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Preface

While busy with this book in the northern summer of 1995, I broke off
from the writing to join in two co-operative inquiries at my research centre
in Tuscany. This timely immersion in the method was a valuable source of
inspiration. I am grateful to my colleagues in these events, and indeed to
everyone in the co-operative inquiry groups of which I have been a member
over the years, for their creative commitment to our shared experience and
reflection, which constitute the foundation of this book.

My thanks go also to all those in other co-operative inquiry groups of
which I have not been a member. I have learnt a great deal from their
reports, many of which are cited in the pages that follow.

Since we first met in 1976, Peter Reason has made a very large
contribution to the theoretical and practical development of co-operative
inquiry. I gratefully acknowledge that every chapter in the book reflects
this. He has read and made detailed, insightful comments on the manu-
script. In taking account of these, I have been able to improve the presen-
tation of several key issues.

I am grateful to Yvonna Lincoln for helpful comments on an early draft
of parts of Chapter 9.

In writing this book, I have sought to keep a balance between practical
guidance and theoretical depth. The first two chapters provide background
and foundation themes. Chapters 3, 4 and 5 take the reader into the heart
of the method. Chapters 6, 7 and 8 go in more depth into outcomes, skills
and procedures, respectively. Chapters 9, 10 and 11 develop theoretical
foundations. Chapter 3 provides a comprehensive overview of co-operative
inquiry, and some readers may find this a convenient starting point to get a
sense of what it is all about.

John Heron
San Cipriano
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Introduction

A brief history of co-operative inquiry

Co-operative inquiry involves two or more people researching a topic through
their own experience of it, using a series of cycles in which they move between
this experience and reflecting together on it. Each person is co-subject in the
experience phases and co-researcher in the reflection phases. While this model
has affinities with the account of action research and experiential learning
arising from the work of Kurt Lewin (1952), its source, range of application
and epistemology — as I have conceived these — are quite distinct, and take it
on to a different plane. It is a vision of persons in reciprocal relation using the
full range of their sensibilities to inquire together into any aspect of the human
condition with which the transparent body-mind can engage.

The co-operative inquiry model was born, in my world, in 1968—69 when
I started to reflect on the experience of mutual gazing in interpersonal
encounters. Out of this experience I wrote a paper called “The phenom-
enology of social encounter: the gaze’ which was published in Philosophy
and Phenomenological Research (Heron, 1970). To cut a long paper short, I
made several points about the gaze:

e It is a distinct phenomenal category which cannot be reduced to any set
of statements about the eyes as physical objects.

e Its combination of both spatial and mental properties involves a non-
Cartesian account of mind.

e It provides participative noninferential but partial knowledge of the
state of mind of the other.

e Its inherent mutuality of meaning is presupposed by, and the ground of,
the use of speech.

I also made the point that the conventional social scientist cannot properly
inquire into the nature of the gaze by doing experiments on and gathering
data from other people. The status and significance of the gaze can only be
explored fully from within, by full engagement with the human condition.
This means the researcher is also the socially sensitive subject involved in
mutual gazing with another. There was the unstated implication that any
such research, in which experimenter and subject are one and the same
person, would also be co-operative, involving a reciprocal relation with
another person with the same double role.
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From March 1970 there was an influx of experiential groups of many
kinds in London. Various verbal and nonverbal one-to-one exercises,
followed by shared feedback, were in vogue. Exploring these convinced me
that only shared experience and shared reflection on it could yield a social
science that did justice to the human condition. I thought that the researcher
who wants to do research on or about other people’s experience of the
human condition is not only likely to misrepresent it, but is open to the
charge of being in flight from a full openness to his or her own experience.
Moreover, the misrepresentation and the flight are likely to reinforce each
other.

Also in 1970 I felt that the human condition within myself, in relating
with others, and on the wider canvas, was about increasing self-direction in
living, in co-operation with other persons similarly engaged. And that this
quest for personal and social transformation, for the interacting values of
autonomy and co-operation, was at the heart of any truly human social
science.

Many cultural strands of the postwar decades fed into this view: the focus
on freedom, and on the person as self-creating, in European personalism and
existentialism; Macmurray’s account (1957) of the self as agent in reciprocal
relation with other agents; the reaffirmation among many English-speaking
academic philosophers of Kantian views of human freedom, autonomy and
rational agency as transcending ‘determination by alien causes’ (Peters, 1958;
Kenny, 1963; Taylor, 1966); the affirmation of self-directed and whole
person learning by Rogers (1969), and of self-esteem and self-actualization
by both Rogers (1961) and Maslow (1962); the humanistic, participative,
democratic values and technologies of experiential learning and action
research emerging from T-groups and laboratory method and the work of
Kurt Lewin (Bradford et al., 1964); the Leicester—Tavistock conferences on
group dynamics; a paper by Sid Jourard (1967) on experimenter—subject
dialogue; the values of the civil rights and anti-war student struggles of the
sixties in the USA and of the students’ mentor Marcuse (1964); the women’s
liberation movement of the sixties and the feminist texts of Friedan (1963),
Millett (1977) and Greer (1970); the emergence of radical action and body-
oriented therapies from the pioneer work of Moreno and Reich; the appear-
ance of peer self-help groups of diverse kinds as a major social phenomenon;
the occurrence of holistic and systemic models of explanation for organic and
psychosocial life, as in Koestler (1964), von Bertalanffy (1968); and so on.

In November 1970 I founded the Human Potential Research Project at
the University of Surrey to explore what a person-centred science might be
like, and presented a paper about it at the annual conference of the British
Psychological Society in 1971. About seventy psychologists attended the
session and seemed to find it an entertaining distraction from the mainline
offerings of the day. This paper, ‘Experience and method’, was published in
1971 as a monograph by the University of Surrey, and was my first formal
account of co-operative inquiry. In those days I called it experiential
research.



Introduction 3

In my paper I argued that the basic explanatory model for creative,
original research behaviour is that of intelligent self-direction. Original
researchers in any field, because they generate new ideas that are in prin-
ciple unpredictable, are the free, autonomous cause of their own behaviour,
which thus transcends any sufficient explanation in terms of causal laws of
physical or psychic determinism. Such researchers in psychology cannot
with any consistency exhibit this autonomous explanatory model in their
own behaviour and at the same time deny its relevance to the behaviour of
their subjects, for example by explaining their subjects’ behaviour in terms
of strict causal determinism.

I then suggested that the central research question for psychology is
‘How can self-directing capacity be developed?’, and that this question can
only properly be answered, logically and morally, from the standpoint of
the agent, that is, of the person who is developing their self-directing
capacity. Thus the researcher is necessarily also the inquiring agent, who is
both experimenter and subject combined.

I took it as a fundamental assumption of the method that self-directing
persons develop most fully through fully reciprocal relations with other self-
directing persons. Autonomy and co-operation are necessary and mutually
enhancing values of human life. Hence experiential research involved a co-
equal relation between two people, reversing the roles of facilitator and
agent, or combining them at the same time. They would support each other
in applying to themselves, on a peer basis, some theory of personal devel-
opment, where any such theory would involve relations between the poten-
tial self, the socially conditioned self, the directing self and the transformed
self. The examples I suggested were co-counselling (Jackins, 1965; Scheff,
1971), transactional analysis (Berne, 1961), bio-energetic analysis (Lowen,
1970). They would also give each other feedback, and together evaluate the
theory in the light of their experience of it.

As well as, or instead of, this personal development approach, they could
explore the ongoing dyadic relation itself and its potential. And both
approaches could be developed by a larger number of people using group
interaction methods. The paper also looked at issues of validity, compared
and contrasted the experiential method with the traditional experimental
method in psychology, and considered their relative advantages and
disadvantages, especially the problem of consensus collusion in experiential
research.

In October 1971 I applied the method, through the Human Potential
Research Project at the University of Surrey, in an adult education 20-week
training course in co-counselling. The training was at the same time an
experiential peer inquiry, including myself, into the theory and practice of
co-counselling. An account of this rudimentary endeavour was published in
the British Journal of Guidance and Counselling (Heron, 1972).

Looking back now on the original paper and this early application of it,
some obvious limitations stand out. While the paper was clear about the
danger of consensus collusion, it had no suggestions about how to counter
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this; nor did it consider any other validity procedures, as they were called
later. It said nothing about research cycling, moving to and fro between
experience and reflection. It considered as topics for inquiry only personal
and interpersonal growth through mutual aid; it did not address social
and political issues such as disempowerment and oppression; nor did it
consider the wider reaches of research that embrace any aspect of the
human condition.

During the seventies I continued to apply the method in rudimentary
form in workshops on a wide range of topics, and as facilitator I was also
the initiating researcher inviting participants to be co-inquirers. These
workshops were run informally in the spirit of co-operative inquiry,
certainly not with any rigour: the participative method was improvisatory,
not highly formalized. As well as personal growth through mutual aid, the
topics included: the elements of human communication and encounter;
intrapsychic states and processes; interpersonal and professional skills;
group dynamic phenomena; altered states of consciousness; peer self-help
networks; peer learning communities; peer review audits of professional
practice (Heron, 1973a, 1973b, 1974a, 1974b, 1974c, 1974d, 1974e, 1975a,
1975b, 1975¢, 1977a, 1977b, 1977¢c, 1977d, 1978a, 1978b, 1978c, 1979).

During this period three developments occurred. The first was an interim
account of experiential research method (Heron, 1977a), which affirmed the
interdependence between phenomenological mapping and intentional
action: between noticing phenomena and trying out new behaviours. The
second was the importance of applying peer experiential research in the
burgeoning field of transpersonal psychology (Heron, 1975b) as a counter
to the dogmatic intuitionism and traditional authoritarianism to which
spiritual experience so readily falls prey. The third was to extend co-
operative inquiry, as a project for the future, to include all aspects of social
life in what I call a self-generating culture (Heron, 1978c¢), as a counter to
prevailing forms of social oppression and dissmpowerment.

A self-generating culture, I should explain in passing, is a society whose
members are in a continuous process of co-operative learning and develop-
ment, and whose forms are consciously adopted, periodically reviewed and
altered in the light of experience, reflection and deeper vision. Its partici-
pants continually recreate it through cycles of collaborative inquiry in
living. It includes several strands: forms of decision-making and political
participation; forms of association; forms of habitation; revisioning a wide
range of social roles; forms of economic organization; forms of ecological
management; forms of education for all ages; forms of intimacy and
parenting; forms of conflict resolution; forms of aesthetic expression and
celebration; forms of transpersonal association and ritual (Heron, 1993a).

In 1978 Peter Reason, John Rowan and I set up the New Paradigm
Research Group in London. Peter had realized in his postgraduate work
that it is impossible to conduct intimate inquiry into human relationships as
an outsider (Reason, 1976). John had distributed in 1976 his seminal paper
‘A dialectical paradigm for research’ (Rowan, 1981). The New Paradigm
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Research Group met every three weeks or so for three years and provided a
major forum for the development of creative thinking and of practical
projects in the field, including my own. It also set the scene for Peter and
John editing their breakthrough work Human Inquiry: A Sourcebook of
New Paradigm Research (Reason and Rowan, 1981a).

I contributed two chapters to this (Heron, 1981a, 1981b). The philo-
sophical one expanded the case for co-operative inquiry in several direc-
tions beyond the 1971 paper, including a new argument from an extended
epistemology, about the interdependence of propositional, practical and
experiential knowledge. The methodological chapter introduced the
snowperson diagram (see Figure 3.1, Chapter 3) and gave a more coherent
account of the stages of the co-operative inquiry cycle, in terms of this
extended epistemology.

Peter and John wrote an important chapter (Reason and Rowan, 1981c)
on issues of validity in new paradigm research, which was influential in my
own thinking. Peter and I then began an active phase of collaboration in
developing together the methodology of co-operative inquiry. We initiated
two inquiries with co-counselling colleagues (Heron and Reason, 1981,
1982). These together with an inquiry I launched in 1981 on altered states
of consciousness (Heron, 1988c), led to a paper of mine on validity in co-
operative inquiry which set out a whole range of validity procedures and
associated skills (Heron, 1982b; revised and restated in Heron, 1988b).
After over a decade of preliminaries, and with the strong creative input of
Peter Reason, co-operative inquiry had acquired an innovative, rigorous
and coherent form.

The next step was to apply the method in a more substantial setting. This
proved to be at the British Postgraduate Medical Federation, University of
London, where I was then Assistant Director. I invited Peter Reason to
join me in initiating with a group of general practitioners a co-operative
inquiry into whole person medicine, which ran from the summer of 1982 to
the summer of 1983 (Heron and Reason, 1985; Reason, 1988c). Peter and I
then started to share the fruits of four years of collaborative thinking and
action, authoring a series of papers presenting co-operative inquiry to a
wider audience (Heron and Reason, 1984, 1986a, 1986b; Heron, 198S5;
Reason, 1986, 1988d; Reason and Heron, 1995).

Since the mid-eighties, the academic centre for co-operative inquiry and
related forms of participative research in the UK has been sustained by
Peter Reason and colleagues, and their Postgraduate Research Group, in
the School of Management at the University of Bath. This centre hosts the
newsletter Collaborative Inquiry, edited by Peter Reason, and annual con-
ferences on participative approaches to inquiry. It has generated a diversity
of research projects, many in the field of professional practice, and two
important books edited by Peter Reason (1988a, 1994a).

The first of these, Human Inquiry in Action, in its introduction and first
two chapters, gives a well-grounded, accessible account of co-operative
inquiry in its developed form. The second, Participation in Human Inquiry,
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includes Peter’s important perspective on participative knowing. Both
include a wide range of research reports by a number of different inquiry
groups. This work, including other approaches to participative inquiry,
became formally constituted in 1994 as the Centre for Action Research in
Professional Practice, directed by Peter Reason. CARPP hosted an
international conference on Quality in Human Inquiry in March 1995,

I left the British Postgraduate Medical Federation at the end of 1985 to
pursue an independent career as consultant, educator, researcher and
writer. In 1989-90 I established a centre in Tuscany, Italy, where I have
initiated three co-operative inquiries in the transpersonal field, and explored
twice in micro-format the shared experience of a self-generating culture. I
have also initiated three transpersonal co-operative inquiries in New
Zealand, where I have been commuting for several months each year. This
work (Heron, 1993b, 1995) will be the subject of a separate volume.

Writing this book gives me an opportunity to bring my version of the
theory and practice of co-operative inquiry into much sharper focus than
hitherto. In doing so, I am conscious at the outset of four main issues,
which T address in the remainder of this chapter:

e The problem of a new orthodoxy.

e The overlap with other forms of participative research.

e The relation between co-operative inquiry and the very broad field of
qualitative research in the social sciences.

e The nature of the inquiry paradigm underlying the method and its
relation with other paradigms.

The problem of a new orthodoxy

It follows from the model of reality as subjective~objective, which I
elaborate in this book, that there is no such thing as the account of co-
operative inquiry, only arn account, including varying degrees of inter-
subjective agreement and disagreement with others who use the method.
However, the more I elaborate and articulate an account, the greater the
danger that it will be construed by the beginner in the field as the account,
which prescribes how to do a co-operative inquiry properly and correctly.

