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FOREWORD

These two papers were witten between the Summer of 1979 and the
Spring of 1980 for inclusion in Hunan Inquiry; A Sourcebook of New
Par adi gm Research, edited by Peter Reason and John Rowan, and
publ i shed by John Wley & Sons Ltd., 1981

| amgrateful to the Publisher for permssion to reprint themin
this format.

The first paper, Experiential Research Mt hodol ogy, contains an
inportant part - the last four sections - on the intermediate
experiential research nodel, which for reasons of space was not
included in Human Inquiry. So this part is published here for the
first time.

For the first nmonograph | wote on this thene see Experience and
Method (1971), and for an exanple of a piece of experiential research
see Cp-Counselling; An Experiential Inquiry, (Heron and Reason
1981).

John Heron
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EXPER ENTI AL RESEARCH METHCDOLOGY

I ntroducti on

Experiential research is the kind of research on persons in which the
subjects of the research contribute not only to the content of the re-
search, ie: the activity that is being researched, but also to the
creative thinking that generates, nanages, and draws concl usions from
the research. And the researchers, in the full nodel, contribute not
only to the creative thinking and managenent, but they al so partici pate,
like the subjects, in the activity that is being researched. The
rationale for this sort of research | have given in the Second Paper in
this Monograph, as well as in an earlier paper (Heron, 1971).

The contribution of subjects to the research propositions - hypothesi s,
statenments on design and nmanagenent, discussions on concl usions, and so

on - may be strong or weak. It is strong if the subjects are fully-
fledged co-researchers taking an equal part in the creative thinking that
generates, acconpani es and concludes the research. It is weak if they

are nerely consulted by the researchers about these matters for assent or
dissent, and if dissent occurs negotiated with until agreenent is
r eached.

The contribution of the researchers to the research action may al so be
strong or weak. It is strong if they go thoroughly through all the pre-
scribed stages of the action and are thus fully—l edged co-subjects.

It is weak if they only go through sone stages and omt others, or do
one or nore stages inconpletely.

In the traditional nodel, of course, the subjects make no contribution
to the research propositions, ie: they don't help to formulate the
propositions; and the researchers nmake no contribution to the research
action, ie: they don't do what the subjects do. |If we nap out all
the rel evant possibilities, then we have:

RESEARCHER SUBJECT
QONTR BUTI ON TO Strong
RESEARCH PRCOPCS! TI ONS Strong Veeak
Zero
Strong
QOONTRI BUTI ON TO
RESEARCH ACTI ON Veéak Strong
Zero

The Traditional Research Mdel

First of all a brief consideration of the traditional nodel, which is
as foll ows:



RESEARCHER SUBJECT
OONTR! BUTI ON TO
RESEARCH PROPCSI TI ONS
Strong Zero
OONTR! BUTI ON TO
RESEARCH ACTI ON Zero Strong
V¢ can also synbolise the traditional nodel like this:

This is the nodel for unilateral control by the researcher of the research
enterprise and of the subject's contribution toit. It is simlar to
authoritarian, unilateral control in traditional education: staff unilat-
erally decide on student objectives, on course design (interrelating

topi cs, teaching and | earni ng et hods, human and physi cal resources, tine),
on criteria of assessment and on the assessnent itself. And in tradition-
al therapy: the patient, passive and dependent, is the recipient of a
therapeuti c programre unilaterally designed and managed by the therapist.
And al so, of course, in traditional managenent: the autocratic manager

nmakes decisions wthout consulting any of those who are directly affected
by them

Sone of the features of the traditional nodel are as follows: R and S
are separate roles which are non-reciprocal and are in asymetri cal
relation. R gives instructions to S in accordance with a hypothesis and
a research design which S has not been consulted about and will not be
inforned about. Ss intellectual queries about the research are not
required or elicited. Rs human relationship to S, other than the
conventional protocols of polite managerial behaviour, is irrelevant to
the research. Getting to know about what S does in fulfilling his instruc-
tions is nore inportant than relating to S and getting to knowS. Rs
commtnent is to know edge not to persons. To this end R can influence
S, but not vice versa. And so on.

The Full Experiential Research Model

Now let's consider the full—bl own experiential research nodel:

RESEARCHER SWBJECT
CONTRI BUTI ON TO

RESEARCH PRCOPCSI TI ONS

Strong Strong

OONTR! BUTI ON TO
RESEARCH ACTI ON Strong Strong




And in diagram form the experiential research nodel |ooks like this:

(&) ~ (&)
=0

In this nodel each person involved is both researcher and subject. Each
is involved as co-researcher, contributing to the research propositions
at all stages fromthe working hypothesis to the research concl usions.
And each is involved as co-subject being fully involved in all stages of
the research action. Each person researches the hypothesis through his
own experience and action, and at the same time through the experience
and action of the other. Wth respect to R, SI, R2, S2, there is a
reciprocal relation in all the six possible directions. Intrapsychically
and interpersonally there is full reciprocity: the exchange of ideas,
the nutual experiential encounter, the two-way corrective interaction
between ideas and experience both within each person and between the two
persons - it is all there.

There are three basic corrective feedback | oops, involving the influence
of ideas on experience/action, and vice versa: one for each person and.
for the interaction between them Actually there are three—tines-two

| oops, since reciprocity requires another three with arrows going in the
opposite direction. | only show one set of three here. This set shows
the R-9 loop, the R2-S2 loop and the ideas of R influencing via R2 the
actions of S2, and the actions of S2 via Sl influencing the ideas of R .

{- R?

Each person goes through an action research cycle through the use of his
own loop, and is his own control on a serial basis; and at the same tine,
through his loop with the other, can take account of corrective feedback
fromthe other. He can also take account of conparisons between his own
internal loop and the internal loop of the other. And as a dyad they go
through an action research cycle, through the use of the dyadic loop (in
both directions), and so together provide their ow control group on a
serial basis.

O course, there may be several dyads engaged in the sane research inquiry
or one snall group, or several snall groups. This sinply increases the
range of interlooping, and of conparisons between different sorts of |oops
The nmodel is thus charged with internal checks and bal ances for the enp-
irical validation of research propositions through experience and action,
where this validation is always fromthe agents' standpoints.

The four stages of the research are as foll ows:

() - %)

2
)
A it

1



1. The co-researchers discuss the initial research propositions, and
agree on sone hypothesis about persons in relation: about the basic
phenonmenal categories that apply and how to map them about what persons'
capacities and potentialities are, what can happen to these capacities,
what can restrict them what can |iberate them about what persons in
relation can do and can becone through devel opi ng these capacities and
about how they can do it and becone it, what devel opnental procedures
they can adopt.

2. The co-researchers as co-subjects apply these napping and/or devel -
opnental procedures, using all the corrective feedback | oops, wth ideas

i nfluencing action and experience, with action and experience influencing
i deas, both intra- and inter-personally in the different ways indicated

in the paragraph under the feedback |oops diagram The initial hypothesis
(about both theory and procedure) may (or nay not) undergo sone progres-
sive nodification during this stage. In this and the following stage the
co-researchers will be especially alert to how the hypothesis falls short
of accounting for what they are actually doing and experiencing.

3. The co-subjects becone fully imersed in their mutual encounter and
experience; they becone fully open to their experiential know edge of
what is going on when applying the procedures. They encounter each other
and attendant phenonmena w thout preconception discrimnating so far as
possi ble what is actually happening, bracketing off any prejudicia

i nfluence of the ideas they started with in stage (1). They may, indeed
temporarily forget how and why they started the enquiry. This stage
will, of course, be interwoven with phases of stage (2).

4, After an appropriate period involving stages (2) and (3), the co-
researchers return to consider and discuss their original research prop-
ositions, take account of nodifications in themresulting from stages (2)
and (3), then fornulate together the final research conclusions. These
conclusions may cover the following sorts of issues.

( i) Acceptance of all or sonme, rejection of all or some, nodification
of all or some of the initial research propositions as a function
of the research procedure. This acceptance, rejection, nodifica-
tion may concern the statements about basic phenonmenal categories
and their mapping, about human capacities, the statenents about
what can restrict and what can hinder their devel opnent, the
statements about what persons in relation can do to develop their
capacities, the statenments about the devel opnental procedure they
can adopt to achieve this.

( ii) Evaluative statenents about the research procedure (as distinct
from the nmapping or devel opmental procedure used within the
research procedure) and its inpact of the research conclusions.

(iii) Proposals for further hypotheses and/or for future nodifications
to the research procedure to be tried out in sone future research
endeavour.

The di agram above can also indicate the relations between propositiona
know edge, practical know edge, and experiential know edge that hold
within the experiential research paradigm Proposi tional know edge is

know edge of facts or truths as stated in propositions: it is entirely
| anguage dependent. Practical know edge is knowi ng how to do sonething
as exenplified in the exercise of sone special skill or proficiency.

Experiential know edge is knowing sone entity by direct fact-to-face en-
counter with her/himit; it is direct discrimnation of what is present
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inrelation with the knower. (For further discussion of these three basic
types of know edge, see ny other contribution to this book).

