










































































































































































































s u b - g r o u p  u n d e r t o o k  t o  f o c u s  o n  p o r d e r - s h a r l n g  s t r a t e g i e s ,
a n o t h e r  s u b - g r o u p  o n  t h e  u s e  o f  s p i r i t u a l  i n t e r v e n t i o n s .
T h e s e  t w o  l l n e s  o f  c o n v e r g e n c e  w e r e  s u s t a i n e d  b y  t h e l r  r e -
s p e c t i v e  s u b - g r o u p s  u n t l 1  t h e  e n d  o f  t h e  p r o J e c t .  T h u s  a
b a l a n c e  w a s  s o u g h t  b e t \ . r e e n  d i v e r g e n c e  a n d  c o n v e r g e n c e  l n
o u r  r e s e a r c h  c y c l l n g .

A n  l m p o r t a n t  l s s u e  c o n c e r n s  E h e  u s e  o f  d a t a .  H o w  w e l l  w a s
d a t a  o n  s t r a t e g l c  a p p l l c a t l o n  l n  t h e  s u r g e r y  c o l l e c t e d  a n d
r e c o r d e d ?  H o w  t h o r o u g h l y  w a s  i t  s h a r e d  l n  t h e  n e x t
m e e t l n g s  ?  H o w  i n t e n t l o n a l l y  d i d  s h a r e d  d a t a  i n f o r m
p l a n n i n g  f o r  a c t l o n  1 n  t h e  n e x t  c y c l e ?

E x p e r l e n t t a l  d a t a  w e r e  c o l l e c t e d  a s  f o 1 1 o w s .  A t  t h e  e n d
o f  e a c h  n e e t i n g  p a r t l c i p a n t s  m a d e  a  c c n r r a c t  o r  a c t L o n
p l a n  w h l c h  s t a t e d  e x p l i c i  t l y  w h a t  t h a t  p e r s o n  w o u l d  u n d e r -
t a k e  i n  t h e  w a y  o f  h o r t s t i c  s t r a t e g l e s  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e
f o r t h c o n i n g  c y e 1 e .  T h e s e  c o n t r a c t s  w e r e  c l r c u l a t e d  t o
e v e r y o n e .  E a c h  p e r s o n  r e p o r t e d  v e r b a l l y  o n  w h a t  t h e y  h a d
a c t u a l l y  d o n e  i n  t h e  c y c l e  a t  t h e  s u b s e q u e n t  m e e t l n g ,  a n d
w r o t e  a  r e p o r t  o n  t h a t  w o r k  w h l c h  w a s  a l s o  c l r c u l a t e d .

A t  t h e  s e c o n d  a n d  t h i r d  m e e t l n g s ,  w h e r e  d i v e r g e n t
s t r a t e g l e s  w e r e  b e i n g  r e p o r t e d  r  w €  h a d  a  b r i e f  i n l t i a l
r o u n d  o f  s h a r i n g  a t  t h e  s t a r t  o f  t h e  m e e t i n g ,  f o 1 1 0 w e d
l a t e r  b y  m o r e  d e t a t l e d  s h a r l n g  1 n  s m a l l  g r o u p s  o f  t h r e e  o r
f o u r .  r n  t h e  l a s t  f o u r  m e e t l n g s ,  s h a r l n g  o f  i d i o s y n c r a t i c
s t r a t e g i e s  w a s  o v e r s h a d o w e d  b y  r e g u l a r  s y s t e m a t i c  v e r b a l
s h a r l n g  o f  t h e  s t r a t e g l e s  u s e d  b y  m e m b e r s  o f  t h e
p o w e r - s h a r l n g  a n d  s p l r l t  s u b - g r o u p s .  B u t  d i v e r g e n t  s t r a t -
e g l e s  c o n t l n u e d  t o  b e  r e v i e w e d  i n  i n d l v l d u a l  w r l t t e n
r e p o r t s .

