her. And this presentational construing is interwoven, 
of course, with propositional construing - that is, with seeing, hearing, 
acting towards, the person in terms of the concepts that come with language. 
But the presentational construing when fully exercised and opened up can 
include and transcend the propositional. For I can construe the whole spatio-
temporal Gestalt of a person, both non verbal and verbal - including the 
sequence of gestures, postures, facial expressions, eye contacts, para-
linguistic features of speech, together with the meaning of what is said and 
what is not said - as the idiosyncratic developing signature of a human 
presence. I am encountering and construing how such a presence is manifest­
ing, and not manifesting in space and time. I grasp this how presentation-
ally, extra-propositionally, since it includes explicit speech and intention 
in a much more comprehensive "speech" or "statement" of a total way of being 
in the world. This kind of total presentational construing of a person is a 
skill, a competence, that can be cultivated. Its findings can be symbolised 
by propositions but never fully encompassed by propositions. It offers a 
fundamental empirical touchstone for any fully systematic enquiry into 
persons. 

Thirdly, and in parenthesis, there is perhaps a post-linguistic construing 
of a person as a presence: for example, when two people gaze into each 
other's eyes, suspend or bracket off the propositional elements in their 
perception and awareness of each other and mutually apprehend each other as 
presences in relation. This can lead to experiences of dual-unity and 
related altered states of consciousness. 

What I am arguing in this section is that empirical research on persons 
involves a subtle, developing interdependence between propositional knowledge, 
practical knowledge and experiential knowledge. The research conclusions, 
stated as propositions and laying claim to be part of the corpus of empirical 
knowledge about persons, necessarily rest on the researchers' experiential 
knowledge of the subjects of the enquiry. This knowledge of persons is most 
adequate as an empirical base when it involves the fullest sort of present­
ational construing, that is, when researcher and subject are fully present 
to each other in a relationship of reciprocal and open enquiry, and when 
each is open to construe how the other manifests as a presence in space and 
time. And knowing how to construe and encounter persons in this way is a 
skill, a knack, which is a critical sort of practical knowledge involved in 
doing effective research on persons. 

So the propositional outcomes of the research depend critically on the 
practical and experiential components of the process of the research. But 
proposition-making is very much part of the process of the enquiry too. 
The co-researchers' practical competence in presentational construing in 
relation with each other can be enhanced or hindered by the sorts .of 
propositional constructs used during the enquiry; and also, therefore, the 
co-researchers' openness or closure to what can be known experientially. If 
the enquiry is over-conceptualised and over-theorised, then the phenomeno-
logical noticing and awareness of the researchers will be inhibited and 
restricted. If the enquiry is under-conceptualised and under-theorised, 
then the researchers' phenomenological noticing will be diffuse, unfocussed, 
chaotic, ambiguous. Too much propositional construing blinds researchers 
to the gestures of being. Too much presentational construing keeps the 
archives of propositional knowledge empty, although it may, of course, fill 
up the vaults of presentational knowledge in the form of drawing, painting, 
sculpture, music, dance. Co-researchers who are also co-subjects need to 
find a mutually enhancing balance and interaction between left hemisphere 
and right hemisphere brain functions. 
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The Argument from Axioloqy 

The products of research on persons are propositions (they could also be 
artistic presentations - but that possibility merits a separate paper). And 
the hope and claim of effective research is to generate true propositions. 
The truth-value of a proposition is in part a function of its coherence with 
other and related propositions, and in part a function of its correspondence 
with extra-propositional dimensions of the world as encountered. Of these 
two criteria of truth, coherence and correspondence, the latter seems to me 
more fundamental, for however internally coherent any set of propositions, 
it remains but an unanchored set of possibilities until it corresponds in 
substantial part to the world as encountered. It is this that provides the 
basic .touchstone for the truth value of propositions in empirical research. 
More precisely, it is the world as presentationally construed when encount­
ered that provides the touchstone; for this provides the extra-propositional 
element in perception, and so provides a warp for the woof of propositions. 
I have argued this point in more detail in the previous section. 

But the presentational or presented world is valued. And because we value 
it - for its charm, beauty, elegance, ineffability, or whatever other predi­
cates we generate to convey our non verbal delight in being - we seek to 
symbolise it adequately in propositions. The assertion of true propositions 
is a way of enhancing our appreciation of a world we already value in en­
countering it. Behind the truth-value of propositions lie the being values 
of the experienced, presented world. Between the two, mediating lie the 
norms or rules of language, and of any other practical procedure that en­
ables us to assert the truth about the world we value. 

Because we value our encounter with what is there, we know how to symbolise 
it in words, and therefore our statement has the value of truth. Or to put 
it the other way round, our statement is true because we know how to formu­
late it to do justice to a valued experience. Out of our varied encounter 
with the world, we generate norms of language and of related practices, to 
express true propositions about that world. There is an axiological hier­
archy here: first the values of being, then the norms of language and of 
other practical procedures, then the truth-value of propositions, the facts 
or truths asserted in propositions. 

More than this, language and the true propositions it is used to assert, 
ultimately presuppose a shared community of value, a shared way of delight­
ing in and valuing the world as encountered. This follows from the view 
that truth-values presuppose values of being, together with the view put 
forward earlier that agreement about the use of language presupposes a 
shared awareness of human presences in relation in their world. On this 
analysis, true propositions are asserted by those who know how properly to 
symbolise in words shared experiences of shared value: to learn a language 
and be able to state truths is ipso facto to acquire the norms and values 
of a shared culture - the immediate sub-culture and the wider culture of 
which it is a part. 