Stages (1) and (4) are firmy within the domai n of propositional know
ledge: in stage (lI) the co-researchers clarify and state their initial
hypot hesis; in stage (4) they clarify and state their research concl u-
sions. In stage (2), tw nain sorts of practical know edge, of know ng
how, are involved. Firstly, the co-researchers have, or have to acquire
through practice, know edge how to work the research procedures; they
need to know how to go round the various feedback | oops, interrelating
action/ experience and ideas. Secondly, they need to know how to work the
devel opnental procedures, the personal and interpersonal growh and
change nethods that constitute the practical core of the research; this
sort of practical know edge they may well have to acquire through consi d-
erabl e practi ce.

Sage (3) is the enpirical bedrock of the enquiry and is firmy wthin

the donain of experiential know edge. The co-subjects encounter each other
fully and encounter everything else that is going on wthin the actual
realities of the research situation. This stage involves the fundanental
phenonenol ogi cal discrinnation of persons in relation in their world.

The co-subjects are open to what is going on between them within them
between them and their environment - an openness that allows themto |earn
through encounter and experience, that brackets off their |atent proposi-
tional know edge, that disarns its tendency to restrict present discrimna-

tion and perception. | do not suggest that co-subjects in stage (3) can
entirely disown, discard or tenporarily obliterate all their |atent
propositional know edge; but that, like the true poet, they can sufficient-

Iy disengage fromthe clains of the past |anguage of words to be open to
the present "language" of experience, so that their future use of words
nmay becone revisionary in the nost fundamental, enpirical way. They are
alert to the possible limtations of their hypothesis. They hold in sus-
pension their initial theories and their view of the appropriate devel op-
nmental procedures in order to discrimnate what is actually going on,
subsequently invoking | anguage to synbolise this experiential discrimn-
ation, rather than crushing the experience into some preferred and pre-
exi stent propositional nould.

In diagram form these different types of know edge can be shown as foll ows:

(R) =~—Propositional knowledge —= ()
/

Practical knowledge
- —

e
== Experiential knowledge —=

| call this research experiential because its enpirical basis is the
experiential know edge of persons in relation to their situation, their
world. And | suggest there can be no other enpirical base for research-
ing the human condition and human capacity for self-direction fromthe
stand-point of the agent; and that no other standpoint can have research
precedence over the agent's standpoint (Heron, 1971).

Srictly speaking, of course, the co-researchers start off not with
proposi tional know edge, but with propositional belief, wth hypothesis.
(Propositional belief is belief that, to be distinguished from believing
a person, and belief in; cf. Price, 1969).
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If we now put into diagram formthe relations between the initial belief
and the various forns of know edge, we get the follow ng:

Stoge {4) Propositional knowledge

Stoge (1} Propgsilional belief
{hypothesis)

¥
Stage (2) Proctical knowledge

+
Stage (3) Expelfieniioi knowledge

Noticing and Trying Qut

There are two conplenentary aspects to experiential research of this sort:
they are phenonenol ogi cal mapping and intentional interaction (Heron, 1977a).
Phenonenol ogi cal mapping is sinply noticing, awarely discrimnating, and
categorising what is going on. It attends very fully and openly to the
phenonena, identifying the marginal as well as the focal, the |ess obvious
as well as the nore obvious, those that tend to get screened out by our
current use of |anguage as well as those that are highlighted by our use of

| anguage.

Intentional interaction is the trying out of sone devel opmental procedure
that follows fromthe hypothesis about persons, about what they can do and
become. So the conplenentarity or polarity is between noticing and trying
out, between experiential receptivity and active agency. And the research
nmay focus nore on one than on the other: the trying out nay serve the
noticing or the noticing nay serve the trying out. We may hypot hesi se that
the "eyes" and the "gaze" are distinct phenormenal categories, then try out
various procedures in relation with each other to bring out this distinct-
ion. O we nay hypothesise that persons in relation can choose to nove
around at will through a variety of enotional states, positive and nega-
tive, then discrimnate and notice carefully the various enotional states
in order to aid the noving around them O the research inquiry nay bal -
ance equally both the noticing and trying out processes.

The two pol es overlap when the researchers notice very carefully how they
are trying sonething out, and then seek to categorise this accurately.
They notice how they are doing something, and then fornulate the "how'.
The result is a set of statenents about practical know edge.

Following this analysis, there are two sorts of basic proposition in the
research conclusions: statements about what the co-researchers experience
and statenents about what they do. These two sorts of propositions wll
provide the warrant for any other higher order general and/or theoretical
propositions.

Exanpl es of Full Experiential Research

I wish nowto consider a range of practical candidates for this full-

bl own experiential research. Al of these | have been involved with over
the last few years either (l) as prol egonenon only, or (2) partially and
informally through various shared activities and experiences in groups
and wor kshops, or (3 in ways that approximate nore fully to the paradi gm
outlined here. M concept of the nethodol ogy, as clarified in this paper,
has evolved gradually through ny endeavours.

1. Phenonenol ogi cal mapping. Here the paradigmis used to clarify and
categorise what is going on for persons in relation in their research
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situation, to nake critical distinctions between different aspects of
the total experience, to characterise criteria for differentiating
bet ween phenonena, to characteri se how persons can act within the
research situation, and so on. Al this mapping can only properly be
done fromwithin the experience and action. It can't be done by a
non-partici pant observer who sinply gathers "evidence" from others
who are within the experience and action. There are nany areas for
phenonenol ogi cal mapping. Some of them are:

(a) HBenments of encounter between persons. The co-researchers
explore, refine, elaborate hypothesi sed phenonenal categories
such as: the distinction between the eyes and the gaze; the
distinction between the tissues and the touch; the distinction
between private experience and shared experience, that is,
between private access to the contents of consciousness and
shared access to the contents of consciousness; mutual gazing
and all the other phenonenal categories that do justice to it;
sinmlarly with mutual touching. For a prol egonenon see Heron
(1970). A further area of inquiry here is to formul ate
phenonenal categories that do justice to what is going on when
two people speak the same | anguage and use it to seek and find
agr eerrent .

(b) Sorts of interactions between persons, and the sorts of intra-
psychi ¢ states/enotional spaces within persons. The co-
researchers take on hypothetical nmaps about what goes on be-
tween thensel ves and within thensel ves; about the species of
distorted transaction, the species of authentic transaction
the negative enotional spaces and the positive enotional spaces,
sorts of need/interest/w sh/want and so on (Heron, 1975a, 1977b),
Pointers to this whole area cone from notions such as those of
transference and the defence nechanisns in classical psycho-
anal ysis, of transactions and ego-states in transactiona
anal ysis, of patterns, states of attention and restinmulation in
co-counsel ling theory. Research here extends to the categoris-
ations of the whole range of phenonmena that occur in groups

(Heron, 1973a, Heron, 1977a).

(c) Atered states of consciousness. The co-researchers can devi se
and adopt procedures to expl ore hypothesised altered states of
consci ousness, and nap out carefully the states, processes and
goi ngs on they experience. It is also inportant to give a
careful account of the entry procedures used. Experientia
research of the kind outlined in this paper seens to ne to be
the paramount nethod for researching ASCs, ESP and the whol e
field of the so-called paranornmal (of Heron, 1975b). Trad-
itional research designs fail to get at the heart of the matter.
Q@ oups of co-researchers together need to agree to shift their
state of consciousness follow ng the rel evant procedures, as
co-subjects, then to nonitor and discrimnate the outcones.
| set up and participated in such a group which ran through
three cycles of activity in 1977 (Heron, 1978a).

These are only three exanples of candidates for phenomnenol ogi cal
mappi ng. There are no doubt nany nore.

Intentional interaction. Here the paradigmis used to expl ore hypo-
t heses about what persons can become, what they can do to devel op
their capacities, with presuppositions about what these capacities
are and what can happen to them by way of restriction or liberation
O course experiential research of this sort can't be separated out
entirely from phenorenol ogi cal mappi ng, nor vice versa, for each is
nore or less explicitly involved in the other. Here are seme candi-
dates only.
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(b)
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Personal growth through mutual aid. Two or nore persons share
sone hypot hesi s about persons, about what can and does happen to
them about what procedures they can adopt to change. They then
apply these procedures in systematic interaction with each other,
using this experience to review the hypotheses during the
research and eventually to fornulate the final research concl u-
sions. Co-counselling theory and practice provides a ready
vehicle for experiential research (Heron, 1973b, 1974a, 1977c,d).
Many other growh nodalities and therapies are ripe for exper-
iential research; Gestalt therapy, Reichian and neo- Rei chi an
therapies, primal therapy, etc. A so ripe, are the varieties of
transpersonal devel opnent, the nany neditation and rel ated
approaches, which are often in the grip of spiritual authorit-
arianism dogmatic intuitionism and appallingly exclude any
spirit of discrimnating inquiry. Experiential research offers
a great antidote here (cf. Heron, 1975c).