So I here and now disavow that this book is laying down an objective
canon of valid inquiry. I am exploring a subjective—objective canon and this
is a very different matter. The discussion of validity and validity procedures
in this book does not hark back to the outmoded objective stance of
positivism. It is not a masked attempt, as the poststructural critic might
insist, to exert power and authority over the reader and potential inquirer.
It is an attempt to discover, in dialogue with my peers, how I can engage in
co-operative inquiry with integrity. It develops a personal canon which
legitimates, for me, my participation in continuing dialogue. That canon
will and must change as the dialogue proceeds.
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I have waited for over a quarter of a century before writing a compre-
hesive book on my view of co-operative inquiry. One main reason has been
that the method is in such a rudimentary phase of development, and the
challenges it poses to the expansion of human consciousness are so con-
siderable, that it has seemed wiser to explore the lower slopes and issue
only interim short reports. Another reason is the very small number of
reported and published studies using the method; and I am thinking here
only of studies consciously generated from within the ethos of co-operative
inquiry. Even today it is only a score or so; and this is a small database for
winnowing out issues that arise in practice. However, despite the problem
of orthodoxy and the small database, the time has come to issue an
extended report, still from the lower slopes.

The overlap with other forms of participative research

The most obvious overlap is with action research, stemming from the work of
Kurt Lewin. It had its apogee in the 1960s and 1970s, but has been con-
tinuously applied in several fields ever since, especially in higher education. It
involves repeated cycles of planning, acting, observing, reflecting, replanning,-
and so on. It requires in its advanced forms, such as emancipatory action
research (Carr and Kemmis, 1986), a full degree of participation and
collaboration.

In action research, all actors involved in the research process are equal par-
ticipants, and must be involved in every stage of the research process ...
Collaborative participation in theoretical, practical and political discourse is a
hallmark of action research and the action researcher. (Grundy and Kemmis,
1982: 87)

Nevertheless there are very clear differences, of a friendly and non-
competitive kind. Action research is research into current, ongoing practice
by practitioners for practitioners (Zuber-Skerritt, 1992: 11-17). Its focus is
on problem-solving in existing professional performance and related
organizational structures. It disregards theory-building and the generative
power of theory (Cooperrider and Srivastva, 1987). It is not a wide-ranging
research method for inquiring into any aspect or any theory of the human
condition. It has not developed an extended epistemology which enables it
to do this. Nor does it view the full range of human sensibilities as an
instrument of research. And it has not articulated a set of validity pro-
cedures and special skills required for radical, comprehensive experiential
inquiry. It does not work with the complementarity of informative and
transformative engagement with the inquiry domain. In all these
fundamental respects, co-operative inquiry goes beyond the area of overlap.

A related kind of action-oriented research, subject to the same qualifi-
cations, is in one wing of feminist qualitative research, where some feminists
do not want to exploit women as research subjects, but prefer to empower
them to do their own research on what interests them (Olesen, 1994). In the
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most developed form of this approach, women participants become full co-
researchers working together with the initiating researchers on all phases of
the project (Light and Kleiber, 1981; Cancian, 1992; Craddock and Reid,
1993). This openness to explore women’s reality through co-research, to deal
with issues of honouring the diversity of women’s views about women (Hess,
1990), and of giving participants full voice in any account (Fine, 1992),
makes for a unique approach to participative inquiry.

Appreciative inquiry (Cooperrider and Srivastva, 1987) proposes re-
awakening collaborative action research so that it is grounded on a deep
kind of participative, intuitive and appreciative way of knowing, and so
that it includes generative theory as a prime mover in organizational
innovation. This certainly brings it closer to co-operative inquiry. Yet its
epistemology, though extended, is still relatively underdeveloped. It is
restricted to research into organizational life. And it lacks the several
features I have mentioned as requisite for wide-ranging human condition
inquiry.

Participative action research is also an area of overlap. This phrase is
used for liberationist inquiry in underprivileged parts of the third world and
of the developed world. Its task is the ‘enlightenment and awakening of
common people’ (Fals-Borda and Rahman, 1991: vi). It wants to help
people grasp the role of knowledge as an instrument of power and control:
it provides people with knowledge useful for the immediate empowering of
their own action, and raises their consciousness about the way established
authority uses its knowledge for purposes of oppression.

Co-operative inquiry differs from participative action research (PAR) in
the same respects as it does from ordinary action research. Also PAR uses
improvisatory processes of developmental dialogue and collaboration,
rather than any formal cycles of reflection and action. The animator or
initiating researcher is highly educated and motivated, the participants are
relatively uneducated and unmotivated and this affects the whole nature of
their collaboration.

A further difference is that co-operative inquiry is complementary to
PAR on the issue of social oppression and dissmpowerment. The initiating
researcher in PAR goes out from a privileged setting to co-operate with and
help to liberate people in an underprivileged setting, and leaves his or her
own privileged setting unchanged. Co-operative inquirers who are exploring
the first steps in living in a self-generating culture see their privileged setting
as deformed and seek a transformation of it.

Co-operative inquiry overlaps with action science (Argyris and Schon,
1974; Schon, 1983; Argyris et al., 1985), developed as action inquiry by
Torbert (1991). Action inquiry, which I describe in Chapter 2, is concerned
with increased intentionality, cognitive reframing and holistic awareness in
the midst of individual action. As such, it is precisely what is needed in the
action phase of a co-operative inquiry, when each person is busy imple-
menting some action-plan decided on in the prior reflection phase. The
skills of action inquiry are thus a fundamental component of co-operative
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inquiry, but they also reach far beyond it, and have a challenging claim on
any one at any time whether they are part of a co-operative inquiry or not.

My colleague Peter Reason has written a lucid account of co-operative
inquiry, PAR and action inquiry, and of the relations between them. It
concludes with an account of their possible integration, in which a group of
PAR animators constitute a co-operative group inquiring into their PAR
practices, each member of the group engaged in their own local PAR, and
each scrutinizing their individual practice through action inquiry, the data
from which would be shared with, and reflected upon in, the co-operative
inquiry group (Reason, 1994b).

Participants’ involvement in the research process may also be found in
varying degrees in empowering evaluation (Guba and Lincoln, 1989;
Fetterman, 1993), intervention research (Fryer and Feather, 1994), critical
worker research (Kincheloe and McLaren, 1994), some phenomenological
studies (Moustakas, 1994), and some forms of clinical research (Miller and
Crabtree, 1994).

It is essential, in discussing the overlap between co-operative inquiry and
other forms of participative research, to distinguish between the democratiz-
ation of content, which involves all informants in decisions about what the
research is seeking to find out and achieve; and the democratization of
method, which involves participants in decisions about what operational
methods are being used, including those being used to democratize the
content. The overlap is usually restricted to democratization of research
content. It is rare to find any full-blown commitment to collaboration about
research method, although Guba and Lincoln strongly commend it (1989:
260). In practice, it may be reduced to no more than seeking fully informed
consent of all informants to the researcher’s pre-existent or emerging
operational plan, and to modifying the plan in order to obtain such consent.

The relation with qualitative research

Qualitative research, using multiple methodologies, is about other people
studied in their own social setting and understood in terms of the meanings
those people themselves bring to their situation (Denzin and Lincoln, 1994:
2). To say that it is about other people in their own setting is to say one
central thing: the researcher in mainline qualitative research does not
involve informants in decisions about research methodology, about the
design of operational procedures. He or she only seeks to negotiate, with
the people being studied, (1) access to their setting, (2) issues involved in
ongoing management of the research, and (3) the interpretations arrived at.

Co-operative inquiry by contrast does research with other people, who
are invited to be full co-inquirers with the initiating researcher and become
involved in operational decision-making, and is committed to this kind of
participative research design in principle, both politically and epistemolo-
gically. The co-inquirers are also fully involved in decisions about research
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content, that is, about the focus of the inquiry, what it is seeking to find out
and achieve.

Qualitative research is a social science, about other people in their own
social setting; whereas co-operative inquiry is a wide-ranging science about
any aspect of the human condition which a group of co-researchers choose
to explore through the instrumentality of their own experience. It certainly
deals with central social and political issues such as the liberatory trans-
formation of conventional roles, of community life, of organizational
process and structure, of professional practice and of related aspects of a
culture. It also includes innumerable other topics such as: art as a mode of
knowledge, intentional self-healing, participative knowledge of organic and
inorganic forms, altered states of consciousness and many more.

Finally, there is the matter of underlying paradigms. Guba and Lincoln
(1994) propose four basic inquiry paradigms: positivism, postpositivism,
critical theory and constructivism. They have espoused the last of these and
have written widely about it (Lincoln and Guba, 1985; Guba and Lincoln
1989, 1994). Following their lead much qualitative research today is con-
strued as interpretative science within a constructivist paradigm.

Their constructivist ontology is possibly idealist, certainly pluralist and
relativist. The real is a mental construct of individuals and such constructs
do not exist outside the minds that create and hold them (1989: 143); thus
there can be many such constructed realities; and they may be conflicting
and incompatible. Truth is a local consensus about the most sophisticated
construction around and is relative to a given group of people at a given
time and place.

There is an immediate difficulty with the idea that reality is a construction -
within an individual mind. It raises the problem of solipsism, which is an
ironic problem for a science of the Other. For if reality is nothing but
an internal mental construct, no warrant can be given for supposing that the
other people being studied actually exist, let alone for supposing that
the researcher’s view of them adequately represents their own view of their
situation. However, Guba and Lincoln are ambiguous in their account of
constructivism. They also say that the mental constructions are related to
‘tangible entities’, which would thus appear to have some reality inde-
pendent of the constructions (Schwandt, 1994: 134). So their explicit idealist
stance seems to rest on an implicit realism, and leaves the paradigm in a
state of wobble.

The fifth paradigm

Co-operative inquiry rests on a related, but distinct, fifth inquiry paradigm,
that of participative reality, which I discuss in Chapters 9 and 10. This holds
that there is a given cosmos in which the mind creatively participates, and
which it can only know in terms of its constructs, whether affective,
imaginal, conceptual or practical. We know through this active participation
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of mind that we are in touch with what is other, but only as articulated by
all our mental sensibilities. Reality is always subjective-objective: our own
constructs clothe a felt participation in what is present. Worlds and people
are what we meet, but the meeting is shaped by our own terms of reference
(Merleau-Ponty, 1962; Bateson, 1979; Reason and Rowan, 1981c; Spretnak,
1991; Heron, 1992; Varela et al., 1993; Skolimowski, 1994; Reason, 1994a).

In meeting people, there is the possibility of reciprocal participative
knowing, and unless this is truly mutual, we don’t properly know the other.
The reality of the other is found in the fullness of our open relation (Buber,
1937), when we each engage in our mutual participation. Hence the im-
portance of co-operative inquiry with other persons involving dialogue,
parity and reciprocity in all its phases.

This participative paradigm has two wings, the epistemic introduced
above, and the political. The epistemic wing, concerned with truth-values,
is formed by:

e An ontology that affirms a mind-shaped reality which is subjective-
objective: it is subjective because it is only known through the form the
mind gives it; and it is objective because the mind interpenetrates the
given cosmos which it shapes.

e An epistemology that asserts the participative relation between the
knower and the known, and, where the known is also a knower, between
knower and knower. Knower and known are not separate in this inter-
active relation. They also transcend it, the degree of participation being
partial and open to change. Participative knowing is bipolar: empathic
communion with the inward experience of a being; and enactment of its
form of appearing through the imaging and shaping process of
perceiving it.

e A methodology that commends the validation of outcomes through the
congruence of practical, conceptual, imaginal and empathic forms of
knowing among co-operative knowers, and the cultivation of skills that
deepen these forms. It sees inquiry as an intersubjective space, a
common culture, in which the use of language is grounded in a deep
context of nonlinguistic meanings, the lifeworld of shared experience,
necessarily presupposed by agreement about the use of language itself.

The political wing of the participative paradigm, concerned with being-
values, is formed by an axiology, a theory of value which holds that:

e Human flourishing is intrinsically worthwhile: it is valuable as an end
in itself. It is construed as a process of social participation in which
there is a mutually enabling balance, within and between people, of
autonomy, co-operation and hierarchy. It is conceived as interdepen-
dent with the flourishing of the planetary ecosystem.

e What is valuable as a means to this end is participative decision-
making, which enables people to be involved in the making of deci-
sions, in every social context, which affect their flourishing in any way.
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And through which people speak on behalf of the wider ecosystem of
which they are part.

Co-operative inquiry seeks to integrate these two wings by using partici-
pative decision-making to implement the methodology. Also by acknowl-
edging that the quest for validity in terms of well-grounded truth-values is
interdependent with another process which transcends it. This is the
celebration of being-values in terms of flourishing human practice. I
develop this theme in Chapter 9.

The poststructural antiparadigm paradigm

Over against this and any other paradigm, there is to be considered the
antiparadigm stance of extreme poststructuralism (Denzin, 1994; Lincoln
and Denzin, 1994). From this position, any metaphysical paradigm, with
the epistemology that follows from it, is an attempt to set up rules outside a
piece of research, so that these rules can then be called up to validate it.
And these rules are only a mask for the researcher’s desire for political
authority, a desire to assert power over the reader and the wider world.
Poststructural thought, deriving from the deconstruction of Derrida (1976,
1981), rejects the view that any text can have any kind of claim to
epistemological validity, on the grounds that ‘any text can be undone in
terms of its internal structural logic’ (Lincoln and Denzin, 1994: 579).

This account is itself a paradigm, a sceptics’ paradigm, a poststructural
antiparadigm paradigm (PAP), which asserts that all claims to truth in a
text can be undone and thus all claims to truth are disguised bids for power
over the reader. The trouble is that this statement of PAP presumably
applies to itself. Any truth that it claims to have can be undone and
exposed as a hidden bid for power. Hence it is suicidal and nihilistic,
reducing itself and all other forms of textual discourse to competing bids
for raw, purposeless power. Kincheloe and McLaren point out that while
all claims to truth are implicated in relations of power, truth cannot simply
be equated with an effect of power:

Otherwise, truth becomes meaningless and, if this is the case, liberatory praxis
has no purpose other than to win for the sake of winning. (1994: 153)

And Culler (1982) has asserted that deconstruction does not reject proposi-
tional truth but just stresses its contextuality. Wilber, too, has recently had
his say on the matter:
The postmodern poststructuralists, for example, have gone from saying that no
context, no perspective, is final, to saying that no perspective has any advantage

over any other, at which point they careen uncontrollably in their own labyrinth
of ever-receding holons, lost in aperspectival space. (1995: 188)

Poststructural social science seeks its ‘external grounding ... in a com-
mitment to a post-Marxism and a feminism with hope’ (Lincoln and
Denzin, 1994: 579), in ‘morally informed social criticism’ (Denzin, 1994:
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511). This presupposes moral principles which inform the commitment and
the criticism. If moral principles constitute ‘external grounding’, this means
they are somehow valid, justifiable, not arbitrary. So the issue of epistemo-
logical validity has simply moved over from scientific discourse, where it
has been rejected, to moral discourse, where it is tacitly invoked.
Poststructural social science still has to answer the question of how it can
justify, validate, find worthy of belief, the moral principles which inform its
commitment to social justice and empowerment. The problem here is that
any answer it gives will be subject to demolition by its adherence to PAP,
and then morality as well as science will have been crushed in its nihilistic

gnp.