N o w  t h e  n o t l o n  o f  r e c y c l t n g  i m p l i e s  t h a t  t h e  d a t a  g a t h e r e d
1 n  o n e  c y c l e  L s  u s e d  t o  i n f o r m  a c t l o n  p l a n s  f o r  t h e  n e x t
c y c l e  .  T h i  s ,  w e  f o u n d  ,  c o u l d  o c c u r  l n  t w o  w a y s  :  o n  t h e
o n e  h a n d  t h r o u g h  a n  e x p l i c i t  r  r B t l o n a l ,  i n t e n t l o n a l  s o r t
o f  t r a n s f e r  l n v o l v l n g  d e b a t e  a n d  d e l i b e r a t i o n  a n d
d e c i s l . o n ;  o n  t h e  o t h e r  h a n d  t h r o u g h  a  t a c i t  p r o c e s s  l n
w h i c h  t h e  t r a n s f e r  1 s  m o r e  s u b l i m i n a l  a n d  u n c o n s c i o u s .
B o t h  t h e s e  p r o c e s s e s  o c c u r r e d .  T h e  t a c l t  p r o c e s s  p e r v a d e d
t r a n s f e r  1 n  t h e  s e c o n d  a n d  t h i r d  m e e t i n g s  w h e n  w e  w e r e
c o n c e r n e d  o n l y  w i t h  d l v e r g e n t  s t r a t e g t e s ,  a n d  w e  s u r m i s e
c o n t l n u e d  t o  b e  t h e  m o d e  o f  t r a n s f e r  f o r  t h e s e  s t r a t e g l e s
t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  p r o J e c t .  T h e  p r o c e s s  o f  t r a n s f e r  w a s  m u c h
m o r e  e x p l i c i t  1 n  t h e  p o w e r - s h a r l n g  a n d  s p i r l t u a l
l n t e r v e n t l o n  s u b - g r o u p s ,  w h e n  w h a t  h a d  b e e n  t r i e d  o u t  l n  a
p r e v l o u s  c y c l e  r d a s  l n t e n t i o n a l l y  u s e d  t o  c l a r l f y  l t s
f u r t h e r  d e v e l o p u e n t  l n  t h e  n e x t  c . y c 1 e .  T h e r e  w a s  a l s o ,  o f
c o u r s e ,  t a c l t  t r a n s f e r  l n  t h e s e  s u b - g r o u p s  t o o .

r n  a n  l d e a l  c o - o p e r a t L v e  l n q u i r y  p r o j e c t  w e  w o u l d  e x p e c t
h t g h  q u a l l t y  e x p e r l e n t r a l  d a t a  a n d  h l g h  q u a l i t y  r e c o r d e d
d a t a ;  t o g e t h e r  w l t h  a  s o u n d  b a l a n c e  b e t w e e n  t a c l t  t r a n s f e r
o f  l e a r n l n g  f r o m  c y c l e  t o  c y c l e  a n d  e x p l l c i t  t r a n s f e r .
M e a s u r e d  a g a l n s t  t h l s  i d e a 1 ,  w h 1 l e  t h e  q u a r r t y  o f  t h e  e x p -
e r i e n t i a l  d a t a  w a s  c e r t a l n l y  h l g h ,  t h e  g u a l i t y  o f  t h e
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recorded data was very variable as between members and 
over the set of reports of each member. This was perhaps 
because we never agreed on any one method of recording 
data: from start to finish each person kept records in 
their own way. And we would like to have seen a more 
conscious balance between tacit and explicit transfer of 
learning from cycle to cycle. In fact, this distinction 
between tacit and explicit was not made until after the 
inquiry. Had it been made from the outset, we could have 
handled the balance with greater awareness. We should 
stress that in a wide ranging inquiry, covering several 
major holistic principles and their strategic application, 
it is probably essential that a considerable amount of 
transfer should be tacit. In a pioneer co-operative 
inquiry of this sort, making too heavy a demand for 
exactitude and excellence in any one part of the 
enterprise could undermine commitment to the whole. It is 
better to do the whole thing with only a modest competence 
in the parts, and sustain commitment to the end, than to 
seek high competence in each of the parts and exhaust 
everyone before the thing is half completed. 

Finally, an evaluation of research cycling, divergence and 
convergence. The five-part model stood up very well, at 
the tacit level of transfer, to research cycling; but our 
view is that it was deepened and refined explicitly only 
to a modest degree. Partly, of course, this is a function 
of the time available. The balance between divergence and 
convergence we judge to have been good, with convergent 
lines of inquiry inroduced early enough for several cycles 
of convergence to be sustained. But while the convergent 
strands were well developed over several cycles, with data 
and learning made explicit, well shared and recorded, the 
divergent strands were left almost entirely in the later 
cycles in individual hands with little sharing and mutual 
learning taking place, at any rate explicitly - except in 
so far as members read and digested each others' written 
reports. 

4. Authentic collaboration. In reviewing how far our 
inquiry was collaborative in a genuine sense, we need to 
consider the degree to which each individual was able to 
make their own contribution to the process, and also how 
much this individual contribution was able to interact 
with and influence the contribution of others. There are 
three heads under which we need to review this: the nature 
of leadership and facilitation; the influence hierarchy; 
individual contribution at the reflection and action 
points of the cycle. 