Peer learning community. The co—researchers are co-students who
set up a course on a peer basis. They consult together and
hypot hesi se their capacity to change in the direction of speci-
fied individual and collective objectives; they agree a prog-
ramme for reaching these objectives that covers topics or areas
of change, nethods of change, resources for change, tine alloca-
tion. They follow the programe, nodifying the programme, the
objectives or both as a function of action and experience.

They then engage in a self and peer assessment procedure to see
whether the original or nodified objectives have been net; and
inthe light of the total experience, including the assessment,
they evaluate and reach final conclusions about the original or
nodi fied notion of their capacity to change in the direction of
the el ected objectives, and about the strengths and weaknesses
of the programre actually adopted. Such a coomunity nay have an
initial facilitator, who ideally noves down a gradient from
influential prinmary facilitator at the outset to influential

peer at a later stage (Heron, 1974b,c,d, 1978b).

Peer review audit. A group of fellow professionals - doctors,
dentists, teachers, or any other - neet to co-research their
capacity to nonitor and inprove their standards of performance
of professional practice. First, they identify what appear to
be their current standards and what they actually do in practice.
Second they agree, where relevant, to commt thenselves to apply
what they suppose to be nore desirabl e standards and practi ces.
Third, they devise sone form of self-assessnent (and if practi-
cabl e reci procal peer assessnent) which each can apply period-
ically to his actual professional work to assess the degree to
which each is applying these nore desirable standards and pract-
ices. Fourth, they go back to work and apply the self-assess-
ment schedules. Fifth, they neet after a suitable interval for
a self and peer assessnent session, each person sharing his
recent self-assessment findings and being open to feedback, ques-
tions and confrontations fromhis peers. This may lead to a
revision of the standards, the practices, the self-assessnent
schedul es, the self and peer assessment session, or any conbina-
tion of these. Then a further cycle is launched. After an agreed
nunber of cycles, the group meet to eval uate the whol e experience
and deci de whether or not, or to what degree and wth what
qualifications, their hypothesis about their capacity to nonitor
and inprove their standards of and performance of professional
practice has been validated (Heron, 1977b, 1979).
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There are many other candidates for this sort of experiential research,
for exanple, in organisational devel opment, in work collectives using

a collective contract system in sexual interaction, in a shared |life-
style with spouse or living partner (Heron, 1974e), and so on. (e
application that conprehensively closes the gap between research and
everyday living is contained in the idea of a self-generating culture
in which a group of persons generate social practices and soci al

rituals for their whole life-style together as an experiential research
inquiry into their capacity for giving nore meaning to and finding nore
neaning in the human condition (Heron, 1978c).

Further Features of the Full Model

1.

It is a paradigmfor a state-specific science (Tart, 1971), that is a
science in which you have to shift your state of consciousness in order
to do the research, comunicate it and understand communi cati ons about
it. Each person involved in both co-researcher and co-subject, is

both comitted to inquire into an activity and conmtted to engage in
that activity. To balance inquiry and action, discrimnating critica
awareness and committed active participation, conceptual grasp and
experiential immersion - is itself a special state of consci ousness.
This special state may in its turn be the entree to further altered
states.

This state-specific requirement raises the apparent paradox of
experiential research: that the research nethod seens to presuppose

a degree of personal devel opment and self-direction which has yet to be
achi eved through the research action. The answer to this, | think, is
that the research method is itself a way of enhancing the devel opnent

of the capacities it is seeking to inquire into. The stage (2) feed-
back | oops, processing the initial ideas through action and experience,
give space for the co-researchers to inprove their skill in using the
nmet hod, which in turn helps theminprove their skill in the devel op-
nental procedures which the research is in part about.

Nevertheless, it is clear that the discipline and rigour involved in
this sort of research is fornmdable. The rigour is essentially one

of m ndful ness, of inner alertness, of know ng what is and is not
going on while it is and is not going on, of keeping in mnd a second-
order objective while fulfilling a first-order objective. It has its
anal ogue in oriental forns of consciousness training, eg: satipatthana
i n Buddhi sm (Gol eman, 1972). But the ancient oriental notivation for
such training is nmore concerned with salvation than it is wth

inquiry.

The validation of this sort of research does not lie in nunbers or
statistics, but ultimately in the experiential discrimnation of
those who execute a common plan of action and experience in the |ight
of sone agreed hypothesis. However, many persons agree in the
research conclusions this is per se no guarantee of their validity.

Consensus gentiumis no adequate criterion of truth; it may sinply
represent w despread collusion to ignore crucial and rel evant
variables. "What is crucial in attaining ... consensual validation

is the quality of critical awareness and discrimnation in categor-
ising and evaluating the experiential effects and referring them back
to the original theory" (Heron, 1971). If in doubt about this quality
in the research of others, then replicate the research including
yoursel f as co-researcher-subject and get your own discrimnation to
bear upon the issues.
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The core of the validation process and the key to its quality is
provided by the critical and corrective feedback | oops, in which
the theory with which the co-researchers start is continually re-
viewed in the light of action and experience. If the initial
theory is stated in such a fromthat whatever the co-researchers
do and experience has no bearing upon it, then we are not in the
domain of science. So a statenent |ike "Persons are always
striving for a greater good whether they are aware of it or not,
and whatever they do" is a non-scientific statement. It nmay be
true but if so its validation does not rest on any kind of scient-
ific process. The critical acumen which the co-researchers need
to exercise on an appropriately stated theory is to be alert to
whether it does justice to, whether it honours or falls short of
honouring, what is actually experienced. The theory is validated
to the extent, and only to the extent, that is survives this kind
of alertness. The sort of know edge that results fromthis
process is provisional only. Its truth is relative to the critica
acunen in action and experience of those who assert it. It is in
principle open to revision as a function of further nore extended
action and experience on the part of others. There are no final
truths in a science of persons any nore than there are in the
natural sciences (cf. Magee, 1975).

But within this general account of the provisional nature of all
scientific know edge of persons, we can nake a distinction between
statenments that are definitive and clear, even apparently apodeic-
tic, categoric, and others that are tentative, approximate, even
confused, vague. The hunman condition being what it is, any re-
search paradigm that honours the human condition may well lead in
practice to the energence of anbiguity, inprecision, confusion
uncertainty, apparent contradiction and paradox - these may be
present to a greater or lesser extent in the process, the product
or both. Were the hunan condition is concerned it is better to
be vaguely right than precisely wong, better to own a fruitful
confusion than nask it with irrelevant precision.

The research products are both propositional and practical. There
are the research conclusions: propositions about phenonenal cate-
gories, about persons and their capacities, about procedures that
persons can adopt and about norns of procedure. Then there are the
skills and proficiencies of various kinds which persons involved
take away both as co-researchers and as co-subjects. (Sone of the
products may al so be presentational, ie: pictures, paintings,

scul ptures, nusic, dance, novenent - which rmake their own sort of
statement about the human condition. For a brief discussion of
presentational know edge, see ny other contribution to this book).

Wio wites up the research? Wioever does it, the witing reports
the fruits of a lot of discussion anong the co-researchers at the
various stages. e or nore persons in the research group nay do
the witing, send a draft to the rest for comment, on the basis of
whi ch, a second draft is witten and sent around for final approval.
Q each person in the group may keep a research diary; one or nore
persons collate the diaries for the first draft, which is sent
round for comrents and so on. No doubt there are nunerous other
ways of doing it, using video and audi o recording and so on.

Experiential research of this sort closes the gap between research
and "real life". Any two or nore persons, interacting in some
project in everyday |life, can choose to nake of that project an
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experiential research inquiry, assuning that the social systemin
which the project is set gives enough room for all the nanoeuvres
i nvol ved. The human condition itself is one of experiential
research: people neeting together and agreeing how to synbolise
their experience; revising their synbolisations in the light of
further experience, and so on.

10. Many traditional social science research institutions lack the sort
of research clinmate and culture that notivates people to do
experiential research and that enables themto grasp the rational e
of it. Oficial research on people still too often wears that bl eak
face that has unwittingly confused respectability wth oppression.
V¢ have to do a lot to create a new clinate.

The Internmediate Experiential Research Nbdel

There is also an internediate experiential research nodel:

CONTR BUTI ON TO RESEARCHER SUBJECT
RESEARCH

PRCPCS TI ONS — —
OONTR BUTI N TO

RESEARCH ACTI ON Zero Strong

As a diagram it looks like this:

(R)
0=

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

So R and R2 are in reciprocal researcher roles; and Sis in a two-way
relation wth R and hinself as R2. R may and probably will initiate
and propose nore 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 nmore and nore as tine goes on and as his self-
directing conpetence increases.

S goes through an action-research cycle, testing ideas in action, with a
corrective feedback loop so that the action nodifies the ideas as well

as vice versa. And both directions in the loop are open to the influence
of R through consultation and negotiation. Because of its inportant
elenents of reciprocity between subject and researcher, this nodel is mch
nmore human, nore a research on and with persons than the traditional auto-
cratic nodel .
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Candi dates for the Internedi ate Mdel

There are several existing candidates for this sort of research. But
each requires an extra dinension of awareness and procedure to turn it
into fully-fledged research. | wll first of all describe each of the
candi dates, then describe the extra research dinmension. And note that
each of these candi dates, 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 di agram and nodel .