Truth, validity and beyond

Terms like ‘truth’ and ‘validity’ have an excellent and healthy standing in
ordinary discourse, and I do not see why they should be abandoned and
turned into bogeymen in social science, just because they have been given a
limiting definition and application by positivism, and politically used for
unacceptable purposes of social control. This is to confuse their meaning
with the abuse of their meaning.

Truth and validity degenerate in meaning when they are defined in
objectivist terms, and then used to rationalize the pursuit of power, to
provide a mask for political propaganda. But they are not intrinsically
to do either with objectivism or with power and rationalization. They are to
do with human reason, and other ways of knowing. They provide the
preconditions of intelligent inquiry in any domain. And they cannot be
reduced without remainder to central terms within any one particular realm
of discourse. Any attempt to do so has to presuppose they have a meaning
outside the terms of the reduction. Then they creep back into the argument
in tacit, unacknowledged form, causing all kinds of logical and political
trouble.

The challenge after positivism is to redefine truth and validity in ways
that honour the generative, creative role of the human mind in all forms of
knowing. This also means, I believe, taking inquiry beyond justification,
beyond the validation of truth-values, towards the celebration and bodying
forth of being-values, as the transcendent and polar complement to the
quest for validity. I explore this challenge in Chapter 9.

Precursors of the participative paradigm

The participative paradigm underlying co-operative inquiry, outlined above,
has a wide range of precursors. The partial genealogy which follows does
not justify, or provide exact accord with, my version of the paradigm. It
presents the cultural ground out of which it has grown.
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The epistemic wing of the paradigm is about participative knowing. This,
as basic experiential knowing, is bipolar: participation through empathic
communion with the mode of awareness or affectivity of a being; and
participation through imaging, in sensory and extrasensory ways, its form
of appearing.

The interpenetration of knower and known has been a long-standing
thesis of mysticism, East and West: in Taoism, Vedanta, Zen, Mahayana
Buddhism, in Neoplatonism and among Christian mystics. Less radical and
more restricted affirmations of the same participative point are found in
diverse forms in many modern thinkers: Ash, Barfield, Bateson, Bergson,
Berman, Bohm, Bookchin, Buber, Dewey, Freire, Gebser, William James,
Langer, Maslow, Merleau-Ponty, Polanyi, Scheler, Skolimowski, Wahl,
Whitehead, to name but a few.

A first corollary of participative knowing is that knowers can only be
knowers when known by other knowers. Knowing is mutual awakening,
mutual participative awareness. Buber (1937) thought that people only exist
in their fullness in direct, open mutual relation; and that their reality is
found in their relating. In wider social terms, knowing presupposes partici-
pation, through meeting and dialogue, in a culture of shared language,
values, norms and beliefs. There have been a thousand versions of this
going back to Aristotle’s assertion in his Nicomachean Ethics that socializ-
ation is a necessary condition of anyone becoming a rational agent. A
modern variant is Habermas’ notion of the ‘organization of enlightenment’
in critical communities (Habermas, 1978). Wilber (1995) stresses the point
that the intersubjective ‘worldspace’ of shared values and meanings of a
culture is essential to understanding the human condition.

A second corollary is the distinction between explicit and tacit knowl-
edge. To participate in anything explicitly is to participate in everything
tacitly. The whole is thus implicit in the part. This holonomic principle,
found in Buddhist logic (Govinda, 1960; Stcherbatsky, 1962), and a truism
in the mystical traditions cited above, also has its adherents among
theoretical physicists and biophysicists such as Schroedinger (1964, 1969),
von Bertalanffy (1968) and Bohm (1980) as a derivation from holographic
logic and quantum logic (Zukav, 1979). Other thinkers assert that the very
concept of the universe as a whole entails the notion of the mutual
participation of the parts in each other and the whole (Teilhard de Chardin,
1961; Skolimowski, 1985). There is an echo also in the theology of Karl
Rahner (Kelly, 1993) with his notion of ‘unthematic experience’, which is
the inherent openness of the human mind, prior to all education, to the
infinite divine.

A third corollary is the distinction between participative knowing and
alienated nonparticipative knowing in which the knower conceptually splits
subject from object. For the Taoist this is the distinction between natural
knowing and conventional knowing; for the Buddhist between directly
feeling or perceiving the universe and talking ourselves into seeing our
universe, between prajna and vijnana; for Meister Eckhart between
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daybreak knowledge and twilight knowledge; for William James between
immediate or intuitive knowing and conceptual or representative knowing;
for Whitehead between prehension and abstraction; and so on.

A fourth corollary is the idea of three stages of integration. In Feeling
and Personhood (Heron, 1992: 82), I equate these three stages with a
progression from the prepersonal state of the child in its undifferentiated
participative world where it is over-participative and under-individuated,
through ego development where the person is over-individuated and under-
participative, to the transpersonal state where there is a mature integration
of individuating and participative ways of being.

Reason (1994a), following Barfield (1957), Kremer (1992), Wilber (1983)
and others, fashions a broader myth of the historical development of
human consciousness through these three stages. The first stage is that of
‘original participation’ in which people are embedded in their world with
an awareness that is unitive but relatively undifferentiated and unreflective.
The second stage, reaching a peak in Western industrial societies, is that of
‘unconscious participation’, when the differentiated ego emerges but
becomes alienated and controlling because it not only transcends original
participation but represses it. This leads to the dualistic separation of
subject from object, and the fragmentation of positivist inquiry. The third
stage is one of ‘future participation’ towards which we are now moving and
which involves a dialectical interplay between a re-awakened unitive, and
an enlightened differentiated, awareness. Reason underlines strongly the
feminist account of this story:

From a feminist perspective, this story of human development in the West is a
story of a masculine path. It is clear that the evolution of the Western mind has
been a masculine project (Tarnas, 1991) and has been founded on the repression
of the feminine — not only the repression of the undifferentiated consciousness of
original participation, but also of the feminine wisdom principle, personified in
the figure of Sophia who, as Long shows (1992) originally stood alongside and
ultimately contained the masculine deity. Feminist writers argue that women in
industrial societies carry the muted voice of participative consciousness within
patriarchal culture and are aware of the violence done to human and planetary
relationships by loss of participation, hierarchy and alienation. Modern feminist
scholarship points to potential differences between women and men in styles of
thinking and valuing (Marshall, 1993). Thus Gilligan (1982) writes of the
importance of relationship and Miller (1976) of affiliation as central to women’s
identity. Belenky and her colleagues (Belenky et al., 1986; Goldberger et al.,
1987) have explored women’s ways of knowing and emphasize the importance of
dialogue, reciprocity and co-operation. Eco-feminists have asserted the parallels
between the oppression of women and the destruction of the planet (Plant, 1989).
While this work is important for women in developing their authentic identity in
Western society, it is also crucial for humanity as a whole in showing that
alienation from participation is not necessarily at the foundation of human
consciousness. (Reason, 1994a: 23-4)

The historical precursor of the three-stage model is nineteenth century
German idealism in the work of Schelling and Hegel, who saw spirit
manifesting first as objective nature, then as subjective mind and finally in
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the unification of the two. Wilber (1995) makes much of this in his
distinction between the eco camp and the ego camp and the call for their
transpersonal integration.

A fifth corollary is holism of inquiry, in which the researchers’ con-
clusions and applications are grounded in their own participative knowing.
Holistic method, the interplay within the co-inquirers of thought and
experience, has as its precursor the tradition of experiential learning where
‘the learner is directly in touch with the realities being studied’ (Keeton and
Tate, 1978: 2). Key contributors here have been John Dewey (1938) in
higher education, and Kurt Lewin (1952) in training and organizational
development (Kolb, 1984). Lewin transformed the experiential learning
cycle of Dewey into systematic action research, which, however, fell far
short of a wide-ranging human condition inquiry model.

Participative knowing and its corollaries spring from the epistemic wing
of the paradigm. There is also the political wing, based on an axiological
theory about the intrinsic value of human flourishing, in individual and
social life, in terms of an enabling balance of autonomy, co-operation and
hierarchy; and about participative decision-making in every social context
as a means to this end.

One corollary here is the asymmetrical interdependence between thought
and action. Thought supports and validates action, in the sense that valid
action presupposes a reflective grasp of standards and rules of practice.
Action consummates and fulfils thought, completes it through manifes-
tation. Action in the form of reshaping our worlds — economically,
technologically, ecologically, aesthetically, politically, socially — is the end
of thought, thought is not the end of action; this is the basic asymmetry.

In terms of cosmic philosophy, Plato is the classic progenitor: the tran-
scendent archetypal realm of Forms, divine thought, is made more
complete by its manifestation in the physical world; similarly with Plotinus
(Wilber, 1995). Dewey (1929) is one modern precursor with his view that
knowledge is an instrument for action rather than an object of disinterested
contemplation. Macmurray (1957) expressed the asymmetry more cogently:
a person can’t exist as a thinking subject, but only as an agent in whom all
human capacities are employed. A person as thinking subject exists in and
for the person as agent; so action includes thought but not vice versa, and
thought is for the action which consummates it. Pragmatism as a theory of
truth is not a precursor: I reject any genealogy of pragmatism in this
epistemological sense, and explain this in Chapter 9.

A second corollary is that of universal political rights. This is an
advanced version of the more limited and widely accepted human right of
any person to political membership of their community, that is, to
participate in the framing and working of political institutions. The
universal version comes to the fore when every social situation of decision-
making is regarded as political. Then we have the all-pervasive right of
persons to participate in any decision-making that affects the fulfilment of
their needs and interests, the expression of their preferences and values.
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This right to political participation in the universal sense is on an unidenti-
fied march throughout the world, claiming attention not only in political
institutions, but, in piecemeal fashion, in the family, in education, in
medicine, in industry, in other arenas, and now in research. To my knowl-
edge it has nowhere been clearly stated and acknowledged in its all-
inclusive, universal and uncompromising form.

The precursor here is the doctrine of human rights originating in
Renaissance humanism with the idea of the free and self-determining
human person. Locke and Kant translated this into the political terms of
the liberal state whose task is to protect its citizens’ rights. Classical human
rights include freedom of religion, conscience, expression of opinion, press,
association, disposal of property, equality before the law, security of the
person, and political membership of the community. The doctrine has been
expanded in this century to include new social, economic and cultural
rights, and versions of the doctrine occur in international documents such
as the United Nations’ Universal Declaration of Human Rights of 1948,
and the European Convention on Human Rights of 1953, as well as in
several national constitutions. All of this, admirable as it is, still falls far
short of acknowledging the human right to political participation in the
universal sense, which in principle subsumes practically all other rights.

A third corollary is that action manifests personal value or the suppres-
sion of it. Every choice, every decision to do something, stems from a
personal preference, or from a pseudo-preference when a personal prefer-
ence is suppressed or unidentified. Every authentic preference involves an
explicit or implicit vision of a valued way of life or of some aspect of it. In
this sense, action, as the expression of preference, manifests personal values.

Action relates to the doings of purposive agents. Aristotle distinguished
poiesis, what a person does, from pathos, what merely happens to him or
her. Parsons (1957) suggested that the concept of an action includes an
agent with goals and alternative means who is in partial control of a
situation, who is governed by values for the goals, by norms for the means
and by beliefs about the situation. What is overriding here are the values
for the goals of action. Thus Macmurray (1957) said values were constitu-
tive of action, inherent in its nature. Recent work on emotional intelligence
(Goleman, 1995) shows that effective choice is rooted in emotional values.

A fourth corollary is that autonomous preference precedes authentic co-
operative choice. In any negotiation preceding a co-operative choice, each
agent needs to identify and state his or her preferences, and where relevant
their underlying values, otherwise real co-operation is not possible.

A fifth corollary is about research subjects’ political rights. Every human
subject in a piece of social science research has a right to participate
actively, directly or through representation, in decisions about the research
design. This is so that each subject can have the opportunity to identify,
own and manifest his or her personal values in and through the design; can
therefore be present as a fully human person in the study; and can avoid
being misrepresented by the researcher’s implicit value system.
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Every unilateral design decision of a social researcher imposes personal
preferences and values on those being studied and is thus oppressive and
disempowering, however enlightened the values. Nor is it sufficient only to
seek the passive assent of those being studied to the unilateral design: this is
simply to ask them to collude with their oppressors. The subjects studied
then settle for their own pseudo-preferences, while their own authentic
preferences remain unasked for and unidentified.

The unilateral controlling relationship between researcher and researched
has been questioned on and off over the years (Jourard, 1967; Miller, 1969;
Argyris, 1970; Haney et al., 1973; Rowan, 1974; Warr, 1977). And feminist
researchers have confronted the gender aspect of unilateral control (Eagley,
1987; Leonard, 1984). Earlier in this chapter, I cited action science, forms
of action research and of feminist research, which, as well as co-operative
inquiry, seek to abandon this kind of dominion; and I referred to some
other forms of participative research moving in this direction.

The question of data

In the chapters that follow, when I use the term ‘data’ in the context of
discussing various features of co-operative inquiry, I shall invariably use it
with the verb ‘to generate’. Thus I shall speak of the inquirers ‘generating
data’. What I mean to imply by this is that the inquirers are shaping their
experience of the given cosmos. The data does not lie about in ready-made
form: it is the fruit of active construing by the mind, of its creative trans-
action with the ‘primordial ontological datum’ of the universe (Skolimowski,
1994: 177).



2
Research Method and Participation

This chapter defines, and gives simple reasons for using, the research method
of co-operative inquiry in terms of the two basic kinds of participation,
epistemic and political, introduced in the previous chapter. These are also
used to identify the other principal research methods in the human sciences,
with some of the problematic issues that arise for each. In ordinary
language, I take an overview of research with people, research on people,
research about people, with some concluding thoughts relating to research

Sfor people.

Participative research with people

Co-operative inquiry is a form of participative, person-centred inquiry
which does research with people not on them or about them. It breaks down
the old paradigm separation between the roles of researcher and subject. In
traditional research in the human sciences these roles are mutually
exclusive: the researcher only contributes the thinking that goes into the
project — conceiving it, designing it, managing it and drawing knowledge
from it — and the subjects only contribute the action to be studied.

In co-operative inquiry this division is replaced by a participative rela-
tionship among all those involved. This participation can be of different
kinds and degrees. In its most complete form, the inquirers engage fully in
both roles, moving in cyclic fashion between phases of reflection as co-
researchers and of action as co-subjects. In this way they use reflection and
action to refine and deepen each other. They also adopt various other
procedures to enhance the validity of the process and its outcomes.

