














































































































































































































































































































sub-group undertook to focus on power—sharing strategies,
another sub-group on the use of spiritual interventions.
These two lines of convergence were sustained by their re-
spective sub-groups until the end of the project. Thus a
balance was sought between divergence and convergence 1in
our research cycling.

An important issue concerns the use of data. How well was
data on strategic application in the surgery collected and
recorded? How thoroughly was 1t shared in the next
meetings? How intentionally did shared data inform
planning for action in the next cycle?

Experiential data were collected as follows. At the end
of each meeting participants made a contract or action
plan which stated explicitly what that person would under-
take in the way of holistic strategies throughout the
forthcoming cycle. These contracts were circulated to
everyone. Each person reported verbally on what they had
actually done in the cycle at the subsequent meeting, and
wrote a report on that work which was also circulated.

At the second and third meetings, where divergent
strategies were being reported, we had a brief initial
round of sharing at the start of the meeting, followed
later by more detailed sharing 1in small groups of three or
four. In the last four meetings, sharing of idiosyncratic
strategies was overshadowed by regular systematic verbal
sharing of the strategies used by members of the
power—-sharing and spirit sub-groups. But divergent strat-
egles continued to be reviewed 1in individual written
reports.

Now the notion of recycling implies that the data gathered
in one cycle is used to inform action plans for the next
cycle. This, we found, could occur in two ways: on the
one hand through an explicit, rational, intentional sort
of transfer involving debate and deliberation and
decision; on the other hand through a tacit process 1in
which the transfer 1is more subliminal and unconscious.
Both these processes occurred. The tacit process pervaded
transfer in the second and third meetings when we were
concerned only with divergent strategies, and we surmise
continued to be the mode of transfer for these strategies
throughout the project. The process of transfer was much
more explicit in the power—-sharing and spiritual
intervention sub-groups, when what had been tried out in a
previous cycle was intentionally used to clarify 1its

further development in the next cycle. There was also, of
course, tacit transfer in these sub-groups too.

In an ideal co-operative inquiry project we would expect
high quality experiential data and high quality recorded
data; together with a sound balance between tacit transfer
of learning from cycle to cycle and explicit transfer.
Measured against this ideal, while the quality of the exp-
eriential data was certainly high, the quality of the
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recorded data was very variable as between nmenbers and

over the set of reports of each menber. This was perhaps
because we never agreed on any one method of recording
dat a: from start to finish each person kept records in
their own way. And we would like to have seen a nore
consci ous 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
i nquiry. Had it been made from the outset, we could have
handled the balance with greater awareness. We shoul d

stress that in a wide ranging inquiry, covering several
maj or holistic principles and their strategic application,
it is probably essential that a considerable anount of

transfer should be tacit. In a pioneer co-operative
inquiry of this sort, maeking too heavy a demand for
exactitude and excellence in any one |part of t he
enterprise could underm ne commtment to the whole. It is

better to do the whole thing with only a npdest conpetence
in the parts, and sustain commtnent to the end, than to
seek high conmpetence in each of the parts and exhaust
everyone before the thing is half conpleted.

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 nodest degree. Partly, of course, this is a function
of the tine avail able. The bal ance 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, wth data
and |earning made explicit, well shared and recorded, the
di vergent strands were left alnost entirely in the |later
cycles in individual hands with little sharing and mutual
| earning taking place, at any rate explicitly - except in

so far as members read and digested each others' witten
reports.

4. Authentic coll aboration. In reviewing how far our
inquiry was collaborative in a genuine sense, we need to
consi der 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;

i ndi vi dual 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
devel opment of his work on educational i nnovation in
post graduat e medi cal educati on, together with a decade of
exploration of alternative research methods. For Peter it

- 102 -



was simlarly a devel opment of his work with organisations
and professions, and his commtment to the devel opment of
nmore valid fornms of human inquiry. Thus the initiating
facilitators' world-view and prior commtnents had a mgjor
i nfluence on the inquiry from the start.

John and Peter's role in the inquiry was multiple and
conplex; they were attenpting to be research initiators
within a new inquiry paradigm group facilitators; and
contributing co-researchers. G ven their i nfluenti al
conbination of roles and charismatic style, the question
is to what extent did power becone genuinely distributed
t hr oughout the group?