1. The tutor as facilitator of self-directed student learning on a
contractual and nutually consultative basis with the student. This
educati onal nodel has the follow ng features:

(1) 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 | earning met hods,
human and physical resources, tine allocation. The tutor nay
(or nmay not) do sone of the teaching in this programre.

( ii) The student carries out the programre, being free to nodify
it inthe light of the experience of doing it. He is free
in the light of experience, to nodify the objectives and/or
the programme. Mjor nodifications will be negotiated with
the tutor. The tutor is also free to propose and negoti ate
nodi fications 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
hi s 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 mght actually occur
at a quite early point in the whol e procedure.

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

( i) Doctor and patient consult together and agree first of all
what the synptons are. They then discuss - each fromthe
standpoi nt of his own rel evant know edge - and agree the nost
probably hypot hesis about the (probably multifactorial) causes
of the synptons. Finally, they discuss and agree an initial
programre of treatnent to deal with the causes and renove the
synptons. Especially they agree what part the doctor or his
col l eagues are to play in providing this treatnent, 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 treatnment, and of the doctor's
perception of this, it is open to both patient and doctor to
propose negotiation to nodify the treatment in sone respect
(in either part) to change the initial hypothesis of the
cause, to revise an account of the synptons or any conbi na-
tion of these. They will neet at agreed intervals to discuss
all this and negotiate as appropriate.



(iii) Doctor and patient together agree criteria for successful
conpl etion of treatnent (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 wll
cover both the doctor's and the patient's part in the treat-
nment programme. They then negotiate to see whether they agree
or not that the treatment as a whol e has been successfully
conpl et ed.

This, of course, is a radical procedure fromthe point of view of
traditional medicine, but humanistic nedicine would press the case
for it (Heron, 1978d, Mller,- 1975), it has definite links with the
work of Balint and his associates (Balint, 1964), and of course it
restores sone of the original neaning of the title doctor as educa-
tor. It offers a whol esone corrective to the nore authoritarian
and unilateral tendencies on the part of the therapist in psycho-
therapy; and provides a good nodel for the facilitation of personal
growth work in humani stic psychol ogy and the human potential nove-
ment, where there is a professional or fee-paying relationship bet-
ween facilitator and client, and where the facilitator hinself is not
hi nsel f 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 wll also talk
about "restrictions and rigidities of personal functioning" rather
than "synptons" and a "personal growh programme” rather than
"treatment".

The process consultant working with the nenbers of an organi sation
or some part of an organisation to facilitate organi sational change
and devel opment on a contractual and nutually consultative basis

w th those nenbers.

( i) After an appropriate period for the consultant to famliarise
hi nsel f, consultant and clients discuss together and agree on
a provisional diagnosis of the state of the organisation.
Smlarly, they discuss together and agree a provisional
programme of organisational change and devel opnent. This wll
primarily involve activities undertaken by the clients. But
the consultant may function as a resource person at various
points in the programre. The respective client and consult-
ant rol es throughout are, of course, negotiated and agreed.

( ii) The programre of change and devel oprment is put into action.
As a function of seeing how the action goes, the clients or
the consultant nay propose a negotiation between themto
nodi fy the action, the programme or both. Consultant and
clients will neet at agreed intervals to di scuss how things
are going and negotiate any mnodifications.

(iit) Consultant and clients together discuss and agree criteria
for assessing whether the original or nodified programre has
been successfully conpleted. 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 programe
has been successful ly conpl et ed.

A manager working with staff to facilitate self-determned staff work
schedul es on a contractual and rmutual ly 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.
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They clarify and agree what their respective responsibilities
are with respect to that prograne.

( 1i) As the worker inplements the programme in action, either the
wor ker or the rmanager can, on the basis of perceptions of how
the work is going, propose a negotiation to nodify the way the
work is being done, the actual work to be done, the overall
programe, the job description, or any conbination of these.
They will meet at agreed intervals to discuss the work in
progress and to negotiate any nodifications.

(iii) Manager and worker together agree criteria for the successful
conpl etion of the work programre - either the original one if
it still holds, or any subsequent nodified programme nutual |y
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 conpl et ed.

Al these four candidates share a conmmon basic procedure in each stage,
especially an all inportant 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. Furthernmore, on each of these two parts of the |oop, the
student's ideas and the tutor's ideas are shared, discussed and worked wth
as a basis for agreenent. Simlarly, for the doctor and patient, process
consultant and clients, nanager and worker. In terns of the research
diagram the two feedback | oops can be shown as follows:

R' R

Wiat this neans 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

sel f-directing subject, student, patient, client in an organisation, or
wor ker .

Anot her snall but inportant point to nake about the four candidates given
above is that in stage (iii) agreenent about criteria is included,.for
conveni ence. In actual fact determining and agreeing criteria or assess-
ment mght well occur at an earlier stage.

The Research D nension of the Internedi ate Mdel

Wiat now is the extra dinension of awareness and procedure needed to con-
vert each of these four candidates into a research activity of the inter-
nedi ate experiential sort? ne basic question which the experiential
nethod addresses is this: "How, fromthe standpoint of the agent, can self-
directing capacity be devel oped?" (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 thenselves as R and R2 - and - S respect-
ively, and choose to regard the whol e process they go through together not
sinply as an educational process or a healing process, etc., but also as
the same as a higher order inquiry into how, fromthe subject's standpoint
his self-directing capacity can be devel oped.
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And this neans both R1 and R2 sustaining an extra margin of awareness
t hroughout the process so that each can continuously nonitor it in the
light of this question.

The research process will have its three parts, simlar 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 | will
outline the three parts of the research process as applied to the educa-
tional procedure. So in what follows R and R2 - and - S are tutor and
student respectively.

( 1) R and R discuss and agree their working research hypothesis to
the effect that the whol e educational procedure with its three
parts wll develop the self-directing capacity of R2 - and - S
the student, as he sees it.

( ii1) As they go through the educational procedure, R and R2 —and —S
wll take time out to use their all-inportant doubl e feedback |oop
referred to just above to discuss and decide whether or not this
or that or the other aspect of the educational procedure isful-

filling the working hypothesis, ie: is enabling S to becone a nore
self-directing student; and if not, then to nodify that part or
parts of the procedure in ways that may fulfil it better.

(iii) And this presupposes that they wll have discussed and agreed
working criteria of self-directing ability. But these criteria
too may be nodified through the use of the doubl e feedback | oop.
Finally, these criteria will be used by each party at the end of
the educational - procedure-wi t h-attached-research-procedure to
di scuss and decide whether or to what extent or with what qualifi-
cations the working hypothesis has been fulfilled, ie: the student
has devel oped his self-directing capacity, as he sees it.

The research conclusions are generated by R and R2 but with an enphasis
on the standpoint of R2 the agent, the self-directing subject. These
concl usi ons may cover a range of possible issues sone of which are as
fol | ows:

( i) The features of the educational procedure that were especially re-
stricting, or especially fulfilling, to the fulfilnent of the
wor ki ng hypot hesi s.

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

(iit) Significant changes to the educational procedure which this re-
search inquiry suggests could fruitfully be tried out in a future
pi ece of research.

( 1v) Extraneous factors that affected, positively and/or negatively, the
educati onal procedure, the research procedure or both.

The basic enpirical touchstone in this whole research process is the exp-
erience of S what he proves on his pulse, his experiential know edge
through direct encounter with what has been going on - his encounter wth
R, with hinself and his own devel oping conpetence in the light of his
encounter with R, wth the propositional structures that guide the action,
with extraneous variables, and so on. The nost that R can do through
interaction wth Sis to facilitate, in the direction of fulfilling the
wor ki ng hypothesis, qualitative changes in Ss experiential know edge (for
a discussion of the key concept of experiential know edge and its relation
to propositional know edge, see ny other contribution to this book).
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If we add this crucial experiential know edge of S to the research process,
then we have four parts, which can be synbolised on the diagramas foll ows:

@ —E— @
\ 1

[

These four parts or stages, briefly, are:

1. R and R2 agree the working research hypothesis.

2. R and RR - and - S use their double corrective feedback |oop to nonitor
the educational procedure, and if necessary to nodify it, in the light
of the working hypot hesi s.

3. Senters as fully as fully as possible into his experiential know edge
of what is going on.

A R and R2 decide in the light of appropriate agreed criteria and Ss
experience, whether or not and with what qualifications the working
hypot hesi s has been fulfill ed.

Again, | call this research experiential research because its enpirical
touchstone is the experiential know edge of S, what S discrinnates through
direct face-to-face interaction; and because each |oop of the double feed-
back | oop, the one through R and the one through R2, passes through the
fire of Ss experience.