The defining features of co-operative inquiry, I believe, are:

e All the subjects are as fully involved as possible as co-researchers in al/
research decisions — about both content and method — taken in the
reflection phases.

e There is intentional interplay between reflection and making sense on
the one hand, and experience and action on the other.

e There is explicit attention through appropriate procedures to the
validity of the inquiry and its findings.

e There is a radical epistemology for a wide-ranging inquiry method that
can be both informative about and transformative of any aspect of the
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human condition accessible to a transparent body-mind, that is, one
that has an open, unbound awareness.
e There are as well as validity procedures a range of special skills suited
to such all-purpose experiential inquiry.
e The full range of human sensibilities is available as an instrument of
inquiry.
Wilber (1995), in a work which is anomalous in its upper reaches, proposes
in its lower reaches a useful though oversimplified model for understanding
the human condition. It has four essential ingredients: cultural intersub-
jectivity, social structure and function, individual subjectivity, and indi-
vidual behaviour. The first and second are social; the third and fourth are
individual. The first and third involve interior experience; the second and
fourth involve exterior observation. Co-operative inquiry integrates these
four components within the inquiry process. It also grounds them in a fifth
domain which Wilber does not fully articulate in his model, but bunches
together with the intersubjective space of culture and language.

This is the realm of integral, lived experience which is both prelinguistic
and continuously extralinguistic. It is, through empathic communion, a
world of shared primary meaning. This tacit, intersubjective, participative
pre-understanding of our world is presupposed by our agreement about the
use of language, and is continuously transformed into secondary, concep-
tual meaning by our use of language. It is a fifth domain underpinning all
the other four, because these four are constructs which arise out of it, with
the emergence of language and its principal pronouns: we, our, I, it.

Epistemic and political participation

There are two complementary kinds of participation involved in co-
operative inquiry. There is epistemic participation to do with the relation
between the knower and the known. The researchers as knowers participate
and get involved as subjects in the experiences that are to be known and
that are the focus of the inquiry. Furthermore, the subjects’ experiences
involve forms of knowing that participate in that to which these forms
relate.

And there is political participation to do with the relation between people
in the inquiry and the decisions that affect them. The subjects, those who
provide information about themselves, also participate as researchers in the
thinking and decision-making that generates, manages and draws knowl-
edge from the whole research process.

The reasons for epistemic participation are:

e Propositions about human experience that are the outcome of the
research are of questionable validity if they are not grounded in the
researchers’ experience.

e The most rigorous way to do this is for the researchers to ground the
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statements directly in their own experience as co-subjects, where this
experience itself involves a deep kind of participative knowing. They
can, of course, also use data of a more traditional nature.

e This rigour is called for by the human condition, which is one of shared
and dialogic embodiment. The researchers can’t get outside, or try to get
outside, the human condition in order to study it. They can only study it
through their own embodiment, through the full range of their human
sensibilities, in a relation of reciprocal participation and dialogue with
others similarly engaged. Such an inquiry is an experiential, intersub-
jective culture, using language. This means, as a context for agreeing
about the use of language, that the researchers share a nonlinguistic
understanding of their being in a world, generated through empathic
resonance with each other’s lived experience.

The notion of knowing through participation lies at the core of the co-
operative inquiry paradigm: I have that quality of attention so that I may be
with you, alongside you, empathizing with you; and yet not losing myself in -
confluence with you because the dialogue between us both bridges and
preserves our differences. (Reason, 1988d: 219)

e This enables the researchers to come to know not just the external
forms, individual and collective, of worlds and people, but also the
inner prehension, affect, modes of awareness of these forms.

If the researchers are not subjects of their own research, they generate
conclusions that are not properly grounded either in their own or in their
subjects’ personal experience, as in traditional quantitative research; or they
try to ground them exclusively in their subjects’ embodied experience, as in
traditional qualitative research. I discuss the problematic nature of these
two alternatives below.

The reasons for political participation are:

e Persons have a human right to participate in decisions about research
design (including its management and the conclusions drawn from it),
the purpose of which is to formulate knowledge about them.

e This gives them the opportunity to identify and express their own
preferences and values in the design.

e It empowers them to flourish as fully human persons (Heron, 1992) in
the study and to be represented as such in the conclusions.

e It avoids their being disempowered, oppressed and misrepresented by
the researcher’s values implicit in any unilateral research design.

This right is a particular application of the fundamental human right of
people to participate in decisions that concern and affect them. The
democratization of research management is as much a human rights issue
as the democratization of government at national and local levels. This
right of research subjects to participate in research decision-making has, as
its correlate, the matching duty of researchers to encourage, educate and
empower their subjects to exercise it. To generate knowledge about persons
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Table 2.1 Kinds and degrees of participation

Researcher Subject
Political participation: A Full Full
involvement in research B Full Partial
thinking and decision-making C Full Nil
Epistemic participation: D Full Full
involvement in experience and E Partial Full
action being researched F Nil Full

without their full participation in deciding how to generate it, is to
misrepresent their personhood and to abuse by neglect their capacity for
autonomous intentionality. It is fundamentally unethical.

If research subjects do not exercise their right to self-determination with
respect to research decision-making, and if they are required to produce
behaviour according to a research protocol in which they have had no say,
then they are not present in that behaviour as fully functioning, self-
directed persons, but as conformist, other-directed subpersons. They are
asked to acquiesce in being oppressed and disempowered by imposed values
and norms. The research is thus not telling us anything at all about real
human personhood. This is the case with traditional quantitative research.
And while traditional qualitative research does seek io study people’s own
behaviour in their own settings, the authenticity of their acquiescence and
of their behaviour in the study is compromised by the researchers’
unilateral design of it.

Though epistemic and political participation are quite distinct and
cannot be reduced to each other, they are also closely interlinked. The
political participation by subjects in research decision-making empowers
their epistemic integration. And epistemic participation by researchers in
the experiences that are the focus of the inquiry involves political engage-
ment with the subjects. There can be different degrees of these two kinds of
participation, and mapping them out, as in Table 2.1, provides a basis for
classifying a whole range of research methods in the human sciences. A
particular method is defined by taking any one of the three political rows,
A, B or C, and combining it with any one of the three epistemic rows, D, E
or F.

Full form co-operative inquiry

Combining rows A and D in Table 2.1 provides the complete form of co-
operative inquiry in which all those involved are both co-researchers and
co-subjects in full measure, as shown in Table 2.2, In this form, as I have
described above, the separation, both epistemic and political, between
researcher and subject breaks down, everyone alternating between the roles
of co-researcher and co-subject, between making sense of data and gener-
ating it through action.
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Table 2.2 Full form co-operative inquiry

Researcher Subject
Participation in decisions Full Full
Participation in experience Full Full

Table 2.3  Partial form co-operative inquiry

Researcher Subject
Participation in decisions Full Full
Participation in experience Partial Full

What does not, however, break down is the difference, at the outset of
the inquiry, in methodological know-how and facilitative guidance, between
the initiating researcher and the other co-researchers. Working to break
down this difference in the interests of both authentic participation and
good-quality inquiry is one of the major challenges of co-operative inquiry,
and its highly vulnerable Achilles’ heel. I will return to this issue several
times in the chapters ahead.

Partial form co-operative inquiry

As well as this full form, there is a partial form of co-operative inquiry. It
is, more precisely, a form that is not quite full. In this everyone is involved
as co-researchers in the research reflection, and almost all are fully involved
as co-subjects in the experience that is being researched. But the one or two
initiating researchers are only partially involved as co-subjects, because, as
external consultants to the inquiry group, they are not members of the
profession or organization in which the research action is focused. This is
shown in Table 2.3, which combines rows A and E from Table 2.1.

In a partial form co-operative inquiry, the initiating researchers, as
external consultants, introduce co-operative inquiry to a group of pro-
fessionals, or a group of staff in some organization, who want to focus the
inquiry on some aspect of their professional or organizational work. The
initiating researchers educate group members to become full co-researchers,
and continue to participate in research reflection with the group on a peer
basis throughout the inquiry. However, since the initiating researchers are
not members of the same profession or organization as the inquiry group,
they get involved only partially in the action phases.

This partial involvement as co-subjects can have at least two different
forms, of which I give examples in the next chapter. The initiators may
become analogous co-subjects, that is, they research something similar in
their own professional work or organizational setting. Or they may make
occasional visits to the workplace of inquiry group members for participant
observation or unstructured interviews and dialogue. In this case their
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generation of data is secondary to that of the co-subjects who are fully
immersed in the action focus of the inquiry. Or they could do both of these
things.

There are a range of qualitative research methods which are relatives of
this partial form of co-operative inquiry, and I mentioned them in the
previous chapter in the section on overlap. In these methods, the initiating
researchers and participants collaborate, more or less, on some aspects of
research thinking and planning. The participants are fully involved in the
research action, but the initiating researchers will only marginally be en-
gaged as ethnographers, unless they are active members of the participant
culture or organization within which they are conducting the research.

These methods differ from co-operative inquiry in that the participants
are involved mainly in decisions about research content, rather than
research method. The methods are also more limited in their range of
application, and in the scope of the paradigm that underlies them.

Supported action inquiry

A restricted but valuable kind of co-operative inquiry is one in which
person A supports, facilitates and supervises the development of self-
determination of person B, usually within some specified social role; and in
which this development of self-determination is for B an intentional action
inquiry. Thus person B is a researcher of his own experience and action,
what Cunningham calls experiential research (Cunningham, 1988), and
what Torbert calls action science or action inquiry (Torbert, 1991).

Person A is the initiating researcher who proposes the action inquiry to B
and educates B in the use of it. Once B has got the hang of it, B is the
primary researcher of his or her own behaviour and A is only a partial co-
researcher. A has a secondary, supportive role, participating with B in
regular reflection phases, discussing and facilitating ways in which B can
make sense of past action and prepare for future ones, and make more
congruent the interaction of B’s goals, strategies, actions, outcomes and
context. And person A is not involved as co-subject at all, except in the
sense that the support situation will in some respects mirror the inquiry
situation as in all supervision arrangements. This restricted form, which I
call supported action inquiry, is shown in Table 2.4, the first row of which
is not included in Table 2.1.

This is stretching the use of the Researcher and Subject headings in the
table, since the ‘Subject’ becomes the full researcher and the ‘Researcher’,
having launched the ‘Subject’, supports and facilitates him or her and is a
very secondary researcher.

A good example of this approach is Robert Krim doing action inquiry
on his own management style, having been initiated into action inquiry
by Bill Torbert and having regular supervision sessions with Torbert
(Krim, 1988).
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Table 2.4 Supported action inquiry

Researcher Subject
Participation in decisions Partial Full
Participation in experience Nil Full

Table 2.5 Traditional quantitative research

Researcher Subject
Participation in decisions Full Nil
Participation in experience Nil Full

Supported action inquiry can be used by tutors supporting student
autonomy in learning, doctors supporting intentional self-healing and self-
help in patients, managers supporting employee self-determination at the
site of work, parents supporting teenager autonomy, and so on. It has a
great future. However, since it is tangential to co-operative inquiry, I don’t
explore it further in this book.

In the next three chapters, I go into the various types, features and stages
of co-operative inquiry in more detail. Here I will review other research
methods used in the human sciences, in terms of the different degrees of
epistemic and political participation which are involved in them, together
with some of the problematic issues which arise.

Quantitative research on people

The combination of rows C and F in Table 2.1 yields classic old paradigm
research, in which the researcher does all the research thinking and
decision-making and the subject does none of it; and in which the subject
undertakes all the experience relevant to the inquiry, and the researcher is
involved in none of it. This is shown in Table 2.5.

This is doing research on people in the traditional, positivist and quanti-
tative mould. The researcher designs the project unilaterally, manages it
directively without consulting the subjects, and does not in any way engage
in the behaviour that is being researched. The conclusions about the
subjects’ behaviour are drawn exclusively by the researcher in terms of his
or her own categories and theoretical constructs; and they are never
checked with the subjects. These categories and constructs precede the
research, define it and are held constant throughout it.

Quantitative methods include: true experiments in which matched sub-
jects are randomly assigned to experimental and control groups; quasi
experiments that use nonrandomized designs such as non-equivalent control
group designs and time series designs; single case experimental designs;
surveys, including cross-sectional and longitudinal studies using ques-
tionnaires or structured interviews.
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Problems for traditional quantitative research

This way of doing research on people is problematic on two main grounds.
On the political front, it ignores the human right, elaborated earlier in this
chapter, of persons to participate in decisions that seek to gather knowledge
about them. It also ignores the correlative duty of researchers to encourage
their subjects to do so. In the experimental format, subjects assent to being
subjects for the given research topic, usually being unaware of the dis-
empowering collusion involved in their acquiescence. Everything they do,
the purpose for which they do it, and the conclusions drawn from their
having done it, are all under the exclusive control of the researcher. Thus
the research subjects are also political subjects of an authoritarian ruler,
who may be benign but who has a blithe disregard for their human rights.
The ethically suspect nature of this relationship was pointed out long ago
by Argyris (1970).

This means, further, that the behaviour being researched is not that of
fully self-determining persons, but of conformist subpersons. Persons have
the capacity to be self-directing. This is evident, as I argued in the last
chapter, from the behaviour of any kind of researcher who breaks new
ground, and thus transcends the predictable with creative advance. But if a
researcher is both in principle and practice self-directing, he must extend
the same model to his subjects and study them when they are fully in their
personhood as self-directing beings. And for subjects to be truly self-
directing within the research means that they contribute to the thought and
decision that designs it, manages it and shapes their behaviour as subjects.

On the epistemic front, traditional quantitative research on people pro-
duces propositional knowledge in terms of theoretical constructs that are
experientially ungrounded. They are not grounded in the experience of the
researchers, who do not get involved in the experience which is the focus of
the research. And they are not grounded in the experience of the subjects,
since while this is the focus of the research, the subjects have never been
consulted about, or involved in any way in the selection of, the constructs
which are used to make sense of their experience. There is thus a yawning
gap of untested relevance between the researchers’ constructs and the
subjects’ experience which the constructs are supposed to illumine. The
more the research focuses on matters of deep human concern and signifi-
cance, the more grave these political and epistemic limitations become.

Qualitative research about people

The combination of rows B and E in Table 2.1 yields a research method in
which the researchers are fully but not exclusively involved in the research
thinking: they invite the subjects to be partially involved in it. And while
the subjects are fully engaged in the behaviour that is being researched, the
researchers are also partially involved with it. This is classic qualitative
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Table 2.6 Traditional qualitative research

Researcher Subject
Participation in decisions Full Partial
Participation in experience Partial Full

research, shown in Table 2.6, which includes ethnography and participant
observation, grounded theory methodology, case studies, phenomenological
studies, ethnomethodology, symbolic interactionism, interpretative practice,
biographical method and related strategies (Janesick, 1994). What these
approaches have in common is the study of people in situ in their own
social setting, and the understanding of them in terms of their own
categories and constructs.

In terms of research thinking and decision-making, mainstream quali-
tative research projects are designed unilaterally by the researcher. Recent
texts for graduate students on qualitative research design make no pro-
vision of any kind for the inclusion of subjects or informants in design
decisions; nor is the issue of such participation anywhere discussed
(Erlandson et al., 1993; Creswell, 1994; Marshall and Rossman, 1995).