In general terms, truth is asserted through the application of norms of 
language and of other practical procedures by those who generate such norms 
out of a shared value system. The truths we assert are a function of our 
procedural norms which in turn are a function of our shared value system. 
The "truths" researchers generate are a function of the researchers' proce­
dural norms and underlying values. And if these "truths" purport to be 
about persons other than the researchers then they have indeterminate 
validity, no secure status as truths, until we know whether those other 
persons assent to and regard as their own the norms and values of the 
researchers. 
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For within the broad aegis of the culture of a whole society, there are 
manifold sub-cultures each with its own differential value system. State­
ments about you that do not take into account the values and norms of your 
sub-culture, but dress you up in the values and norms of my somewhat diff­
erent sub-culture, are not really statements about you. Statements about 
persons as agents are true of those persons when the statements are reached 
by procedures that show cognisance of the values of those persons. 

Thus, for example, questionnaires and all such instruments unilaterally 
designed by researchers will simply rest on their prior norms and values. 
And if the researchers who make no attempt to determine whether those norms 
and values and hence the design of the questionnaire are acceptable' to those 
who are invited to fill it in, then any statements about the respondents 
made by the researchers on the basis of the questionnaire results will have 
indeterminate validity. In some instances, of course, it may for all 
practical purposes be appropriate to assume consonance of the respondents' 
values with the researchers' values. In other instances, grossly distorted 
conclusions may emerge from so doing. For if the researchers are not them­
selves the respondents, then the conclusions will be "truths" that hang in 
a curious void - alienated from the values of the researchers, and from the 
actual and different values of the respondents. 

Finally, the idea that any science can be value free is, in my view, a 
delusion. Persons in relation in their world symbolising their experience 
of the value of the presented world constitutes a fundament of the human 
condition. Every science is just a special case of this symbolising activity. 
When the subjects of a science are other persons, then the idea that the 
researchers' underlying value system can exclude., need not consult or 
consider or cooperate with the value system of the subjects, can only tend 
to generate alienated, pseudo-truths about persons. For an authentic science 
of persons, true statements about persons rest on a value system explicitly 
shared by researchers and subjects, and on procedural research norms 
explicitly agreed by researchers and subjects on the basis of that value 
system. Hence, again, the model of cooperative enquiry. 

The Political and Moral Argument 

Traditional research on persons is also a way of exercising power over 
persons. The experimental subjects of course agree voluntarily to be sub­
jects, but thereafter they do what they are asked to do in accordance with 
principles frequently not disclosed to them and in accordance with decisions 
made unilaterally by the researchers. At its very worst, researchers using 
this model get knowledge unilaterally from persons' in order to be able to 
apply this knowledge unilaterally to other persons, with only token initial 
assent from these persons to initiate the research phase and the application 
phase. Research then becomes another agent of authoritarian social control. 
Knowledge and power are all on the side of the researchers and their 
political masters and none is on the side of those who provide the data and 
are subject to its subsequent application. 

Politics is essentially about power, and power is about who effectively 
makes decisions in what manner about what and about whom. In this sense, 
political issues are about the who, the what and the how of decision-making 
and pervade every arena of human life: the family, education, research, 
every organisation and association of persons, as well as the state. Many 
researchers would probably assent to the moral case for political self-
determination of citizens in the modern state. The moral principle of res­
pect for personal autonomy requires that we give impartial consideration to 
the needs and interests of all, that we provide just conditions for the ful­
filment of human well-being. 
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Traditional and contemporary doctrines of human rights have spelt out some 
of the fundamental conditions required for such fulfilment: the right to 
freedom of speech and expression; the right to freedom of association and 
contract; the right to political membership of the community - to partici­
pate in the framing and the working of political institutions. 

The last named right - to political membership of the community - is in my 
view a special case of an all-pervasive right of persons to participate, 
through some appropriate arrangements, in decision-making that affects the 
fulfilment of their needs and interests. While acknowledging this right 
in the restricted political sense, that is, in the arena of local and 
national government, our society has been slow to acknowledge its relevance 
to industry and commerce, to organisation structures generally, to the 
family, to education, and, of course, to research. But the same right must 
extend to the arena of research on persons. For persons, as autonomous 
beings have a moral right to participate in decisions that claim to generate 
knowledge about them. Such a right does many things: (l) it honours the 
fulfilment of their need for autonomously acquired knowledge; (2) it 
protects them from becoming unwitting accessories to knowledge-claims that 
may be false and may be inappropriately or harmfully applied to others; 
(3) it protects them from being excluded from the formation of knowledge 
that purports to be about them and so from being managed and manipulated, 
both in the acquisition and in the application of the knowledge, in ways 
they do not understand and so cannot assent to or dissent from. 

Knowledge fuels power: it increases the efficacy of decision-making. Know­
ledge about persons can fuel power over persons or fuel power shared with 
persons. And the moral principle of respect for persons is most fully 
honoured when power is shared not only in the application of knowledge about 
persons, but also in the generation of such knowledge. On this view re­
searchers have a moral obligation to initiate subjects into the whole rat­
ionale of the research they are doing and to seek the free assent of sub­
jects to this rationale so that, internalising it as their own, the subjects 
can become autonomous enquirers alongside the researchers. Put in other 
words, doing research on persons involves an important educational commit­
ment: to provide conditions under which subjects can enhance their capacity 
for self-determination in acquiring knowledge about the human condition. 
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