Further Features of the |nternediate Mdel

There are two basic sorts of research product. The obvious and faml -
iar sort is provided by the research conclusions, and | have outlined
above four different possible sets of these. Sone of these concl usions
are descriptive, sone are nornative, that is, they state norns of edu-
cational or other procedure that help or hinder the devel opment of the
subject's self—directing conpetence; they are the reflections, in the
propositional realm of practical know edge, knowi ng how. The other
sort of research product is not propositional at all. It is practical
know edge. |If the research goes well, the subject comes out of it
knowi ng how, in a way he did not before, to be self-directing. He has
acquired an inportant human skill, a proficiency as agent in some
domai n or ot her.

For sinplicity of analysis | have referred throughout to only one S.
But there may be several Ss, and nore than one researcher who is not
functioning as an S. Indeed, the whol e nodel becones more neani ngf ul
with several Ss. Extending the general thesis that persons are only
persons in relation with persons, persons only develop self-directing
conpetence in relation with others simlarly engaged. Self-directing
conpet ence requires co-operative conpetence, and this needs to be
exercised with other Ss not only with R. But the nodel can readily
be extended to accommodate other Ss.

3. This nodel, like the full-blown nodel, is really very chall enging,
because it too provides a nethodology for a state-specific science.
The state of consciousness which R and R2 need to get into is one in
whi ch, throughout their pursuit of the educational (or therapeutic, or
what ever) procedure, they retain an extra margin of awareness to
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monitor it all in the light of the research hypothesis. This is not

an easy thing to do, especially for R2. The base-line educational or
other procedure may be very absorbing or problematic or both, and so a
forgetful ness, a nescience, about the research dinension nay set in.

As | have said before, experiential research has its own very special
kind of rigour, which is fundanmental, a rigour of m ndful ness, of self-
renmenbering, of higher order project awareness. ce this slips, the
various stage of activity that go with it evaporate, |eaving a base-
line activity that nay be fascinating, but remains unresearched.

4. The researcher in this internediate nodel, is very nuch a facilitator,
both in the base-line activity that is being researched and in the
research activity (especially as facilitator of mndfulness). In

neither is he functioning as a formally acknow edged subject: he is

not present as student, patient, etc., nor is he present as person
enquiring into developing his self-directing conpetence. But he is
present as an unacknow edged subject in a very inportant way;, he is
present as a person who is developing his facilitative skills, his skills
in facilitating both the devel opnent of self-direction in others and
their enquiry into this. Inevitably, this skill or lack of it wll be
reflected directly or indirectly in the research conclusions. But if

it is to be explicitly included in the research nodel, then we are

noving over into the full-blown experiential research nodel.

5. Because R is only present as a tacit subject, and there is not full
human reciprocity, this will alnost certainly limt the degree to which
S can develop within the nodel. Nevertheless, | have spent so nmuch space
on it, since it may be regarded as a first stage on fromthe traditional
autocratic nodel. Incidentally, R can much inprove the facilitation
and the reciprocity of the internediate nodel by appropriate self-
di scl osure, by sharing his past or present experience in the formally
acknow edged subj ect 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
nodel s. There isn't space to go into any nore of them here, but the follow
ing has interesting possibilities:

RESEARCHER SUBJECT
OONTR BUTI ON TO
RESEARCH PRCPCS! Tl ONS

Strong Véak
OONTR BUTI ON TO
RESEARCH ACTI ON Veak Strong

This paper purports to offer only sone basic elenents in the logic of
experiential research nethodol ogy 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 nethodol ogy through nore
t hor ough- goi ng practi ce.
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PH LOSCPH CAL BASI S FCR A NEW RESEARCH PARADI GM

Cooperative Inquiry

Research is a process of systematic (and not so systematic) inquiry that

| eads to know edge stated in propositions. |In social science research this
nquiry involves an elenent of observation of or interaction wth persons
in order to offer enpirical evidence for the research concl usions.

But there are two quite different ways of interacting with persons in
research. (ne way is to interact with themso 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
nai ve about the research propositions and make no contribution at all to
formul ation at the stage of hypothesis making, at the stage of final con-
clusions, or anywhere in between. 1In the extrene, and still popular form
of this approach, the inquiry is all on the side of the researcher, and the
action being inquired into is all on the side of the subject.

The other way - the way of cooperative inquiry - is for the researcher to
interact with the subjects so that they do contribute directly both to
hypot hesi s naking, 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.
Q 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
agreenent is reached. In the conplete formof this approach, not only wll
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-
sear ched.

M/ purpose in witing this paper is to present a variety of argunents sup-
porting the second of these two ways, that is, supporting a research
paradi gmin which the subject is also co-researcher, being actively and
openly involved on the inquiry side of the research, as well as on the
action side.

The Argurment from the Nature of Research Behavi our

It is a presupposition of doing research of any kind that you have already
committed yourself to sone very general nodel of explanation wth respect
to the subjects or objects of your research. Mst orthodox research takes
absol ute determnation as the general nodel of explanation; however diffi-
cult this is to achieve in practice, in principle huran behaviour is
regarded as part of a determnistic order, as the exclusive effects of
prior antecedent conditions. This assunption is mstaken, | believe,
because the presuppositional analysis is msplaced. It results from asking
the wong question first, which obscures a nore radical question and one
which is logically prior. The wong question to ask first is, "To what

kind of explanation of the behaviour of ny subjects am| commtted?'. The
prior and nore radical question is, "To what kind of explanation of ny own
research behaviour am| committed?'. This question is |ess obviously

relevant in the physical sciences, but when the investigator is the sane
kind of being as the subjects of his investigation, then this reflexive
qguestion becones of paranount inportance.
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Does it nmake sense to say that in principle research behaviour is precisely
predictable and can be fully subsunmed under causal laws? | think not. It
is surely part of what we mean by "research behaviour" that it is behaviour
that is in particular detail unpredictable. W engage in it precisely

because we cannot know i n advance what particular formit wll take. It is
behavi our which in the nature of the case constitutes creative advance,
surnounting and transcending the predictable. It depends on the generation

of new ideas, newinsights, fresh hypothesis, and innovative theoretica
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 inconprehensible, for the ideas would not in any
intelligible sense be new There is no precise nethodol ogy for generating
new i deas; new ideas are not the logical product of enpirical observation
rather they arise unpredictably to direct it into ever nmore fruitful
channel s.

Research behaviour is, therefore, original creative activity which cannot
in principle be contained within an explanatory nodel of absolute determ
inism it is not the sort of event that could be predicted as the outcone
of antecedent conditions. Wat explanatory nmodel can be adopted for such
behavi our? | suggest that central to any such nodel 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
behavi our, sone reference nust be made to the notion of intelligent agency
or self-direction, where this concept cannot be explained in terns of
anyt hi ng el se.

To say that the researcher is an intelligent agent is to say that his
behaviour is not fully subsumabl e under the causal |aws of the natura
order, but the expression of self-directed activity within that order.
There are two fundanental statenents here: 1) There is a causal order in
nature; 2) There are creative acts of self-directing agents occurring
within nature. But if the second statenent cannot be included within, or
reduced to, the first, how then can they be reconciled and nmade consi stent
while retaining their relative independence? e answer is provided by the
thesis of relative deterninism which has been set for in detail in ny
earlier paper (Heron, 1971). This thesis holds that antecedent conditions
delimt and determine a range of possible outcomes, and that the w dth of
this range is a function of the position of an entity in the hierarchy of
chemcal and biological types fromthe atomto the human being: the hunan
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 hunman beings are social beings. Wthin the limts set by causal fact-
ors, nenbers of a society nake a tacit choice to relate to each other in
accordance with certain nornms and conventions. Thus for any piece of
soci al behaviour there may be three distinct yet interrelated |evels of
expl anati on, none of which are necessarily mutually exclusive. There is a
causal explanation in terns of relatively determning conditions of inner
needs and environmental factors; there is a conventional explanation in
terns of tacit conmmtnent to prevailing social norns; and there is auto-
nomous explanation in terns of a fully explicit self-directed commtnent
to certain purposes and principles. Research behaviour is a special case
of social behaviour to which the level of autononmous explanation, inter
alia, applies.

Thus the basic explanatory nodel for research behaviour is that of intelli-
gent self-direction - commtnent to purposes in the light of principles -
conbined with relative deterninism
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The next question is as follows: "Gven that | amcommtted to such a nodel
to explain ny own research behavi our, what explanatory nodel is relevant

to ny subjects' behaviour, and what method of inquiry is appropriate to
apply to it?" | cannot without gross inconsistency apply to ny subjects a
nodel which is logically at odds with the one | apply to nyself. | cannot
responsi bly argue that they are in principle to be seen as fully under the
control of antecedent conditions within a scheme of absolute determnism
while it is a necessary condition of ny researching themthat | view nyself
as a self-directing intelligence within a scheme of relative determnism

I nust surely see themin principle also as self-directing and intelligent
agents. Hence ny subjects becone ny co-researchers: together we decide
what possibilities for intelligent self-determnation 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-
determ ning person is one who generates, or takes up freely as his own, the
thinking that determines his actions.