The ongoing management of the research is also typically in the hands of
the researcher, although this will involve negotiation with, and may invite
feedback from, the subjects, since the research is conducted in the subjects’
own natural setting. In drawing knowledge from the project, the researcher
seeks to understand the subjects and their behaviour in terms of the
subjects’ own perspectives. These progressively emerge and become clarified
as the research process unfolds. Above all, the researcher’s account of the
subjects’ perspectives is validated and checked with the subjects themselves.
This is the main part of the research thinking in which the subjects are
involved; and it is regarded as the most important way of establishing the
credibility of the research (Lincoln and Guba, 1985; Erlandson et al., 1993).
But the basic interpretative models and operational methods used are not
designed collaboratively with the subjects.

In qualitative studies, the researcher does not engage fully in the behav-
iour that is being studied, but does engage in fieldwork, that is, visits the
natural setting where the behaviour occurs and is a participant observer
and data gatherer of the subjects’ perspectives and behaviour in that
setting. A participant observer can get more or less involved in the activities
of the social situation which he or she is observing, but is still only a partial
participant in it.

Qualitative research about people is a half-way house between exclusive,
controlling research on people and fully participatory research with people.
The more it involves subjects in the full range of issues involved in research
decision-making, not only about content issues but also about operational
methods, and the more fully researchers participate in the cultures they are
studying, the more it shifts in the direction of co-operative inquiry. Guba
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and Lincoln, in their account of fourth generation evaluation, point the
way toward this shift:

Fourth generation evaluation mandates that the evaluator move from the role of
controller to that of collaborator. The evaluator must share control, however
much that appears to threaten the ‘technical adequacy’ of the evaluation. That is,
the evaluator must solicit and honor stakeholder inputs not only about the
substance of constructions but also with respect to the methodology of the
evaluation itself. (Guba and Lincoln, 1989: 260)

Problems for traditional qualitative research

Traditional qualitative research is problematic on the same two fronts as
traditional quantitative research, although less so. On the political front, it
has not grasped the right of informants to participate in formulating the
research design, so that they can manifest fully their values in the way
knowledge about them is generated. The great majority of its projects are
still unilaterally shaped by the researchers, however emergent that shape
may be. It is not aware that this approach, even at its most empathic and
benign, subtly oppresses the informants, who are enmeshed in a discreet
web of imported values implicit in every design thread the researcher spins.

Some qualitative research, of which I gave a few examples in Chapter 1,
is concerned not just to understand, but also to empower, informants. But
there are two levels at which such empowerment can occur. The first is
when informants are liberated by a research design to voice their own views
and values and to act in ways they judge to be productive. The second and
higher-order level is when informants are empowered by being initiated in,
and by collaborating in, the research design itself and the values embodied
in it. The first without the second is something of a contradiction: it means
informants are being empowered at level one through not being empowered
at level two. They are liberated on the ground floor while being excluded
from participating, on the upper floor, in shaping the methodology of
liberation and the values it manifests. This is empowerment under the aegis
of subtle benign oppression.

In general, whether the method is empowering or not, there is a dearth of
any really full-blown, second level collaboration in qualitative research.
This is why there is such an emphasis on gaining access to the research site.
Part of this no doubt involves a genuine concern about the interpersonal
and ethical issues of gathering knowledge about people in their natural
setting. But part of it comes over as a rationalization of something more
surreptitious, of which the researchers themselves are barely aware. This is
to do with luring gatekeepers and informants into being studied by a design
in which they are not invited to collaborate, and to which, at best, they are
only invited to give informed consent.

Mainline qualitative research does seek to find out, by participant obser-
vation and data-gathering, about people who are being, to varying degrees,
self-determining within their natural setting. And it does seek to make
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credible its conclusions about all this by checking them with those con-
cerned. But there are problems.

If T am simply the respondent to your unilateral research design, I may
tell you a great tale which could be a packet of conscious or unconscious
lies. Whereas if I were your active co-researcher, I would be challenged to
test my assertions in the crucible of aware action. Correlatively, if you, the
researcher, have got me, the informant, to agree to being other-directed by
you with respect to the methods by which (and often the purposes for
which) I am being researched, you have undermined my self-determination
as an informant. You have cajoled me into ignoring my right to have a
powerful say in how and why I will be researched. My authenticity as a
self-determining being in any of our interactions and interviews is subtly
compromised. '

If you say, however, that you do not want to research my authentic self-
determination in action in my setting, but me as a person who is less than
self-determining, then your research is psychologically oppressive, socially
exploitative and ethically offensive.

It is clearly offensive to interpret a research subject’s behaviour in terms
of methods, categories and information to which the subject doesn’t have
access throughout the research, but which, if the subject did know about,
would empower him or her to be more self-determining. Intentionally to
keep people in ignorance of aids to their own betterment, for the purposes
of doing research about them, is exploitative. It is better to do research
with them, so that they can explore these aids from the outset in a self-
directed way. The alienated and unawakened nature of this stance in
qualitative research is well illustrated in the following passage from.Denzin:

In a certain sense, interpretive studies hope to understand the subject better than
she understands herself. Often interpretations are formed that subjects would not
give to their actions. This is so because the researcher is often in a position to see
things the subject cannot see. The full range of factors that play on an indi-
vidual’s experience is seldom apparent to them. The interpreter has access to a
picture of the subject’s life that the subject often lacks. The interpreter also has a
method of interpretation that the subject seldom has.

The only concession Denzin makes to the cognitive rights of the subject is
that:

The interpretations that are developed about a subject’s life, however, must be
understandable to the subject. If they are not, they are unacceptable. (Denzin,
1989: 65)

In other words, the researcher’s superior knowledge about the subject is
unacceptable if the subject can’t understand it, but still acceptable if the
subject is denied access to co-operating with the researcher in its use. Of
course, this all assumes the researcher’s interpretation is superior; and this
can always be doubted if the subjects have had no say in framing its
premises.
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On the epistemic front, traditional qualitative research does strive to
produce propositional knowledge in terms of theoretical constructs that are
grounded in relevant experience. These constructs may marginally be
grounded in the researchers’ own experience of the subjects’ culture, to the
extent that the researchers participate in that culture. But because it is
marginal, this kind of limited researcher grasp of the visited culture is very
secondary to the subjects’ indigenous grasp of it. So the researchers mainly
seek — by observation, informal dialogue, structured interview, written
records, visual evidence and member checks — to ground their constructs in
their subjects’ experience. But, once again, the adequacy and relevance of
this grounding is suspect if the subjects are not invited to contribute to
decisions about how, and for what purpose, data is gathered about their
experience, and about what interpretative schema will be applied.

Furthermore, there is something odd about researchers wanting to
ground their own interpretative models in other people’s social experience,
while ignoring ever present opportunities for more fully and reliably
grounding theory either (1) in the researchers’ own indigenous social con-
ditions or (2) in others’ conditions where the others have a full say, with the
researchers, in framing relevant models and operational procedures.

The qualitative researcher may say that there must be a place for
studying people just as they are in their own setting, so that we can learn
about the extraordinary diversity of human social life. But inviting people
to participate in designing a study about them doesn’t put a stop to any of
this. It just means you study people as they are in their own setting, only
more so because of the extra dimension of their reflexivity and creative
intentionality.

If the researcher then says that many people are just too busy with their
various enterprises to be able or willing to participate in designing a study
of themselves, the answer can only be that that is for them to decide.
Moreover, a great deal depends on how they are asked.

Research for people

Who does the researcher in the human sciences do the research for? The
notion of doing research for people does not identify a research method; it
spotlights fundamental issues in the sociology of knowledge. Knowledge is
power, and can be used for control as power over people, for sharing as
power with people, and for delegation and giving away as power to people.
But first, a bit more about who research is for.

You may do research for yourself, both because it is an intrinsically
interesting process and because the knowledge it yields is interesting, useful
or empowering to you. You may do research for others because the
knowledge it yields is interesting, useful or empowering to them. This last
statement is ambiguous. It could mean you do research for others because
they can use it to enhance and empower their own lives and/or the lives of
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more people. Or it could mean you do research for others because it is useful
to them in controlling, dominating and manipulating their subordinates.

You may do research for some funding agency or organization, in order
to make money and acquire social status. And you may do research for
your masters in a higher education institution such as a university in order
to win their approval, advance your own academic career, and, above all,
maintain the academic status quo. The influence on research of the aca-
demic status quo is what I want to discuss here in more detail.

The academic status quo

Research in the human sciences is very much an academic pursuit, based
in and originating from universities. Universities are still Aristotelian
institutions, committed to intellectual excellence as the highest end of man
(not, for Aristotle at any rate, women). They are also committed to intellect
as the controlling force in individual and social life, and to the pre-
eminence of propositional knowledge, a set of intellectual statements
published in systematic form.

Their educational model, with an increasing number of honourable
exceptions in particular schools and departments, is still predominantly
authoritarian. Staff unilaterally make all educational decisions on behalf of
their students. They decide what their students shall learn, how and when
they shall learn it, and assess whether they have learnt it. Undergraduate
students have no say at all in determining the objectives and programme of
learning, the teaching and learning methods to be used, the pacing of their
learning, the criteria of assessment, or the conduct of assessment.

Universities have a strong vested interest in maintaining this unilateral
social control of student learning and assessment. It secures incoming
waves of anxious students compulsively seeking its imprimatur. Academic
staff can float upon these waves exercising dissociated intellectual command
and control. They do not need to acquire the kind of emotional and
interpersonal competence necessary for empowering students (1) to learn
more holistically and (2) to participate in educational decisions thereby
becoming progressively more self-determining with respect to their
objectives, programme, pacing, learning methods, and assessment.

Authoritarian collusion between teaching and research

This model of authoritarian control which staff use for educating their
students is transferred unawarely into their research. They exercise the same
kind of unilateral control and decision-making about the design and
management of research on or about their human subjects, as they do
about the design and management of teaching their students. Research and
teaching are the twin pillars of academic life. If staff were to introduce self-
determination among their subjects with respect to research design, they
would be faced with the implicit challenge of launching it among their
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students with regard to the curriculum. The whole established structure of
university power over would be threatened.

This is one of the reasons why quantitative methods entirely, and
qualitative methods predominantly, do not use front-end political partici-
pation, that is, the involvement of subjects in research design. The
justification of this, quite apart from outmoded notions of bias and
objectivity, is that the intellectual expertise involved is too sophisticated.
This view, however, is patronizing to the subjects and either lazy or
arrogant on the part of the researchers. And if it is literally the case that the
design expertise is too esoteric for subjects to grasp, too complicated to
honour their right to participate in decisions being made for gathering
knowledge about them, then the fault lies with the alienated and alienating
design.

Extension of human rights

We live in an age in which the doctrine of human rights is moving forward
inexorably, if painfully and slowly, on diverse fronts all over the world.
Human rights are basically about providing just conditions for the fulfil-
ment of human well-being. They assert fundamental freedoms: the right to
freedom of speech and expression; the right to freedom of association and
contract; the right to political membership of the community, to participate
in the framing and working of political institutions.

The right to political membership of the community is a special case of
the all-pervasive general right, to which I have already referred, of persons
to participate, directly or through appropriate representation, in decision-
making that affects their concerns and the fulfilment of their human needs
and interests. Most readers of this book will live in countries where this
right is acknowledged in terms of local and national government. But when
it comes to respecting this general right in other social areas, including
higher education and research, there is still a long way to go.

In fact, there are deep anomalies. We consider that an 18-year-old has a
right to vote, to participate in political decision-making, but has no right to
participate in educational decision-making, that is, in staff government of
his or her higher education. We consider that a person has a right to
choose whether or not to take part as a subject in a research project, but
has no right to have a say in choosing what it is about, how it will be
conducted, and what conclusions will be drawn from it. There is, indeed, a
long way to go.

Propositional bias

As well as universities sustaining a model of authoritarian intellectual
control of students in education and subjects in research, they also sustain a
strong Aristotelian bias in favour of propositional knowledge, that is,
intellectual statements, both verbal and numeric, conceptually organized in
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ways that do not infringe the rules of logic and evidence. Propositional
knowledge is regarded both as pre-eminent and self-sufficient. It rules over
other kinds of knowledge, such as knowing how to do something, but does
not depend on them. It is necessary only that it should observe those rules
of logic and evidence which are internal to its own nature.

This bias has a huge influence on both the quantitative and qualitative
research coming out of universities. This research rests on the unquestioned
assumption that intellectual knowledge is the only valid and respectable
outcome of systematic inquiry. This one-dimensional account of research
outcomes offends a fundamental principle of systemic logic, the logic of
whole systems, which is that the relative autonomy of the part is inter-
dependent with the mutual interaction of parts within the whole.

Holistic knowledge and systemic logic

A multi-dimensional account of knowledge, and so of research outcomes, is
one which I advance in this book. It rests on systemic logic, which holds
that intellectual or propositional knowledge, together with the validating
principles internal to it, is interdependent with three other kinds of knowl-
edge: practical knowledge, that is evident in knowing how to exercise a
skill; presentational knowledge, evident in intuitive grasp of the significance
of imaginal patterns as expressed in graphic, plastic, moving, musical and
verbal art-forms; and experiential knowledge, evident only in actually
meeting and feeling the presence of some energy, entity, person, place,
process or thing. These three other basic kinds of knowledge also have
validating principles internal to them.

Valid knowledge, on the multi-dimensional view, means that each of the
four kinds of knowledge is validated by its own internal criteria, and also
by its interdependence and congruence with all the others within a systemic
whole. The notion of validity as used here is defined in terms of a
participative paradigm, not a positivist one, as discussed in Chapter 9.

In the chapters which follow I shall argue that this systemic whole is an
interdependent up-hierarchy, a dynamic pyramidal process in which what is
below supports, grounds and empowers what is above. Experiential
knowing — direct, lived being-in-the-world — at the base of the pyramid,
supports presentational or pattern knowing, which supports propositional
or conceptual knowing, which upholds practical knowing, the exercise of
skill. At the same time, what is above consummates and celebrates at a new
level of relative autonomy what is below. Practical knowing, with the
standards internal to it, consummates the propositional knowing which
grounds it. Propositional knowing, with the standards internal to it,
consummates the presentational knowing which grounds it; and so on. This
holistic epistemology, first presented in Heron (1981a), is elaborated in
substantial form in Feeling and Personhood (Heron, 1992), and I refer the
reader to this work for a more detailed treatment.
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Primacy of the practical

Practical knowledge, knowing how, is the consummation, the fulfilment, of
the knowledge quest. It is grounded on and empowered by all the prior
forms of knowing, and is immediately supported by propositional knowing,
which it celebrates and affirms at a higher level in its own relatively
autonomous way. To say that practice consummates the prior forms of
knowing on which it is grounded, is to say that it takes the knowledge
quest beyond justification, beyond the concern for validity and truth-values,
into the celebration of being-values, by showing them forth. It affirms what
is intrinsically worthwhile, human flourishing, by manifesting it in action. I
elaborate this view in Chapter 9.