At the first neeting 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 becane
caught up in sone control anxiety in this role which
gener at ed in participants a certain anmpunt of
count er dependence. He sought to resolve this by proposing
that the role of group facilitator be rotated anong
menbers. This proposal was readily accepted and was adop-
ted for the rest of the project, different nmenmbers taking
shorter or longer periods in that role as the agenda,
their own preference and the group wll required (two
thirds of the group took this role at some time). In our
view, we were right to devolve |eadership early in this
way, even though one of the outcomes was that the group
process was at tines 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 managenment clearly
becane a collective responsibility.

Wth respect to initiation of research processes, Peter
and John retained a high influence Ilevel throughout the

project at critical inquiry points: rai sing questions
with respect to validity issues; initiating decisions
about convergent and divergent strategies; and review ng
the five-part nodel of holistic medicine. Overal |l they
retained the clearest view of the nature of the inquiry
method and the strategic processes within it; whil e nost
menbers had internalised its main structure, ethos, and
key notions - as evidenced by their contribution to decis-
ion about inquiry method - sone few nembers of the group
remai ned mystified about its det ai |l ed aspects, and

sonmewhat sceptical about its claim to represent a genuine
alternative to orthodox inquiry.

The initiating facilitators and researchers wer e
t hensel ves non-nedi cal people. They participated as diff-
erent sorts of partitioners — ie as humanistic group and
i ndi vi dual facilitators — and so were part of t he
i nquiry. It is possible this di fferent ki nd of

pr of essi onal 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/ nedical
practi tioners.

What ever the extent of the influence of the initiating
facilitators, t he i nquiry, while not perfect, was
col | aborative in spirit, and certainly sufficiently
col |l aborative 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 dom nance within
the group was raised during the process session at the
first workshop. The whole issue then lay dormant for the
next two neetings, although it was clear that sonme nenmbers
were much nore influential than others: in decision-making
sessions in particular a clear pattern of high and |ow
contribution rates was emerging. At the fourth meeting
consci ousness about this was raised in a validity review,
but it was not until the fifth neeting that it was brought
fully into the Ilimlight with an exercise in which we
lined up in accordance with ourself perceived contribution
rates. At the fourth nmeeting also high contributors quite
intentionally sought to give space to Ilow and nedium
contri butors. Nevert hel ess, the low contributors on the
whol e insisted that contribution value was not the same as
contribution rate, and some of them were unhappy at
artificial attenpts to equalise contribution rates.

Two particular points need to be raised about the womens'
contribution in the group. The first is to question
whet her womens' influence on the culture of the group was
ever adequately represented and sustained, particularly
within the process group, which was on onhe occasion

li kened to the performance of stags at bay. Al so general
di scussi ons wi t hin t he group wer e beset by mal e
conpetitiveness about air tinme and influence. One outcone

of this was that the men in the group tended to rush past
and interrupt the women in their attenpts to gain air
time. We believe that raising consciousness about this,
and specifically pointing it out when it happened, did to
sone extent ameliorate this problenm but it was anyway
made more difficult by the inbalance of gender within the
group, there being only four women nenbers.

Clearly a limtation of the inquiry is that whole series
of inportant decisions were nmuch nore influenced by sone
menbers than by others, and particularly by men rather

t han by women. This however is counterbalanced by the
fact t hat no-one protested that their i nfluence on
deci sions was ignhored, 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
t hat their genui ne aspirations were voiced by the
i nfluential. Indeed it is an open question as to the
degree to which both high and Ilow contributors were
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pat hol ogi cal 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 inplementing the plan, and in witing regular
reports. These reports were always distributed anong the
whol e 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 nmade a con-
tribution. Furthermore, the elenent of divergence built

into each cycle meant that there was always scope for
i di osyncratic action plans al ongside those agreed collect-
ively. Therefore, in terns of contract, inplenmentation,
data gathering, and feedback of data there was a very high
degree of participation by all members.

One inportant way in which the thoroughness of individua

contribution fed col | aborati on was t hr ough this
circulation and reflection on each others’ written
reports. Ot hers' reports were frequently influential on

menmbers' thinking and action.

Taking all the above into account, our judgenent 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. Neverthel ess there were clearly further degrees of
col | aborati on which could have been achieved: there could
have been a much nore thorough going internalisation of
the research paradigm there could have been greater
participation in decision mking, a |ess steep influence
hi erarchy, and a nmore 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
col l aboration in an enterprise of this kind would be a re-
mar kabl e achi evenment given the educational, political, re-
search, and professional conditions out of which people
emerge in our society.