4a. Leadership and facilitation. The project was quite 
clearly started by John Heron, who generated the original 
idea and at an early stage invited Peter Reason to join as 
an initiating co-researcher. For John this was a 
development of his work on educational innovation in 
postgraduate medical education, together with a decade of 
exploration of alternative research methods. For Peter it 
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was similarly a development of his work with organisations 
and professions, and his commitment to the development of 
more valid forms of human inquiry. Thus the initiating 
facilitators' world-view and prior commitments had a major 
influence on the inquiry from the start. 

John and Peter's role in the inquiry was multiple and 
complex; they were attempting to be research initiators 
within a new inquiry paradigm; group facilitators; and 
contributing co-researchers. Given their influential 
combination of roles and charismatic style, the question 
is to what extent did power become genuinely distributed 
throughout the group? 

At the first meeting John and Peter alternated their role 
of primary facilitator, actively managing the group 
process on a basis of genuine consultation. At the second 
meeting Peter was absent and John as facilitator became 
caught up in some control anxiety in this role which 
generated in participants a certain amount of 
counterdependence. He sought to resolve this by proposing 
that the role of group facilitator be rotated among 
members. This proposal was readily accepted and was adop­
ted for the rest of the project, different members taking 
shorter or longer periods in that role as the agenda, 
their own preference and the group will required (two 
thirds o>f the group took this role at some time). In our 
view, we were right to devolve leadership early in this 
way, even though one of the outcomes was that the group 
process was at times confused and chaotic. John and Peter 
retained a lot of influence with respect to facilitative 
interventions from the floor about how to structure our 
meetings but decision making and group management clearly 
became a collective responsibility. 

With respect to initiation of research processes, Peter 
and John retained a high influence level throughout the 
project at critical inquiry points: raising questions 
with respect to validity issues; initiating decisions 
about convergent and divergent strategies; and reviewing 
the five-part model of holistic medicine. Overall they 
retained the clearest view of the nature of the inquiry 
method and the strategic processes within it; while most 
members had internalised its main structure, ethos, and 
key notions - as evidenced by their contribution to decis­
ion about inquiry method - some few members of the group 
remained mystified about its detailed aspects, and 
somewhat sceptical about its claim to represent a genuine 
alternative to orthodox inquiry. 

The initiating facilitators and researchers were 
themselves non-medical people. They participated as diff­
erent sorts of partitioners — ie as humanistic group and 
individual facilitators — and so were part of the 
inquiry. It is possible this different kind of 
professional work which they processed through the inquiry 
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meant that their interventions about the whole inquiry 
process were less relevant and effective than they could 
have been if they had also been engaged as general/medical 
practi tioners . 

Whatever the extent of the influence of the initiating 
facilitators, the inquiry, while not perfect, was 
collaborative in spirit, and certainly sufficiently 
collaborative for its findings to represent the collective 
view of the inquiry group. 

4b. Influence hierarchy within the group. The question 
about differential contribution rates and dominance within 
the group was raised during the process session at the 
first workshop. The whole issue then lay dormant for the 
next two meetings, although it was clear that some members 
were much more influential than others: in decision-making 
sessions in particular a clear pattern of high and low 
contribution rates was emerging. At the fourth meeting 
consciousness about this was raised in a validity review, 
but it was not until the fifth meeting that it was brought 
fully into the limelight with an exercise in which we 
lined up in accordance with ourself perceived contribution 
rates. At the fourth meeting also high contributors quite 
intentionally sought to give space to low and medium 
contributors. Nevertheless, the low contributors on the 
whole insisted that contribution value was not the same as 
contribution rate, and some of them were unhappy at 
artificial attempts to equalise contribution rates. 

Two particular points need to be raised about the womens' 
contribution in the group. The first is to question 
whether womens' influence on the culture of the group was 
ever adequately represented and sustained, particularly 
within the process group, which was on one occasion 
likened to the performance of stags at bay. Also general 
discussions within the group were beset by male 
competitiveness about air time and influence. One outcome 
of this was that the men in the group tended to rush past 
and interrupt the women in their attempts to gain air 
time. We believe that raising consciousness about this, 
and specifically pointing it out when it happened, did to 
some extent ameliorate this problem; but it was anyway 
made more difficult by the imbalance of gender within the 
group, there being only four women members. 