This kind of dynamic up-hierarchy is in marked contrast to the classical
Greek down-hierarchy, in which the intellect is on top and controls
everything below it in the psychological system, without being empowered
by any of it. It also follows from it that practical knowledge, knowing how
to exercise a skill, supported by propositional knowledge, is the primary
kind of research outcome.

If this is so, then it inescapably underlines the importance of all or most
of the researchers also being the subjects of their own research, since
practical knowledge as a research outcome cannot be about anyone else,
since it is not about anything and is not cast in propositional form. It can
only be evident as a skill the researcher has cultivated as a consequence of
being a co-subject within the research. As a research outcome it is also a
researcher outcome. Nor can the secondary propositional knowledge, which
is also a research outcome, exclude the researcher, since it is supportive of
the practical skill which the researcher as co-subject has acquired. There is
an important corollary that when this skill includes speaking out for others
in the service of a liberatory truth, then the propositions which support it
will also have this liberatory function.

In what follows I shall take the view that going for practical outcomes of
an inquiry and going for propositional outcomes are complementary
approaches; and while the deeper way, the route of primacy, is to choose
practical outcomes supported by propositional ones, there is clearly a case
for pursuing propositional outcomes supported by practical ones. They
exhibit a fundamental interdependence characterized by a radical
asymmetry, the primacy of the practical. I explain this in the next chapter
in the distinction between informative and transformative inquiries.

This thesis about the primacy of the practical in research outcomes does
pose a special challenge for university-based researchers, surrounded by an
academic culture with an entrenched Aristotelian bias in favour of pro-
positional outcomes. For a skill, knowing how to do something, can never
be reduced to written descriptions of doing it. Being able to write such a
description is no evidence of being able to perform the skill. The only
evidence that you have the skill, and have it up to a certain standard of
competence, is your demonstration of it. The only skill that can be



Research Method and Participation 35

demonstrated conclusively by writing a research report is the skill involved
in writing such reports.

Thus the challenge to the academic research establishment of the primacy
of the practical is that published research reports become entirely secondary
to the researcher’s demonstration of competence in action. I imagine that at
least at one or two of the human science research conferences of the future,
the main proceedings will be a variety of demonstrations, portrayals and
dramatizations of different kinds of skill, variously combining physical,
psychosocial, transpersonal elements. Also a range of training workshops in
which others can acquire them or at least have a go at them in rudimentary
form. And for all this the written papers will simply provide the supporting
programme notes. And at conferences where there are only papers on offer,
it will at least be acknowledged that they are offering second best, the
programme notes without the performance.



3

Overview of Co-operative Inquiry

The purpose of this chapter is to give a general survey of co-operative
inquiry. It includes: (1) the range of inquiry outcomes and topics, (2) ways
of launching an inquiry, (3) the different types of inquiry, (4) an outline of
inquiry stages, (5) an extended epistemology involved in the inquiry stages,
(6) a summary of validity procedures and special skills. Items (1), and (4) to
(6) inclusive, will be explored in more detail in later chapters. Basic issues
from item (3) will keep cropping up throughout the book.

But first I offer a reminder from the opening of the last chapter, that the
defining features of co-operative inquiry, as I see it, are:

e All the subjects are as fully involved as possible as co-researchers in al/
research decisions — about both content and method — taken in the
reflection phases.

o There is intentional interplay between reflection and making sense on
the one hand, and experience and action on the other.

e There is explicit attention through appropriate procedures to the
validity of the inquiry and its findings.

e There is a radical epistemology for a wide-ranging inquiry method that
can be both informative about and transformative of any aspect of the
human condition accessible to a transparent body-mind, that is, one
that has an open, unbound awareness.

e There are as well as validity procedures a range of special skills suited
to such all-purpose experiential inquiry.

e The full range of human sensibilities is available as an instrument of
inquiry.

And second I remind the reader that this is an account from my perspec-

tive. It is a personal reflection on, and articulation of, the nature of the

inquiry process and of the given reality in which it participates. It is a

contribution to a rational debate, a continued inquiry, an invitation to

exploration, with my peers.

Inquiry outcomes

There are at least four main kinds of inquiry outcome, corresponding to the
four forms of knowing: experiential, presentational, propositional and
practical. Depending on the topic area, some aspect of each of the follow-
ing can be an outcome:
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o Transformations of personal being through engagement with the focus
and process of the inquiry.

e Presentations of insight about the focus of the inquiry, through dance,
drawing, drama, and all other expressive modes: these provide imaginal
symbols of the significant patterns in our realities.

e Propositional reports which (1) are informative about the inquiry
domain, that is, they describe and explain what has been explored, (2)
provide commentary on the other kinds of outcome, and (3) describe
the inquiry method.

e Practical skills which are (1) skills to do with transformative action
within the inquiry domain, and (2) skills to do with various kinds of
participative knowing and collaboration used in the inquiry process.

I take the view that the last two, the propositional and the practical, are
interdependent, but that practical outcomes (1) have primacy, and I discuss
this later in this chapter and more fully in Chapters 6 and 9.

The range of inquiry topics

I see co-operative inquirers as deeply engaged with the human condition,
living and choosing with awareness. Each one uses the full range of her or
his sensibilities as a composite instrument of inquiry, and as a group they
interweave creative discussion with concerted action and openness to
experience. Thus any aspect of the human condition, construed as a dialogue
between fully embodied people, is available as a topic for inquiry.

It follows from the participative paradigm that the following topics of
inquiry do not refer to different domains of objective reality, but to differ-
ent subjective-objective articulations of reality, reality cut to our cloth, co-
created by our mental shaping of it in the process of participating with it.
And the category system of the list itself is a construct, which can be put
together in many different ways. The first half of the list relates to what I
call informative inquiries, which have propositional outcomes which
describe and explain what is going on, or presentational outcomes which
portray it.

e Participation in nature: from molecules, minerals and galactic clusters
to microbes, protoplasm and all life forms in the biosphere.

I believe that the development of a participative world-view requires an
imaginative recognition of humanity’s fundamental participation in the
natural world, a recognition of the way the human mind is engaged in a co-
creative dance with the primeval givenness of the cosmos. (Reason, 1994a:
15)

e Participation in art: from sculpture and painting to theatre and song.

e Participation in intrapsychic life: from sensations and moods to
elevations and ecstasies.

e Participation in interpersonal relations: verbal and nonverbal, from
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one-to-one encounters and face-to-face groups, to structured large
group meetings.

e Participation in forms of culture: from environmental and economic
arrangements to education and politics.

e Participation in other realities and altered states of consciousness: from
telekinesis and extrasensory perception to cosmic consciousness and
unitive awareness.

This second half of the list covers items for transformative inquiries, which
have practical or skills outcomes, including their effects. This is the
manifold arena of personal and social transformation, of liberatory praxis.
It is obvious on inspection that the two halves of the total list are
interdependent.

e Transformation of the environment: from local to planetary ecology;
from architecture to permaculture.

e Transformation of social structure: social practices and rituals; organiz-
ational development; economic and political transformation; liberation
of the disempowered and disadvantaged and of their oppressors; a self-
generating culture.

e Transformation of education: from birth to death; including self-
directed learning, peer and holistic learning.

e Transformation of professionalism: professional skills; peer review audit;
creating a culture of competence; deprofessionalization, delegation and
facilitation.

e Transformation of personhood: personal growth skills, interpersonal
and transpersonal skills.

e Transformation of life-style: ranging from intimacy and domicile to
occupation and recreation,

Each of these twelve major topic areas has within it a huge variety of more
specific inquiry questions. Only a minute fraction of this vast agenda has
ever been the subject matter of a co-operative inquiry, or even of tentative
proposals for inquiry. And, thinking on the grand scale, the agenda as a
whole is a participative approach to planetary transformation.

Launching an inquiry group

A group can be launched into an inquiry in three main ways, two of them
involving initiating researchers and one without.

Initiators’ call

This is the way in which all the inquiries I know of have been started. One
or two initiating researchers, who have launched or participated in other
co-operative inquiries or who have read about and reflected on the method,
can put out a call, by some appropriate form of publicity, for interested
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people to join them in an inquiry in some broad topic area. This topic area
will be one the initiating researchers are keen to explore. They will put out
their call among people who are likely to share that keenness. The topic
area is only broadly stated so that when the group forms, a more focused
account of it can be co-operatively chosen.

The first meeting of respondents is for induction and selection. It may be
for two hours (Traylen, 1994) or for one day (De Venney-Tiernan et al.,
1994); in my view it needs plenty of time because it is the contracting stage.
After the respondents have been welcomed and perhaps invited to share in
small groups what has drawn them to the project, the initiating researchers:

o Talk more about their interest in the topic area.

o Spell out in detail what this co-operative inquiry might involve in terms
of participative method, roles, time-structure.

e Make clear any selection criteria they consider relevant for inquiry
membership.

After discussion and clarification of these three factors, the respondents use
them to select themselves in or out of the inquiry group. Some may be
ready to do this at the end of the meeting, others may want to sleep on it,
so a further meeting may be needed.

Reason points out that the initiating researchers have, at this contracting
stage, an important tension to manage. If they come on too emphatically
about their aims and interests, they may generate dependency, resistance or
alienation. If they are too vague and flexible, the forming group may
flounder in confusion. He recommends both clarity and flexibility:

The attitude of the initiators should be: “This is our idea about what we want to
look at together. This is an outline of a co-operative inquiry. Let’s talk about all
this and see if we have a basis for co-operation.” (Reason, 1988b: 25)

This launches the challenging task of initiating researchers: to create a
community of shared values without either imposing them or compromis-
ing them. The initiators have a commitment to educate, and not indoc-
trinate, people in collaborative research method. I discuss the process of
initiation in detail in the next chapter.

Shortly after the induction meeting, when people have contracted in, the
group has its first inquiry meeting, and the initiating researchers start to
introduce members to the inquiry method. In the early stages of the group
forming, the contracting process continues, the joining contract being
revisioned on the basis of experience. Eventually, and hopefully, everyone
internalizes and creatively modifies the method and makes it their own, so
that a group of co-researchers evolves.

An alternative approach here is that rather than call a new group into
being, the initiating researchers may call on an existing group to join in an
inquiry with them. Reason points out that an existing group may have
competing priorities, may have a history and dynamics which take time to
grasp, and suggests it is most likely to be a good inquiry group if it already
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has a current problem in need of solution, one which is well suited to the
inquiry method (Reason, 1988b: 22).

Call for initiators

Conversely some already existing group, having a research topic in mind,
and having heard about co-operative inquiry, might call in initiating
researchers to join the inquiry and launch the method. This group itself will
probably have been called into being by one or two people with a special
interest in the topic. In 1982, one person in Dublin got together a group
which invited me to launch with them a co-operative inquiry (unreported)
into group energy.

Group bootstrap

A group may exist, or form, that chooses to be entirely self-initiating, and
pull itself up by its own bootstraps into the practice of co-operative inquiry.
It may do so by its members either reading a book like this, or by inventing
and experimenting de novo with its own version of the process. While the
latter approach is beset by the restriction of re-inventing the wheel, it is
nevertheless a useful antidote to the formation of new orthodoxies in
research, and to any assumption that there is some received, correct and
established way of doing things.

A bootstrap group, though it has all the disadvantages of not being able
to benefit from people with prior experience of the method, is free of the
main hazard of a group that is launched by initiating researchers. This is
that group members fail to internalize the method and become dependent
on, or resistant to, the initiating researchers, with the result that a truly co-
operative inquiry never occurs. I don’t know of any examples of a
bootstrap group, but I hope and expect there will be many in the future,
and I look forward to hearing news of them.

Types of inquiry

There are several different sorts of co-operative inquiry, and I haven’t seen
so far a systematic account of them. An overview of the various options is
useful when anyone is contemplating launching a research group.

Internally or externally initiated

In an internally initiated inquiry the initiating researchers are internal to the
inquiry focus of the group: they are personally engaged with the culture or
practice which the research is about, and this means they can be full co-
subjects.

An inquiry by youth workers into how people learn was initiated by a
youth worker (De Venney-Tiernan et al., 1994); and an inquiry by
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women staff in a university into sex and gender issues in the workplace
was initiated by a woman member of staff (Treleaven, 1994). In both
cases, the initiator was a full co-subject in the action phases of the
inquiry.
In an externally initiated inquiry the initiating researchers are external to
the particular culture or practice that is the research focus of the group,
and so cannot be full co-subjects. There are, however, certain to be
important areas of overlapping interest and practice, which enable them, to
a greater or lesser degree, to be analogous or partial co-subjects.

The initiating researchers of a holistic medicine inquiry were not
doctors, but they were practitioners in psychotherapy, and became
analogous co-subjects, in the action phases, in this form of practice
(Heron and Reason, 1985; Reason, 1988c).

The initiators of an inquiry into an organizational culture were not
members of the culture, but were academics with a lot of experience in
the field, and were partial co-subjects as participant, ethnographic
visitors to the culture (Marshall and McLean, 1988).

The initiators in an externally initiated inquiry, once they have done their
work of initiation and education, continue on as co-researchers, but of lesser
rank than the main group. Their role as analogous or partial co-subjects,
gives them only a reduced warrant to contribute relevant data to the
descriptions and explanations of the reflection phases. This progression from
higher rank as initiating researchers, to lower rank as peer co-researchers, is
one they can proclaim at the outset. It affirms the democratization of the
research process.

The progression, however, may never be complete. The initiators may
retain some degree, hopefully reducing, of their initial higher rank status
throughout the inquiry, as they make substantive prompts and reminders
about key aspects of the inquiry method. This tension around the issue of
authentic collaboration is often a major issue for the initiating researchers
(Reason, 1994a: 201).

Full or partial form

This distinction overlaps with the previous one and was introduced in the
last chapter. In full form inquiries, everyone is involved fully as both co-
researcher and co-subject, once they have grasped and internalized the
method. I suggest in an earlier paper (Heron, 1981b) that the fullest form
means that the inquirers are working together in the action as well as in the
reflection phase. This allows for the maximum amount of influence between
reflection and action. This influence can occur within each person, and also
between people in terms of feedback to another on their action, and
learning from the action of the other. The full form, however, also includes
inquiries where each person does the action phase on their own away from
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the group, although this is not so rich in terms of the number of feedback
loops within and between people.

In partial form inquiries, all are involved fully as co-researchers and
almost all are involved fully as co-subjects, the exceptions being the
initiating researchers who are only analogously or partially involved as co-
subjects, as explained in the previous section.

A partial form inquiry is the same as an externally initiated inquiry. A
full form inquiry may be internally initiated, or it may be self-generated
and self-directed by the group bootstrap approach.

Same, reciprocal, counterpartal or mixed role

These four sorts are to do with inquiries that focus on practice within a
given social role. A same role inquiry is one in which co-inquirers all have
the same role, such as doctor or health visitor, and are researching aspects
of their practice within that role. Many of the inquiries cited in this book
are of this sort.

In a reciprocal role inquiry, the co-inquirers are two or more people who
interact intensively within a role of equal status, such as spouse, partner,
friend, colleague, and inquire into that interaction. Peer relationships of this
kind can readily be turned into ongoing co-operative inquiries, thus entirely
closing the gap between research and everyday life. I know of unreported
examples of this sort.