The Argunent from Intentionality

Brentano (1974) and others have regarded intentionality as one of the defin-
ing features of the nental. Intentionality sinply refers to the fact that
when | am conscious | am al ways conscious of sone content - whether percep-
tual, inaged or other. Such content has sone sort of meaning or signifi-
cance for me: | construe it as content of this or that or the other sort.
Furthernore, when | engage in choice and overt action, an inportant part

of what | amconscious of is ny intent, ny purpose in doing what | am doi ng,
ny meani ng in acting.

In ny view, such construing-and-intending is original, creative hunman
activity. It generates, and reference to it explains the origins of, any
and every donmain of inquiry. It is not susceptible of a reductive expl ana-
tion in terns of the concepts of the domains it generates. Any attenpt to
do so necessarily persupposes its exenption fromthe attenpt. It presents
two polar and interdependent aspects of intelligent agency as a significant
determ nant and expl anati on of hurman behavi our: 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-intendi ng
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 terns of intelligent
agency as an irreducible notion does not exclude further explanation in
terns of relative determnism that is, in terns of causal laws that delimt
the range of options, the degrees of freedom within which such intelligent
agency can nanifest itself.

O this analysis of intentionality, the wi se researcher will at [east
consult his subjects to see whether their constructs and intentions concur
with his conclusions based on their behaviour during the research. So as
researcher | may need to ask ny subjects "Dd you in fact construe what was
going on in the way that | have construed your reaction to it in ny research
conclusions?' And again: "Wen you produced that piece of behaviour during
the research, was your intention in doing it consonant with ny interpreta-
tion in these concl usi ons?"

Asch's experiment on recency and primacy in inpression formation (Asch,
1952) begs an inportant unanswered question about how the experimental

subj ects construed the experimental conditions. To one group he presented
first nice adjectives, then nasty adjectives, about sone imagi ned 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 redeening
features.
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Asch concluded that early infornmation was nore influential than |ater
information in inpression formation. But how did the subjects construe

it al? VW don't know, of course. They rmay have said: "Look here, the
way we construed it, it was not tenporal order as such that counted. V¢
took it on the basis of prior experience, that the tenporal order signified
a rank order of weighting or inportance, and that was the crucial thing in
deternmining our overall inpression'. It would be interesting to re-run
nmany experinments of this sort on the basis of cooperative inquiry.

Wien subj ects are acting within the research arena, consulting them about
the validity of the research concl usions depends on the |evel of behavioura
anal ysis at which the conclusions are pitched. |If it is sinply overt

physi cal noverments | amreporting on where the |inbs, trunk, head, fingers,
etc. are noving in space - then ny observations may be nore reliable than
the agent's. Again, if ny description is sinply at the level of what | will
call basic actions - such as "wal ks", "tal ks", "looks", "points", and so on -
it nay well be quite unnecessary to check ny account against the agent's
account. But when | aminterpreting such basic actions in terns of their
nore conplex intentions and purposes, then | need to check ny version

agai nst the agent's version of what he was about. For a person nay wal k,

or talk, or look or point to fulfil many different higher order intentions.

The general formof this argunent is that hunan beings are synbolising
beings. They find neaning in and give neaning to their world, through sym
bolising their experience in a variety of constructs and actions. This

noti on of synbolising activity as an explanatory concept is irreducible to
any other, since it is presupposed by and transcends any reductive argumnent.
It points both to a determnant and to an explanation of hunman behavi our

sui generis. To explain hunan behavi our you have, anong other things, to
understand this activity, and fully to understand it involves participating
init through overt dial ogue and communi cation with those who are engagi ng
init.

Thus, if we want to explain the research behaviour of researchers we shoul d
not go and do sone traditional non-consultative research an them but to do
some research with them V¢ should inquire through dial ogue, interaction
and cooper ative endeavour, how they synbolise 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 nodel applies in any
other donain of hunan synbolising activity.

Anot her version of the same argunment 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, nornms and beliefs of a person
as significant determnants and expl anations of his behaviour. Such val ues,
norns and beliefs nmay be autonormous: the person espouses them because he
has really thought them through. O they may be conventional: the person
espouses them because others do. But autonony and conventionality are them
sel ves expl anatory concepts that cannot be reduced back to some extra-
cultural domain. To understand an autononous or conventional culture, we
need to participate in it through dial ogue and interaction with those who
exenplify it. Any cultural explanation needs to be checked with those
within the cul ture.

O course, a person may msconstrue his world, and nay be del uded about his
intentions in the sense that his stated purpose for an action is a ration-
alisation of some process within himof which he is not fully anare. A
person's construing and intending conpetence may go sadly awy. 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 inportance of cooperative inquiry into what human agency is
capable of. Co-researchers who are al so co-subjects can give each ot her
corrective feedback: they can illumnate and clarify the human process
for each ot her.

The Argunent from Language

The generation and use of language is the original, archetypal formof hunman
inquiry. Language enabl es hunan beings to synbolise - that is, state propo-
sitions about - their particular experiences in terns of general concepts.

| can use general terns to synbolise a particular experience, or | can use
themto make a generalisation about many particular experiences. In either
case it is the generality of the terns of a language that gives it its
pecul i ar synbol i si ng power.

Wien two peopl e communicate in the same | anguage, they necessarily agree in
the use of the rules of that |anguage. Agreenent about these rules is, of
course, agreenment in use, it is not explicitly stated spoken agreenent, since
few peopl e who know how to use a language can formulate its many rules. How
can we expl ain such agreement in use?

Apart fromthe fact that in practice people who speak the sane | anguage don't
use that language to agree about its rules, in principle agreement about the
rul es of |anguage cannot ultinately be nmediated by | anguage. V¢ cannot use
words to agree about the use of all words: this is logically inpossible.

For language to get started at all, there nust be sone words agreement about
the use of which is nediated non verbally.

e mght say, follow ng Chonsky (1976) that human beings are genetically
programmed with linguistic universals, deep structure rules that apply to any
and every language. Apart frombeing a highly controversial theory, this
doesn't help. For we still have to explain how persons agree in the use of

a particular l|anguage, with all its idiosyncratic, surface structure rules.

Thomas Reid's thesis (Reid, 1764) was that agreenent about the use of words
is ultimately mediated by what he called the "natural |anguage" of eyes,
facial expression, gesture, non verbal sound. And indeed such non verbal
expressive signs would seemto be the only contenders for nediating agreenent
about |anguage use. But unless human beings al so agree in what these
expressive signs nmean, they cannot use themto 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 meani ng
whi ch every hunman bei ng understands "by the principle of his nature" and
which is prior to all agreenent. Wttgenstein (1953) nade a related sort
of point when he wote "The common behaviour of mankind is the system of
reference by means of which we interpret an unknown | anguage". Wat this
kind of argunent boils down to is the view that human bei ngs can under st and
what at any rate some of their non verbal signs to each other nean, without
thi s understandi ng bei ng medi ated through any other set of signs. This
view seens 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 | aunched
oursel ves on an endl ess regress of one set of signs mediating agreement
about the use of another set of signs, agreement about the use of the
fornmer set being nediated by the use of a third set, and so on

Qur agreenent about the use of the |anguage we are both speaking, on this
anal ysis, rests finally on a mituality of understandi ng about some of the
non verbal expressive signs we nmake to each other.
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By "mutuality of understanding" | mean that we each understand the sane sort
of sign produced by each other in the same sort of way, and noreover we know
that we are so doing. (ne candidate for such a sign is eye contact; another
is touch. Wen two persons |look into each other's eyes, the nutual gazing
conbi nes both similtaneity and reciprocity. Each person is looking into the
other's eyes and having his own eyes looked into; and all four phenomena are
occurring simltaneously.

| suggest that there is a tacit dinension of nutual gazing (and associ at ed
signs) that enables us at a basic |evel of awareness to agree about the use
of words. And that this dinension involves a pre-linguistic experientia
know ng that is prinarily relational. Wat we knowis the relation between,
the interconnectedness 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 know edge of facts and truths about
ourselves and our world, but it enables us to agree how to use | anguage to
nmake such propositions. Nor, of course, does it do so alone: There is also
touch, and, tangential to the gaze, facial expression, gesture of head, arns
and hands, sound and so on. It nediates a tacit, experiential, primtive,
Tao of knowi ng which constitutes a ground for the figure of explicit know
ledge. The knowing is tacit in Polanyi's sense (Polanyi, 1967): we attend
fromthe relational awareness inplicit in this dinension of nutual gazing in
order to attend to the nmeaning of what is being explicitly said and done in
terns of our mastery of |anguage and other social norns. But the signific-
ance of what we attend fromis 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 know edge. And it is only one of three
sorts of experiential know edge of persons - a point which | shall develop in
the next section.