Clearly a limitation of the inquiry is that whole series 
of important decisions were much more influenced by some 
members than by others, and particularly by men rather 
than by women. This however is counterbalanced by the 
fact that no-one protested that their influence on 
decisions was ignored, suppressed, or inadequate. It is 
an unresolved issue as to how many people were passively 
carried by the influence of others, and how many found 
that their genuine aspirations were voiced by the 
influential. Indeed it is an open question as to the 
degree to which both high and low contributors were 

- 104 -



pathological and distorted in the way they functioned in 
the influence hierarchy. 

4c. Individual contribution. By its very nature, the 
design of the inquiry gave space for constant individual 
contributions in making personal action plans for each 
cycle, in implementing the plan, and in writing regular 
reports. These reports were always distributed among the 
whole group. Feedback and verbal reports at our meetings, 
both in the large group and in sub-groups, were often done 
on an "equal time" model, so that each person made a con­
tribution. Furthermore, the element of divergence built 
into each cycle meant that there was always scope for 
idiosyncratic action plans alongside those agreed collect­
ively. Therefore, in terms of contract, implementation, 
data gathering, and feedback of data there was a very high 
degree of participation by all members. 

One important way in which the thoroughness of individual 
contribution fed collaboration was through this 
circulation and reflection on each others' written 
reports. Others' reports were frequently influential on 
members' thinking and action. 

Taking all the above into account, our judgement is that a 
first stage of genuine collaboration was achieved. That 
is to say we passed over that imaginary dividing line that 
separates an other-directed group from a self-directed 
group. Nevertheless there were clearly further degrees of 
collaboration which could have been achieved: there could 
have been a much more thorough going internalisat ion of 
the research paradigm; there could have been greater 
participation in decision making, a less steep influence 
hierarchy, and a more even gender balance in the culture 
of the group. However, the findings of the inquiry are 
adequately based in authentic collaboration. 

One conclusion from this is that the establishment of full 
collaboration in an enterprise of this kind would be a re­
markable achievement given the educational, political, re­
search, and professional conditions out of which people 
emerge in our society. 

5. Falsification. Falsification involves devising strate­
gies in the group to counteract tendencies to consensus 
collusion among members to ignore issues, views and 
evidence that arise within the inquiry and are at odds 
with the ideas that guide the inquiry. In particular in 
this inquiry falsification could focus on the assumptions 
of the five part model, and on the nature of the 
strategies used to implement it. It could also focus on 
the validity of the inquiry method per se; or, given the 
validity, on the thoroughness with which we were implemen­
ting the method. 

The issue of consensus collusion and the importance of 
attempting falsification was not presented at all during 
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the first three meetings except for a very brief reference 
in an overview at the second meeting. These issues were 
presented much more thoroughly at the fourth meeting, the 
importance of falsification was underlined, and the 
procedure of "Devil's Advocate" recommended to the group. 
This procedure has already been outlined. It was 
instantly taken up at this meeting and at every meeting 
thereafter was quite regularly adopted in a spontaneous 
way by group members who felt moved to challenge what was 
being said or planned. 

The Devil's Advocate procedure was used in roughly equal 
amounts in the four categories mentioned above. Our 
judgement was that tactically it was used adequately, in 
that individual members views and assumptions were 
challenged and confronted. However, our view from a 
distance is that we failed completely to use this 
procedure strategically: we did not carefully and 
systematically set up a full Devil's Advocate procedure, 
in which major portions of our thinking and practice were 
thoroughly challenged and either thoroughly defended or 
abandoned. For example, the spirit group  could have 
systematically reviewed the work of the power sharing 
group, and vice versa (it was done casually); or the 
Devil's Advocate could have taken each part of the five 
part model and the model as a whole, and reviewed it for 
conceptual, ethical, and practical difficulties with other 
group members giving either an argued rebuttal, or 
acquiesing in the rationality of the critique and so on. 

In addition to this, some of the Devil's Advocate 
degenerated into mere prankishness and mischievous 
boat-rocking. 

It is arguable that in terms of this very important 
criterion of validity the project was inadequate. It 
could perhaps be said that the group was prematurely 
persuaded by the soundness of its ideology, and that 
during the inquiry we colluded in assuming that our use of 
the Devil's Advocate procedure was adequate, so that the 
whole tendency to consensus collusion invaded the very use 
of the Devil's Advocate procedure itself. This is 
probably the most severe critique of this project's 
validity that we can make. 

6. Counter transference. As recounted above, we attempted 
to take charge of this issue from the start: we built 
into the project regular process sessions to explore 
interpersonal and intrapsychic disturbance and also 
arranged regular pair sessions using co-counselling 
approaches. The process sessions dealt mainly with 
interpersonal issues although at the fourth meeting an 
important descent was made into archaic, more deep seated 
personal distress. 