A counterpartal role inquiry is one in which the co-inquirers include, for
example, both doctors and patients, or health visitors and some members of
the families they visit, and the inquiry is about the practitioner—client
relationship and what it is seeking to achieve. I don’t know of any reported
examples of counterpartal role inquiries. But they are extremely promising
and are bound to occur sooner or later in the interests of client empower-
ment and practitioner deprofessionalization.

Finally, a mixed role inquiry is one that includes different kinds of
practitioner. If they don’t work together, then they may explore similarities
and differences in their several modalities of practice. If they collaborate,
then they may focus on aspects of this:

This was the case in the pioneer work of Peter Reason in this field: he
launched an inquiry involving general medical practitioners and
different complementary therapists into issues of power and conflict
involved in their collaboration (Reason, 1991).

Inside or outside

This option depends on what the inquiry is about and where, therefore, the
action phase is focused. Inside inquiries are those in which all the action
phases occur in the same place within the whole group: they include group
process inquiries and group-based inquiries.



Overview of Co-operative Inquiry 43

A group process inside inquiry is looking at what goes on within the
inquiry group: members are studying their individual and collective
experience of group phenomena. So the group stays together during the
action phases, since that is what the inquiry is all about.

In a three-day inquiry in 1982 in Dublin, which remains unreported, a
group which I was invited to launch chose to explore the vague notion
of ‘group energy’. In the first reflection phase we gave it a provisional
meaning and devised a structured group exercise to check this out.
After the first action phase doing the exercise, we had a second
reflection phase to make sense of the exercise, to modify the group
energy notion, and to devise a second group exercise to check out the
modified meaning. And so on.

A group-based inside inquiry is rather more varied in its format. All the
action phases occur when the whole group is together in the same space,
but some phases may involve each person doing their own individual
activity side by side with everyone else; or there may be paired or small
group activities done side by side. Other action phases may involve the
whole group in a collective activity.

A full form inquiry into altered states of consciousness was group-
based using this sort of combination: of the six action phases, two
involved people doing individual activities side by side, and four
involved collective activity (Heron, 1988c).

An outside inquiry is about what goes on in group members’ working and/
or personal lives, or in some special project, outside the group meetings. So
the group come together for the reflection phases to share data, make sense
of it, revise their thinking, and in the light of all this plan the next action
phase. Group members disperse for each action phase, which is undertaken
on an individual basis out there in the world.

A group of health visitors had six reflection meetings over a four-
month period to consider strategies used individually on the job with
families in the action phases between these meetings (Traylen, 1994).

Similarly with the inquiry into the principles and practice of whole
person medicine: the principles were refined in the whole group at
weekend reflection meetings, every six weeks, from data generated by
individual professional practice in the six-week action phase (Heron
and Reason, 1985; Reason, 1988c).

A group of co-counsellors decided to explore their handling of distress-
driven reactions in everyday life: they met together once a week for
several weeks to reflect together on the data each person had generated
during his or her individual week-long action phase, and in the light of
that to plan the next action phase (Heron and Reason, 1982).
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An outside inquiry could also involve elements of an inside inquiry: for
example, a group of people who work in some organization as a team, and
who are inquiring into the work of the team within the organization. In this
case the action phase would include a good deal of interaction between
group members as they go about their teamwork on the job.

The inside and outside option is the same as Cunningham’s distinction
between Type I and Type II kinds of collaborative research (Cunningham,
1988). He points out that an outside or Type II inquiry may also choose to
do some inside, group process or Type I inquiry. But whether or not an
outside inquiry chooses to explore its inside processes as an extension of its
formal inquiry, it will certainly need to take some time out to uncover and
heal interpersonal tensions and related processes within the group so that
they do not accumulate and distort the inquiry process. This kind of
validity procedure is discussed in Chapter 8.

Closed or open boundary

Closed boundary inquiries are concerned entirely with what is going on
within and between the researchers and do not include, as part of the
inquiry, interaction between the researchers and others in the wider world.
Open boundary inquiries do include such interaction as part of the action
phases of the inquiry. So they are usually outside inquiries; but an outside
inquiry does not necessarily have an open boundary, since action phases
out there in the world apart from the inquiry group need not involve
interaction with other people.

The youth worker inquiry into how people learn had a closed
boundary: the inquirers focused exclusively on their own learning
processes in subgroups and the whole group (De Venney-Tiernan et
al., 1994). Also the first co-counselling inquiry: it involved pairs of co-
counsellors exploring client states and strategies, with no reference to
anyone outside the inquiry group (Heron and Reason, 1981).

The inquiry into health visitors’ practice in working with families had
an open boundary (Traylen, 1994). And the holistic medicine inquiry
in which GPs were engaged with the practice of holistic medicine with
their NHS patients (Heron and Reason, 1985; Reason, 1988c). Also
the second co-counselling inquiry (Heron and Reason, 1982), which
explored how the group members managed the restimulation of old
emotional hurt in their contact with people at work and at home.

The main issue for open boundary inquiries is whether to elicit data and
feedback from people at the open boundary with whom the inquirers
interact in the action phases, but who are not themselves part of the
inquiry. If no data is generated, a valuable source of relevant feedback and
information is ignored. If the data is generated, but the people by whom it
is generated remain outside the inquiry and have no say in how it is
explained and used, then a norm of co-operative inquiry is infringed. One
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solution is to include some of them, or their representatives, within the
inquiry group, which will, of course, radically shift the whole focus of the
group.

None of the three open boundary inquiries mentioned above really got to
grips with this issue. Some doctors in the holistic medicine inquiry made
some attempts to elicit data from selected patients, but this data was
minimal and little use was made of it.

Some inquiries have an open boundary in the reflection phases.

In the holistic medicine inquiry we invited to several reflection meet-
ings a visiting luminary to give a talk to the whole group, to partici-
pate in the reflection process and give us feedback on it. These
luminaries were invited

to inject new perspectives, refresh our thinking, contribute to our pro-
gramme design, and challenge the limitations of our inquiry. (Reason,
1988c: 105)

The women university staff inquiry on gender issues in the workplace
invited external participation: women beyond the group were invited
to share their stories with the group.

With external participation, it is possible to avoid several of the implicit
dangers of collaborative inquiry. Participants are not assumed to fully
resource their own inquiry but are able to draw on knowledges beyond the
group. External voices can also present a challenge to the paradigms within
which the inquiry/co-researchers are located. (Treleaven, 1994: 156)

Apollonian or Dionysian

Nietzsche applied the Apollonian—Dionysian distinction to Greek drama in
his first book, The Birth of Tragedy, published in 1872. He took Apollo as
a symbol of the rational, controlled and lucid aspects of Greek culture, and
Dionysus as a symbol of the opposite. Ruth Benedict used the terms to
distinguish two ‘patterns’ of culture, one like the Zuni Indians encouraging
control in social responses, the other like the Kwakiutl Indians’ more
emotional expression. Evans-Pritchard called this ‘the rustling-of-the-wind-
in-the-palm-trees’ kind of anthropology. For Jungians, the mythical and
archetypally correct opposition to Dionysus are the Titans (Lopez-Pedraza,
1995).

Be that all as it may, I use the terms to refer to two different and
complementary co-operative inquiry cultures. The Apollonian inquiry takes
a more rational, linear, systematic, controlling and explicit approach to the
process of cycling between reflection and action. Each reflection phase is
used to reflect on data from the last action phase, and to apply this
thinking in planning the next action phase, with due regard to whether the
forthcoming actions of participants will be divergent or dissimilar and
convergent or similar. This is the rational cycle of sequenced steps — plan,
act, observe and reflect, then re-plan — familiar in action research (Kemmis
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and McTaggart, 1988). The two co-counselling inquiries, and the whole
person medicine inquiry, all initiated by myself and Peter Reason, have
been Apollonian inquiry cultures (Heron and Reason, 1981, 1982, 1985).

The Dionysian inquiry takes a more imaginal, expressive, spiralling,
diffuse, impromptu and tacit approach to the interplay between making
sense and action. In each reflection phase, group members share improvisa-
tory, imaginative ways of making sense of what went on in the last action
phase. The implications of this sharing for future action are not worked out
by rational pre-planning. They gestate, diffuse out into the domain of
action later on with yeast-like effect, and emerge as a creative response to
the situation.

Treleaven’s inquiry with a women’s staff development group in a
university is a powerful example of this kind of culture. The group used
story-telling to share and illumine experiences of gender issues in the
workplace, which was the focus of the inquiry. They made space to speak
about their bodies and allowed themselves to express the emotions that
accompanied their stories. These kinds of sharing were catalysts to new
understanding and action.

As emergent processes within different individual stories have unfolded, changes
have been produced in the everyday lives of some of the women, in the way the
group conducts itself, and more widely in the horizontal diffusion into parts of
the organization. This centrifugal process of diffusion has brought stories of
action research cycles which could be described as spiralling outward, connecting
women within and beyond the group. (Treleaven, 1994: 149-50)

She uses a metaphor of spot fires to illumine this process of organizational
change through the diffusion of action by group members:

The process of horizontal diffusion seemed to be well described by the metaphor
of sparks being ignited in joint collaboration, starting another fire at some
distance separate from but connected to the same source of energy; of the fires
clearing heavy loads of undergrowth, forcing seeds open to the heat, and
encouraging the cycle of bush regeneration. (Treleaven, 1994: 151)

Marshall and McLean, who inquired into the organizational culture of a
local district council with a group of people working in it, were from a
university department and had Apollonian research propensities. The
inquiry group evolved a much more Dionysian research style, consistent
with their organizational culture. Marshall and McLean give an interesting
account of this tension:

The group seemed to be taking its own line, doing what was intuitively right
rather than carefully discussing and planning the research process. The emphasis
was more on reflection in action than on addressing each as distinct and separate.
Once more we realized that here was an expression of a cultural quality; in this
case, what came to be called the ‘right brain’ property of the culture. Things tend
to happen as a result of intense and at times chaotic activity and less as a tidy
culmination of systematic planning . . .
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The dilemma that this posed for us was whether we should be pushing the group
for more discussion of research methods or moving forward with what ‘felt right’,
allowing process issues to emerge as they become relevant to the group. We had
some confidence in taking the latter approach as this seemed to be how the group
was already working and had resulted in discussions of possible collusion,
confidentiality and so on. We felt that they had ‘a fund of knowledge’ about how
to do research which our presence was helping them to tap . . .

We admitted to each other being impressed by the culture, despite ourselves and
despite an initial scepticism. This was a particularly interesting struggle between
feeling that we were becoming acculturated — and simultaneously seeking to
retain a detached and more discriminating view. (Marshall and McLean, 1988:
213-14)

Whether inquiry cultures are Apollonian or Dionysian, what they have in
common is the intentional interplay between making sense and action, and
the realization that both the meaning and the action need progressively to
emerge as the inquiry proceeds. The content of the inquiry as a whole, with
all that goes on in its phases of reflection and action, cannot be preplanned;
and the preplanning of an action phase in the Apollonian cultures is
piecemeal, done one at a time, each plan emerging from what has gone
before. So there is a sense in which any inquiry in its overall format has a
predominantly emergent or Dionysian format.

One weakness of the rational preplanning of action in the Apollonian
culture is that this does not allow action to gestate and germinate in its own
good time after the sharing of the reflection phase, to emerge in creative
response to unfolding events in the domain of application. A weakness of
the Dionysian culture is the ambiguity of the connection, in some instances,
between the actions out there and the sharing that has gone on in the
group.

I take the view that the two cultures are not separate, independent entities
between which a choice must be made, but rather bipolar and inter-
dependent values and processes within any inquiry culture. The polarity is
between the mental and the vital, between prior shaping by thought and
imaginative openness to living, creative impulse. This is a complementarity
at the heart of all human endeavour.

There is thus a creative tension between the Apollonian and Dionysian
principles which fluctuates depending on the pole the inquiry inclines
towards. An excess of the Apollonian tendency to make everything
controlled and explicit, and the inquiry will lose depth, range and richness,
will overfocus and miss the point. An excess of the Dionysian propensity to
allow for improvisation, creative spontaneity, synchronicity, situational
responsiveness and tacit diffusion, and the inquiry will lose its focus and
cease to be an inquiry. Any effective inquiry will have some elements of
both, even when the emphasis is clearly towards one pole rather than the
other. An inquiry could also move between the poles quite explicitly, some
research cycles being Apollonian, some Dionysian, in style; and could seek
on other cycles to find an equipoise between the two.
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Informative or transformative

This is a fundamental distinction and picks out the primary poles of co-
operative inquiry, its complementary supporting pillars. Will the inquiry be
descriptive of some domain of experience, being informative and explana-
tory about it? Or will it be exploring practice within some domain, being
transformative of it? The descriptive and the practical are interdependent in
various ways. Holding a descriptive focus means you have to adopt some
practice that enables you to do so. Here the information you are seeking to
gather about'a domain determines what actions you perform within it.
Having a practical focus throws into relief a lot of descriptive data. Here
the transformative actions within a domain are your primary intent and the
information you generate about their domain will be a secondary offshoot
of them.

If the inquiry is mainly descriptive and explanatory, the primary out-
comes will be propositions about the nature of the domain. Secondary
outcomes will be the skills involved in generating the descriptive data. If the
inquiry is mainly practical, the primary outcomes will be skills, that is, the
practices acquired, and the situational changes they have brought about.
Secondary outcomes will be propositions which (1) report these practices
and changes, and evaluate them by the principles they presuppose; and (2)
give information about the domain where the practices have been applied,
information which is a consequence of this application.

An inquiry may aim to be both informative and transformative, one
before or after the other. It can be descriptive first in order more effectively
to be practical and transformative. Or it can be practical and trans-
formative first, in order to be richly descriptive, like cleaning a painting to
find out what is there. In between these poles, it may be informative-
transformative in balanced measure.

In Chapter 6 on outcomes I advance the view that you get richer
descriptions of a domain if your primary intent is to be practical and
transformative within it, than you do if you pursue descriptions directly. To
put it crudely, the world needs cleaning up and we get a better and deeper
view of it when we set out to acquire skills to transform it. In general,
throughout this book I suggest the interdependence of the informative and
the transformative, while also asserting the primacy of the latter. However,
it is not wise to be doctrinaire about this primacy, and various kinds of
sequencing and blending between the informative and the transformative
will have a claim, depending on the circumstances.

- Of the several inquiries I have so far referenced, the health visitors’,
the youth workers’, the holistic medicine, the second co-counselling
inquiries were all transformative, being concerned with changes of
practice in daily life or on the job. The altered states inquiry was
transformative of states of mind through a variety of practices, gener-
ating incipient information about another reality. The women’s
university staff inquiry was informative and transformative in mutual
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interplay: by members telling their stories depicting gender issues they
generated transformative initiatives on the job. The organizational
culture inquiry was informative with transformative implications for
the future. The first co-counselling one was primarily informative,
being descriptive of client states, with a secondary attention to trans-
formative strategies that bring about changes of state. The greater
thrust of this sample is toward the transformative.