Wiat follows fromthis sort of analysis? If the use of |anguage is validated
by interpersonal experiential know ng, then language is prinmarily public and
shared: it is a collective product whose primary locutions are relational —
"we", "our world", "our signs", "our |anguage". Secondly, the original and
archetypal paradigm of hunan inquiry is two persons who agree through face-
to-face meani ngful encounter about how to synbolise 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 paradi gmof co-
operative inquiry. And since language is the primary tool whose use enabl es
human construing and intending to occur, it is difficult to see how there can
be any nmore fundanental nodel of inquiry for hunan beings into the hunan
condition. For at its roots, language is used to nmediate a shared vision

Now, of course, | can use |anguage to nake statenents about persons who have
not contributed or assented to the formulation of those statenents. And, of
course, there is a strong case for so doing both in everyday l|ife and
certain sorts of nore peripheral research on persons as beings who have
reaction-times, psychophysical thresholds and so on. But when we cone to
nore 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 fromits validating base in the realities of human en-
counter. For the researchers on the traditional research nodel encounter
each other but generate out of this interpersonal experience no statenents
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 thensel ves but about their subjects - who
nmake no contribution to the fornulation of those statenents 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, ny considered view of your reality wthout 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 fromthe revisionary use of |anguage. Persons are |ang-
uage creators who in relation synbolise a shared vision and experience. In
fundanmental research on the human condition, persons in relation regenerate
the use of |anguage, revise and extend its protocols, through cooperative
endeavour in synbolising the ways in which they have extended the horizons
of their shared vision and experience.

The Argunent from an Extended Epi stenol oqy

Science, as product, is in the domain of propositional know edge. The out-
cone of research is stated in propositions, which claimto be assertions of
facts or truths, a contribution to the corpus of know edge 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 nay be latent in and in-
formour perception of the world, but perception is wider than and trans-
cends its latent propositional content, as | 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 inquiry, involves not only propositional know edge,
but also practical know edge and experiential know edge. Practical know
ledge is evident in some skill, proficiency or knack, whether physical and/
or mental. It is knowing how to do something. Knowi ng howto do research
is a set of interrelated acquired skills which cannot be fully reduced to
any set of witten instructions. Understanding instructions about how to

do research is not the same as having the actual practical knack of doing it.

Experiential know edge is knowi ng an entity - person, place, thing, process,
etc. - in face-to-face encounter and interaction. It is know ng a person
or thing through sustained acquai ntance. Enpirical research, precisely
because it is enpirical, necessarily requires sone degree of experiential
know edge of the persons or objects which the research is about. The
researcher's concl usions are propositions about persons or things of which
he or she has had experiential know edge through direct encounter.

Experiential know edge through encounter or acquai ntance with what is before
nme involves nore than just bare or mnimal perception. It involves faniliar-
ity with the encountered entity through sustained perception and interaction.
It includes both construing and doing - with some degree of commtnent to

get to know what is in front of me. It is knowng the world present here
and now before nme, and cannot be fully reduced to a set of descriptive state-
nments 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 nore than this, experiential know edge of an entity always
transcends any set of propositions about it, and any set of propositions that
nay be involved in the way we perceive it.
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Wien | perceive an entity in front of me, there are at |east two sorts of
construing going on. | wll call these propositional construing and
presentational construing. Propositional construing in perception involves
seeing the entity in terns of the concepts and identifying nanes that cone
wth the acquisition of language. So | see it as an entity of some sort or
kind, as a cat, house, tree or ny friend GCeorge; | see it as having certain
describable qualities; and as being in certain describable relations wth
other entities. But this linguistic construing that inforns perception is
interwoven with a conplenentary, non-linguistic, spatio-tenporal,
presentational construing. At the physiological |evel, the forner involves
left hemsphere brain function, the latter right hem sphere brain function
(Qnstein, 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. | inaginatively
grasp the whole entity in and with this particular viewof it. So | 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 col our
is not dependent on the propositional conpetence with which | here assert it.
Secondly, it involves seeing or hearing a sequence of presentations, a
seriatimdisplay, as a total cycle process or metanorphosis. Thus | hear
the serial sounds as a piece of nmusic, | see the serial presentations of the
formof a bird in the sky as a total arc or spiral of novenent.

This construing of what is imrediately presented as a spatio-tenporal whole
that transcends what is immediately presented, is not only a means of
experiential knowing, it is also a fundanental kind of practical know edge -
knowi ng how to orientate oneself in space and time, know ng how to construe
presentations or appearance in terns of spatial and tenporal "reality". It
is not |anguage dependent, it is extra-propositional, since it is evident
in the spatio-tenporal conpetence of aninals, in their coordination of
perception and action in their environnent. It is also, of course, evident
in children before the acquisition of |anguage. |ndeed, some significant
degree of conpetence in presentational construing in perception can be
argued as a necessary condition of |anguage acqui sition.

And while | can nake some translation of the process of presentationa
construing into propositional construing - as, for exanple, when | talk of
the perceptual constancies and so on - yet | can never fully accommodate

in language the perceptual achievenent of construing these presentations as
that spatio-tenporal whole of which they are the presentations. This is a
practical cognitive and perceptual skill operating essentially outside the
domai n of |anguage. Such skill may indeed be enhanced by the acquisition
and use of |anguage. And for the adult, presentationally construed whol es
nay always at the sane tine be propositionally construed as whol es of certain
sorts or named kinds. But the extra-linguistic right hem spherical nature
of presentational construing renmains irreducible, conplenentary to left

hem spheri cal propositional construing. Furthernore, it enables us to nake
an enpirical check on the validity of our propositional constructs about
the world. M ability to discrimnate between different presentations and
different spatio-tenporal wholes without this ability being dependent on

| anguage and proposition-maki ng, provides a touchstone for the accuracy
with which | synbolise 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-tenporal whole that transcends its immediate
presentations, but also as the presentations of a presence in space and tine.
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For the spatio-tenporal whole is naking a non-linguistic statenment, it is
"sayi ng" sonething in and through the gesture of its totality. | look at
an owWl on a perch in a cage. | construe the presented formand col our as
the "real" formand col our, the presented sequence of novenents as a total
Gestalt of noverment. But at the sanme time, | construe all these presenta-
tions as those of a unique and idiosyncratic presence in space and time.
The spatio-tenporal whole presented is the mark, the gesture, the signature,
the "speech", of a presence.

If you sceptically ask ne to be nore precise in defining a presence, then

I can only repeat that it is what you extra-linguistically construe a spatio-
tenporal whole as. It is a natter, a basic and fundanental matter, of non-
propositional, experiential know edge of sone entity here and now before
you. Cf course, the poet or artist is highly sensitive at this third |evel
of presentational construing. He or she noves, in the creative act, swftly
from presentati onal construing of the unique spatio-tenporal gesture of a
presence either to linguistic construing, trying to find an anal ogue in
words for that unique gesture, or to the generation of a presentational

anal ogue in painting, sculpture, nusic, 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 renote echo in everyday

| anguage. It was, of course, a fundanental canon of classical Chinese At
to catch in painting this rhythmc, vital, autonormous "utterance" of things.

Now ny fullest encounter with a presence in space and tine is when that
presence is encountering me. | can see a dog leaping up excitedly at soneone
else, and | amcertainly having a passive, non-interactive, rather external
encounter with a presence. The qualitative inpact in construing that
presence in space and time is very different when the dog | eaps up excitedly
at ne. Sinilarly, when an ow and | are |ooking at each other in face-to-
face encounter, | construe the ow as presence nore fully than when | see it
goi ng about other business fromafar. No doubt both approaches, the onl ooker
and the face-to-face, are relevant to experiential know edge; but the face-

to-face approach is prinary for only then do | encounter a presence en-
countering mne.

For persons, other persons are the pre-emnent presences in space and timne.
As with the dog and the oW, when | directly interact with a person, | con-
strue and encounter himor her as present nmore fully than when | observe

a person interacting with someone else. And the nore fully | interact the
nore fully | construe himor her as a presence. | construe a person mnore
fully as a presence when we are in a very aware commtted, concerned,
exploratory, inquiring relationship. Hence again the paradi gm of cooperative
inquiry.

O this sort of analysis, the nost conplete enpirical base for a science of
persons is one in which ny necessary experiential know edge of ny subjects
is: (lI) not dom nated by propositional construing to the detrinent of a
really open presentational construing; (2) not sinply restricted to ob-
serving themin interaction with others, but focusses centrally on their
reciprocal interaction with nyself, so that we becone both co-researchers
and co-subj ects.

There would seemto be at least three sorts of presentational construing of
a person as a presence. Firstly, there is the pre-linguistic, nutual and
simul taneous, tacit construing of two persons as presences in relation in a
shared spatio-tenporal world - mutual gazing being central to this. | have
already referred to this in the previous section as the primtive Tao of
experiential knowing: a tacit know ng of the interconnectedness of hunman
presences in and with their world, a know ng which provides a warrant for,
and is evident in our agreement about, the use of |anguage.
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But secondly, | construe a person as a presence while talking and inter-
acting with himor her. And this presentational construing is interwoven

of course, with propositional construing - that is, wth seeing, hearing,
acting towards, the person in terns of the concepts that cone wth | anguage.
But the presentational construing when fully exercised and opened up can
include and transcend the propositional. For | can construe the whol e spatio-
tenporal 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 devel oping signature of a hunan
presence. | amencountering and construing how such a presence is manifest-
ing, and not nanifesting in space and time. | grasp this how presentation-
ally, extra-propositionally, since it includes explicit speech and intention
in a nmuch nmore conprehensive "speech" or "statenent" of a total way of being
in the world. This kind of total presentational construing of a person is a
skill, a conpetence, that can be cultivated. Its findings can be synbolised
by propositions but never fully enconpassed by propositions. It offers a
fundarmental enpirical touchstone for any fully systematic inquiry into

per sons.