This distress originated in hurts incurred during the 
socialisation process that had made people into orthodox 
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doctors. Thus deep seated rage toward oppressive medical 
teachers was expressed and abreacted, along with anger to­
ward fellow professionals. Also anger and grief toward 
parents who had channelled development toward the profess­
ion, conditioning the child to continue to be a "good boy" 
by becoming a doctor. Associated with such rage and anger 
is the childs' inhibitory fear of the oppressor which 
keeps the anger suppressed. 

Did we deal adequately with this distress? It is probably 
the case that although this material was modestly worked 
on and certainly seen, not enough work was done on it to 
empower members to make the kind of innovative changes in 
practice which their work situations could have 
tolerated. Thus we would argue that there was an 
underlying fear - about the challenge of the project to 
established ways of being and ways of practice - which was 
inadequately dealt with. 

This relatively unworked distress, we hypothesise, is res­
ponsible for the consensus collusion we earlier reported: 
the group colluded in espousing a kind of ideological per­
fectionism which was neither properly challenged nor 
adequately carried out in practice. There was thus in the 
inquiry a neurotic gap between the image of the ideal  

  practitioner and actual practise. To an extent we failed 
to manage the distress adequately, and therefore pretended 
an holism which we failed sufficiently to apply. 

This is a valid criticism to a degree. It can however be 
rebutted to a certain extent by pointing out ways in which 
this gap between professed ideal and actual practice was 
bridged: some members raised spiritual dimensions of 
disease with their patients, blessed the surgery before 
seeing patients, made explicit invocations to patients, 
swapped chairs, abandoned .the doctors authoritarian roles 
and shared power in several ways. Many members also made 
a serious practical commitment to the principle "Physician 
heal thyself". All of this is evidence of a shift toward 
the practical expression of the ideal model. 

7. Open and closed boundaries. The question we must 
address here is whether the activity being inquired into 
affects people who are not part of the inquiry group. 
Clearly in our inquiry the latter is the case since the 
holistic strategies being inquired into had an impact on 
large numbers of patients. We would argue that when the 
boundary of the inquiry group is open in this kind of way 
feedback from those affected outside the group is an 
essential part of data collection. 

We addressed this issue at the fourth meeting and agreed 
that we would collect data from select patients, and 
practiced this using role play on asking patients for 
feedback. The reports on cycle four showed that about one 
third of the group had gathered feedback from a very small 
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number of selected patients; but little was done with this 
data, and the issue really was not followed through. This 
does seem to be a major limitation on the inquiry's claim 
to validity. Nevertheless, it is clear that members of 
the group collected an enormous amount of experiential 
data from face-to-face interaction with patients during 
surgery consultations; and this data was very thoroughly 
shaped in feedback sessions with the group. 

8. Chaos. In introducing this idea above, we argued that 
chaos is a precondition for the emergence of truly 
creative order. But by its nature, chaos cannot be 
systematically generated, it can only be accepted and 
lived through if and when it occurs. Each person's 
tolerance of chaos is probably very different, and no 
doubt there are nineteen different views of the degree to 
which our inquiry was more or less chaotic. Our own view 
is that the degree of chaos was minimal; indeed, it might 
be argued that as initiating facilitators we ensured that 
the process was quite orderly. On the other hand, some 
individuals reported a good deal of intrapyschic upheaval 
and disorder, particularly as they embarked on their 
self-gardening. There were fluctuations in messiness and 
crispness in group process; and fluctuations of 
confusion/depresssion and clarity/eagerness in the group 
as a whole. 

Looking at this from one perspective we can argue that 
there really was not enough chaos to generate a new order; 
that the group and its members would have to go through an 
almost psychotic degeneration into disorder if they were 
to re-create a genuine holistic practice. From another 
point of view we can argue that the project as a whole is 
so complex and with so many interpenetrating strands that 
it was as disorderly as it could be without completely 
falling apart. 

Validity in Our Inquiry as a Whole 

To summarise the above sections, we have argued that the 
inquiry as a whole has some claim to validity in terms of 
research cycling, the management of convergence and 
divergence, degree of authentic collaboration; but that 
its validity could seriously be held in question with 
respect to the management of falsification procedures, of 
countertransference, of feedback at the open boundary. 
There is no one simple "objective" view of the overall 
validity of the inquiry. And there is a sense in which 
each reader needs to take their own perspective on this 
issue. 
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