5. Falsification. Fal sification involves devising strate-
gies in the group to counteract tendencies to consensus
collusion amobng nmenbers 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 assunptions
of the five part model, and on the nature of the
strategies used to inplenent 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 inplenmen-
ting the method.

The issue of consensus collusion and the inportance of
attenpting 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 neeting. These issues were
presented nuch nmore thoroughly at the fourth meeting, the
i mportance  of falsification was underlined, and the
procedure of "Devil's Advocate" recomended to the group.
This procedure has already been outlined. It was
instantly taken up at this meeting and at every nmeeting
thereafter was quite regularly adopted in a spontaneous
way by group members who felt noved to challenge what was
being said or planned.

The Devil's Advocate procedure was used in roughly equal

amounts in the four categories nentioned above. CQur
judgement was that tactically it was used adequately, in
t hat i ndi vi dual menber s Vi ews and assunptions were
chal l enged and confronted. However, our view from a
di stance is that we failed conpletely 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
t horoughly challenged and either thoroughly defended or

abandoned. For exanple, 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 nodel and the nmodel as a whole, and reviewed it for
conceptual, ethical, and practical difficulties with other
group nenmbers 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
degener at ed into mer e pranki shness and m schi evous
boat -rocki ng.

It is arguable that in terms of this very inportant
criterion of wvalidity 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 assum ng that our use of
the Devil's Advocate procedure was adequate, so that the
whol e tendency to consensus collusion invaded the very use
of the Devil's Advocate procedure itself. This is
probably the nost severe critique of this project's
validity that we can make.

6. Counter transference. As recounted above, we attenpted
to take charge of this issue from the start: we built
into the project regular process sessions to explore
i nt erpersonal and i ntrapsychic di stur bance and al so
arranged regul ar pair sessi ons usi ng co-counsel ling
approaches. The process sessions dealt minly with
i nterpersonal issues although at the fourth nmeeting an

i mportant descent was made into archaic, nore deep seated
personal distress.

This distress originated in hurts incurred during the
soci alisation process that had nade people into orthodox

- 106 -



doctors. Thus deep seated rage toward oppressive nedical
teachers was expressed and abreacted, along with anger to-
ward fellow professionals. Also anger and grief toward
parents who had channell ed devel opment toward the profess-
ion, conditioning the child to continue to be a "good boy"
by becom ng a doctor. Associ ated 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
enpower menbers to make the kind of innovative changes in

practice whi ch their wor k situations coul d have
t ol erated. Thus we would argue that there was an
underlying fear - about the challenge of the project to
establi shed ways of being and ways of practice - which was

i nadequately dealt with.

This relatively unworked distress, we hypothesise, is res-
ponsi ble 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 imge 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 criticismto 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
bri dged: sonme nenbers raised spiritual dimensions of
di sease 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 nenbers also nade
a serious practical commtnment 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 nmust
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 inmpact on
| arge nunbers of patients. We woul d 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 nmeeting and agreed

that we would collect data from select patients, and
practiced this wusing role play on asking patients for
f eedback. The reports on cycle four showed that about one

third of the group had gathered feedback from a very snall
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nunber of selected patients; but little was done with this

data, and the issue really was not followed through. Thi s
does seem to be a major limtation on the inquiry's claim
to validity. Nevert heless, it is clear that nmembers of

the group collected an enornous 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 enmergence of truly
creative order. But by its nature, chaos cannot Dbe
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 nore or |ess chaotic. Qur own Vview
is that the degree of chaos was mnimal; indeed, it mght
be argued that as initiating facilitators we ensured that
the process was quite orderly. On the other hand, sone
i ndi viduals reported a good deal of intrapyschic upheaval
and disorder, particularly as they enbarked on their
sel f - gardeni ng. There were fluctuations in nessiness and
Crispness in group process; and fluctuations of

confusion/depresssion and clarity/eagerness in the group
as a whol e.

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
al nost psychotic degeneration into disorder if they were
to re-create a genuine holistic practice. From anot her
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 w thout conpletely
falling apart.

Validity in Qur Inquiry as a \Whole

To summarise the above sections, we have argued that the
inquiry as a whole has sonme claim to validity in terns of
research cycling, the managenment of convergence and
di vergence, degree of authentic collaboration; but that
its wvalidity 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 sinmple "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
i ssue.
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