Thirdly, and in parenthesis, there is perhaps a post-1linguistic construing
of a person as a presence: for exanple, when two peopl e gaze into each
other's eyes, suspend or bracket off the propositional elenments in their
perception and awareness of each other and nutually apprehend each other as
presences in relation. This can lead to experiences of dual-unity and
related altered states of consciousness.

What | amarguing in this section is that enpirical research on persons

i nvol ves a subtle, devel opi ng interdependence between propositional know edge,
practical know edge and experiential know edge. The research concl usions,
stated as propositions and laying claimto be part of the corpus of enpirica
know edge about persons, necessarily rest on the researchers' experientia
know edge of the subjects of the enquiry. This know edge of persons is nost
adequate as an enpirical 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 inquiry, and when
each is open to construe how the other nanifests 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 know edge involved in
doing effective research on persons.

So the propositional outcones of the research depend critically on the
practical and experiential conponents of the process of the research. But
proposition-making is very rmuch part of the process of the inquiry too.

The co-researchers' practical conpetence in presentational construing in
relation with each other can be enhanced or hindered by the sorts .o
propositional constructs used during the inquiry; and al so, therefore, the
co-researchers' openness or closure to what can be known experientially. If
the inquiry is over-conceptualised and over-theorised, then the phenoneno-

| ogical noticing and awareness of the researchers will be inhibited and
restricted. If the inquiry is under-conceptualised and under-theorised,
then the researchers' phenonenol ogical noticing will be diffuse, unfocussed,
chaotic, anbiguous. Too much propositional construing blinds researchers
to the gestures of being. Too much presentational construing keeps the
archi ves of propositional know edge enpty, although it nmay, of course, fill
up the vaults of presentational know edge in the form of draw ng, painting,
scul pture, nusic, dance. Co-researchers who are al so co-subjects need to
find a nutually enhancing bal ance and interaction between |eft hem sphere
and right hem sphere brain functions.



The Argunent from AXxi ol ogy

The products of research on persons are propositions (they could al so be
artistic presentations - but that possibility merits a separate paper). And
the hope and claimof effective research is to generate true propositions.
The truth-value of a proposition is in part a function of its coherence wth
other and related propositions, and in part a function of its correspondence
with extra-propositional dimensions of the world as encountered. O these
two criteria of truth, coherence and correspondence, the latter seens to ne
nore fundanental, 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
basi c touchstone for the truth value of propositions in enpirical research.
More precisely, it is the world as presentationally construed when encount -
ered that provides the touchstone; for this provides the extra-propositiona
el enent in perception, and so provides a warp for the woof of propositions.

| have argued this point in nore detail in the previous section.

But the presentational or presented world is valued. And because we val ue
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
synbolise 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 val ues
of the experienced, presented world. Between the two, nediating lie the
norns or rules of l|anguage, and of any other practical procedure that en-
ables us to assert the truth about the world we val ue.

Because we value our encounter with what is there, we know how to synbolise
it inwords, and therefore our statenent has the value of truth. O to put
it the other way round, our statement is true because we know how to formnu-
late it to do justice to a valued experience. Qut of our varied encounter
with the world, we generate norns of |anguage 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 norns of |anguage and of
ot her 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 coomunity of value, a shared way of delight-
ing in and valuing the world as encountered. This follows fromthe view
that truth-val ues presuppose values of being, together with the view put
forward earlier that agreenment about the use of |anguage presupposes a
shared awareness of human presences in relation in their world. O this
anal ysis, true propositions are asserted by those who know how properly to
synbol i se in words shared experiences of shared value: to learn a |anguage
and be able to state truths is ipso facto to acquire the norns and val ues
of a shared culture - the immedi ate sub-culture and the w der culture of
which it is a part.

In general terns, truth is asserted through the application of norns of

| anguage and of other practical procedures by those who generate such norns
out of a shared value system The truths we assert are a function of our
procedural norns which in turn are a function of our shared val ue system
The "truths" researchers generate are a function of the researchers' proce-
dural norns and underlying values. And if these "truths" purport to be
about persons other than the researchers then they have indetermnate
validity, no secure status as truths, until we know whether those ot her
persons assent to and regard as their own the norns and val ues of the
resear chers.



For within the broad aegis of the culture of a whole society, there are
mani fol d sub-cultures each with its ow differential value system State-
nments about you that do not take into account the val ues and norns of your
sub-culture, but dress you up in the values and norns of ny somewhat diff-
erent sub-culture, are not really statements about you. Statements about
persons as agents are true of those persons when the statenments are reached
by procedures that show cogni sance of the values of those persons.

Thus, for exanple, questionnaires and all such instruments unilaterally
designed by researchers will sinply rest on their prior norns and val ues.
And if the researchers who nake no attenpt to determ ne whether those norns
and val ues and hence the design of the questionnaire are acceptable to those
who are invited to fill it in, then any statenents about the respondents
nade by the researchers on the basis of the questionnaire results wll have
indetermnate validity. |In some instances, of course, it may for all
practical purposes be appropriate to assune consonance of the respondents'
values with the researchers' values. |In other instances, grossly distorted
concl usions nmay energe fromso doing. For if the researchers are not them
selves the respondents, then the conclusions wll be "truths" that hang in
a curious void - alienated fromthe values of the researchers, and fromthe
actual and different values of the respondents.

Finally, the idea that any science can be value free is, inny view a
delusion. Persons in relation in their world synbolising their experience

of the value of the presented world constitutes a fundanent of the hunan
condition. Every science is just a special case of this synbolising activity.
Wien the subjects of a science are other persons, then the idea that the
researchers' underlying val ue system can exclude, need not consult or

consider or cooperate wth the value systemof the subjects, can only tend

to generate alienated, pseudo-truths about persons. For an authentic science
of persons, true statenents about persons rest on a value systemexplicitly
shared by researchers and subjects, and on procedural research norns
explicitly agreed by researchers and subjects on the basis of that val ue
system Hence, again, the nodel of cooperative inquiry.

The Political and Mral Argunment

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 w th decisions
nmade unilaterally by the researchers. At its very worst, researchers using
this nmodel get know edge unilaterally frompersons' in order to be able to
apply this know edge unilaterally to other persons, wth only token initial
assent from these persons to initiate the research phase and the application
phase. Research then becores another agent of authoritarian social control.
Know edge 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
nmakes deci sions in what nanner about what and about whom |In this sense,
political issues are about the who, the what and the how of deci si on-naking
and pervade every arena of human life: the famly, education, research,
every organi sation and associ ati on of persons, as well as the state. Many
researchers woul d probably assent to the nmoral case for political self-
determnation of citizens in the nodern state. The noral principle of res-
pect for personal autonony requires that we give inpartial consideration to
the needs and interests of all, that we provide just conditions for the ful-
filment of hunman well -being.



Traditional and contenporary doctrines of human rights have spelt out sone
of the fundanental conditions required for such fulfilment: the right to
freedom of speech and expression; the right to freedomof association and
contract; the right to political nenbership of the community - to partici-
pate in the framng and the working of political institutions.

The last naned right - to political menbership of the community - is in ny
view a special case of an all-pervasive right of persons to participate,
through sonme appropriate arrangenents, in decision-nmaking that affects the
fulfilment of their needs and interests. Wile acknow edging this right
inthe restricted political sense, that is, in the arena of |ocal and
national governnent, our society has been slow to acknow edge its rel evance
to industry and commerce, to organisation structures generally, to the
famly, to education, and, of course, to research. But the sane right nust
extend to the arena of research on persons. For persons, as autononous

bei ngs have a noral right to participate in decisions that claimto generate
know edge about them Such a right does many things: (I) it honours the
fulfilment of their need for autononously acquired know edge; (2) it
protects them from becomng unwitting accessories to know edge-clains that
nay be false and may be inappropriately or harnfully applied to others;

(3) it protects them from being excluded fromthe formation of know edge
that purports to be about them and so from bei ng nanaged and nani pul at ed,
both in the acquisition and in the application of the know edge, in ways
they do not understand and so cannot assent to or dissent from

Know edge fuels power: it increases the efficacy of decision-naking. Know
| edge about persons can fuel power over persons or fuel power shared wth
persons. And the nmoral principle of respect for persons is nost fully
honoured when power is shared not only in the application of know edge about
persons, but also in the generation of such know edge. On this view re-
searchers have a noral 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 becone autononous inquirers al ongside the researchers. Put in other
words, doing research on persons involves an inportant educational comit-
nent: to provide conditions under which subjects can enhance their capacity
for self-determination in acquiring know edge about the hunman conditi on.
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