An outline of inquiry stages

An inquiry starts off moving through four stages, which make one com-
plete cycle that goes from reflection to action and back to reflection again,
and there are choices to be made within each of them. What goes on in
these stages is explicit in the more formal, controlled Apollonian inquiry,
whereas in the Dionysian inquiry it will be more tacit. The next chapter
starts off with a fuller account of this brief outline and then discusses all the
items in it in much greater detail.

And may I again remind the reader that I do not consider that adopting
these stages, explicitly or tacitly, is the way to do a co-operative inquiry; it
is only a way. There cannot be in this field such a thing as the one and only
right, proper or correct method. There can only be my, or your, or our
view as to what is a good method. What follows is currently my view,
based on prior dialogue, and put forward as a contribution to future
dialogue.

Stage 1 The first reflection phase for the inquirers to choose

e The focus or topic of the inquiry and the type of inquiry.

e A launching statement of the inquiry topic.

e A plan of action for the first action phase to explore some aspect of the
inquiry topic.

e A method of recording experiences during the first action phase.

Stage 2 The first action phase when the inquirers are

e Exploring in experience and action some aspect of the inquiry topic.
e Applying an integrated range of inquiry skills.
e Keeping records of the experiential data generated.

Stage 3 Full immersion in stage 2 with great openness to experience; the
inquirers may

e Break through into new awareness.
e Lose their way.
e Transcend the inquiry format.
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Stage 4 The second reflection phase; the inquirers share data from the
action phase and

e Review and modify the inquiry topic in the light of making sense of
data about the explored aspect of it.

e Choose a plan for the second action phase to explore the same or a
different aspect of the inquiry topic.

e Review the method of recording data used in the first action phase and
amend it for use in the second.

These four stages complete the first full cycle from reflection to action to
reflection.

Subsequent stages will

e Continue the inquiry, in cyclic fashion, with the second action phase,
full immersion in it, the third reflection phase, the third action phase,
full immersion in it, and so on.

e Involve from five to eight full cycles of reflection—action—reflection
(including the first) with varying patterns of divergence and con-
vergence, in the action phases, over several aspects of the inquiry topic.

e Include a variety of intentional procedures, in the reflection phases, and
of special skills in the action phases, for enhancing the validity of the
process.

e End with a major reflection phase for pulling the threads together,
clarifying outcomes, and deciding whether to write a co-operative
report.

e Be followed by post-group collaboration on writing up any agreed form
of report.

Figure 3.1 shows the four stages of the inquiry cycle, and is a model of a
full form, inside inquiry, in which everyone is fully involved as both co-
researcher and co-subject, and in which people interact with each other in
the action phase, hence the stage 2 arrows are both within each participant
and between participants.

After the four stages of the first complete cycle, the inquiry continues
through several more reflection—action-reflection cycles, the concluding
reflection phase of one cycle being continuous with the launching reflection
phase of the next. The assumption of this kind of research cycling is that
the research outcomes are well-grounded if the topic of the inquiry, both in
its parts and as a whole, is taken through as many cycles as possible by as
many group members as possible, with as much individual diversity and
collective unity of approach as possible. This assumption can only be very
partially realized by any one inquiry group, working amidst the exigencies
and limitations of everyday human existence.

Positively, research cycling — with its two-way impact between reflection
and action - refines, clarifies, extends and deepens the focus of the inquiry,
whether informative or transformative. Negatively, such cycling checks,



Overview of Co-operative Inquiry 51

R',R?. . .R" = participants as co-researchers
S',52. . .S" = participants as co-subjects

Figure 3.1 Four stages of the inquiry cycle

corrects, amends, deletes what the inquirers find ill-grounded about the way
they have been framing or practising the focus. The inquirers achieve these
effects, in the movement between reflection and action, by exploring the
interplay among a few basic parameters of research cycling.

These parameters of research cycling, combined with whatever number
of cycles an inquiry group may choose, yield a plethora of possible research
designs. I discuss this logic of method initially in section Stage 1 (3) of
Chapter 5, and more fully in Chapter 8. In the former, I make the point
that Dionysian inquirers will not want to plan their cycles intentionally
using research logic. They will prefer to let the logic emerge by tacit
infusion from cycle to cycle. Later in Chapter 5, I suggest strongly that the
logic of method, for Apollonian inquiries, is secondary to, and supportive
of, the interaction between emotional arousal and creative imagination in
planning successive cycles and in sustaining the forward thrust of a co-
operative inquiry.

Even in the most Apollonian inquiry, it is highly unlikely that the design
of a whole series of cycles will be undertaken beforehand. The inquiry and
its detailed design is an emergent process. What is done next is a function
of what has been learnt about what was done last. You cannot plan too far
in advance how usefully to traverse unexplored territory. Too much
routinization and prior elaboration of method is likely to miss the point
and avoid a deep experiential grounding of the inquiry outcomes.

What every inquiry will need to map out in advance is its overall time
structure: how many hours, days, weeks or months it will last; how many
cycles of reflection and action; and when and for how long the reflection
meetings will occur. This is simply so that people can get their diaries
organized and make sure the inquiry has a place among their other
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commitments. For both inside and outside inquiries, somewhere between
five and eight major cycles of reflection and action seem to offer enough
scope for fruitful outcomes, to judge from use of the method so far.

Extended epistemology and the inquiry cycle

At the end of Chapter 2, I introduced a model of holistic knowing which
holds that propositional knowing, expressed in statements that something is
the case, is interdependent with three other kinds of knowing: practical
knowing, or knowing how to exercise a skill; presentational knowing, an
intuitive grasp of the significance of patterns as expressed in graphic,
plastic, moving, musical and verbal art-forms; and experiential knowing,
imaging and feeling the presence of some energy, entity, person, place,
process or thing.

Experiential knowing means unrestricted perception and radical meeting.
The former is the creative shaping of a world through the transaction of
imaging it. The latter is participative empathy, through which we commune
with the inner experience of beings, their mode of awareness. The trans-
action of imaging a world is not restricted to sense perception, but includes
productive imagination and extrasensory perception.

The pyramid and circuit models

I suggested that these kinds of knowing are a systemic whole, a pyramid of
upward support in which experiential knowing at the base upholds presen-
tational knowing, which supports propositional or conceptual knowing,
which upholds practical knowing, the exercise of skill. This is shown in
Figure 3.2.

They can also be construed as a circuit of knowing in which the last,
skilled action, leads over into enriched encounter, with a resultant deeper
and wider imaginal expression of the patterning of events, thence more
complex and comprehensive conceptual models of our reality, and so into
more far-reaching and advanced skills; and so on. This circuit is seen in
Figure 3.3.

The circuit can further be seen as a spiral, which expands if our knowing
is free and unfettered, or contracts if our knowing is psychologically and
socially damaged, especially in early life. This model of holistic knowing is
elaborated in my book Feeling and Personhood (Heron, 1992), and I refer
the reader to that for a more substantial account.

Four kinds of belief

Before knowledge comes belief. A belief is beyond mere arbitrariness of
mind. It has some sort of warrant that makes it plausible. The claim to
know something has a stronger warrant which makes the claim not merely
plausible but well-founded. Research cycling seeks to convert plausible
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Figure 3.2 The pyramid of fourfold knowing
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Figure 3.3 The circuit of fourfold knowing

belief into well-founded knowledge. It may, of course, make limited pro-
gress, and only convert plausible into more plausible belief. The warrant is
extended but not enough to substantiate a claim to knowledge.

Just as there are four kinds of knowledge, with the word used in different
senses in each case, so there are the equivalent four kinds of belief, with the
word ‘belief’ being used not only in the sense of propositional belief in
some statement, but also in the sense of presentational belief as a hunch
about, rather than a full intuition of, significant pattern; of practical belief
as the process of acquiring a skill rather than knowing how to do it; of
experiential belief as inchoate participation in the presence of something
rather than a richly fulfilled resonance with it.

This extension of the notion of belief is related to the distinction between
‘belief that’ and ‘belief in’. Propositional belief is belief that something is the
case. Presentational belief is belief in one’s intuitive feel for a meaningful
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pattern. Practical belief is belief in one’s developing skill. Experiential belief
is belief in one’s dawning sense of a presence. These forms of believing in, all
carry elements of trust and the commitment of faith, as well as their different
kinds of provisional and tentative, but not fully substantive, knowing.

With this model of four kinds of cognition, each distinct in its own
mode, each with a stage of belief preceding a stage of knowledge, and each
interdependent with the others both in terms of grounding and of an
empowering circuit, we can get more insight into the four stages of the
inquiry cycle.

Four cognitive modes and stages of the inquiry cycle

Stage 1, the first reflection and planning stage, involves mainly propositions.
It can also contain important kinds of presentation as group members use
their imagination in one or more art-forms, in story and phantasy, to
articulate their interests, choose an inquiry focus and plan the first action
phase to explore it. This stage, then, includes both propositional belief and
presentational belief regarding what it may be fruitful to inquire into and
how to start to do so.

Stage 2, the first action phase, involves a range of special inquiry skills.
In informative inquiries, these skills include being fully present with
imaginal openness; bracketing off different kinds of imported conceptual
frameworks; and generating and holding in mind alternative frameworks.
In transformative inquiries, to do with practice, the skills include dynamic
congruence among all the components of the practice; spotting and
interrupting compulsive or conventional behaviours; being non-attached to
the form of one’s action; and open to using alternative action frameworks.

Stage 2 then involves practical belief: the researchers may not yet know
how to do all these things; they are learning how to do them. Their
competence is not yet well-founded and well-formed, but rudimentary and
provisional. Practical belief is belief in my growing ability to exercise a
skill. It is a necessary precursor to practical knowledge, which is a well-
rehearsed and competent skill.

Stage 3, as I said earlier, is the state of deep immersion in the action
phase, a full engagement with the relevant experience or practice, a great
openness of encounter with the chosen domain. This stage is the bedrock,
the touchstone of the inquiry process, and mainly involves, in the first
action phase, experiential belief as the precursor to experiential knowledge
in later phases.

Experiential knowing is participative knowing, through empathy,
resonance, attunement with what is present, in and with the process of
radically imaging it, perceptually and in other ways. I know what is present
when it declares itself to me through my participative compresence with it.
By analogy, experiential belief is tentative, provisional participation, the
first inchoate declarations of attunement and resonance, and of deeper
imaginal enactment.
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In informative inquiries, experiential belief relates to the domain about
which knowledge is sought, in transformative inquiries it relates to trans-
formations of a domain brought about by one’s practice within it. It can be
symbolized in creative presentational form through graphics, colour, sound,
movement, drama, story, poetry — which disclose the significant imaginal
patterns that manifest the presences with which it tentatively connects.

Stage 4 is the second reflection phase, which makes sense of data gener-
ated in the first action phase. There is an interplay between presentational
and propositional processes, now having reference to and grounded in prior
experience and practice. This leads over into preparing to extend and
deepen experience and practice in the next action phase. This interaction
between the four cognitive modes launches the shift from opening belief to
concluding knowledge, or at least to belief that has better warrants than its
opening form.

Through variations of content and method, as the research cycle is
repeated several times, the four forms of belief metamorphose through
mutual impact into four forms of knowledge, each interdependent with the
other. It is the grounding of practical, propositional, presentational and
experiential knowledge on each other, as they are brought repeatedly to
bear upon each other in a variety of forms over a series of cycles, that
makes the research outcomes well-founded, with a well-formed warrant to
lay claim to knowledge. The whole process is symbolized in Figure 3.4.

Ideas and discoveries tentatively reached in early phases can be checked and
developed; investigation of one aspect of the inquiry can be related to exploration
of other parts; new skills can be acquired and monitored; experiential compe-
tences are realized; the group itself becomes more cohesive and self-critical, more
skilled in its work. Ideally the inquiry is finished when the initial questions are
fully answered in practice, when there is a new congruence between the four
kinds of knowing. It is of course rare for a group to complete an inquiry so fully.
(Reason and Heron, 1995: 127-28)

An alternative way of mapping out the same process is shown in Figure
3.5. In this model the presentational mode is shown with a full role in the
cyclic process. It gives first form to the data from the experiential and
practical stages, being an intermediary between these and making sense of
the data in propositional form.

I also take the view that the congruence between the forms of knowing
has a bipolar form. There is the grounding of one form of knowing on those
below it, and this is to do with validity and truth-values. And there is the
consummation, by the relatively autonomous emergent form above, of what
lies below it. This is about fulfilment, the celebration and manifestation of
being-values, ultimately, at the apex, the intrinsic value of human flourishing
in emancipated social practice. So congruent knowing is not just about
validity and truth. It is also about affirming in action what we deeply value
for its own sake. This bipolarity is shown in Figure 3.6, and explained
further in Chapter 9. When the bipolar congruence is conceived as a dialec-
tical process, with one aspect flowing into the other, we have Figure 3.7.
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Validity, special inquiry skills and validity procedures

In Chapter 1 I explained why I think it is essential to retain and redefine
terms like ‘validity’ and not abandon them because of their epistemological
and political abuse within positivism. What I basically mean by validity is
well-groundedness, soundness, having an adequate warrant.

I think that the outcomes of a co-operative inquiry are valid if they are
well-grounded in the forms of knowing which support them. And I believe
that the forms of knowing are valid if they are well-grounded in the
procedures adopted to free them from distortion, and in the special skills
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involved in the knowing process. The validity of each form of knowing also
depends on how sound it is in the light of standards internal to it, of
autonomous criteria at its own level.

So, for example, when practice is a valid outcome, it is well-grounded on
propositional knowing by being evaluated in terms of a range of verbally
stated criteria of sound practice. These include executive, technical,
psychosocial, intentionality and value criteria, as defined in Chapter 9. And
a valid practice is one that is sound by its own internal standard, which is
having the knack, an inherent knowing of the excellence of its doing. I
discuss this notion of a knack in Chapter 6.

I take the view that validity itself, concern with the justification of truth-
values, is interdependent with that which transcends it, the celebration of
being-values, of what is intrinsically worthwhile in our experience. This is
discussed in Chapter 9.

Next I present a simple overview of special inquiry skills, and of validity
procedures. Chapter 7 elaborates on the skills, Chapter 8 on the procedures
and Chapter 9 on validity as such.

Special inquiry skills

I have in mind here the special skills involved in the forms of knowing used
in the action phases of the inquiry, when people are busy with the particu-
lar kind of experience or action that is the focus of the research. A bald list
of these skills looks daunting. In fact, I believe they start to develop simply
by being engaged in a committed way with the cycle of inquiry.

The first group relate to radical perception in informative inquiries where
the purpose is to be descriptive and explanatory of the inquiry domain. All
these skills relate to what is going on in a person when he or she is actually
there, engaged with the experience.

Being present This is to do with empathy, with meeting and feeling the
presence of people and a world. The skill is about harmonic resonance and
attunement, participating in the inner experience of people and the mode of
awareness, the prehension, of things. It is indwelling the inward declaration
made by the being of the other. It is necessarily associated with the next.

Imaginal openness This is to do with being receptive to the meaning
inherent in the total process of shaping people and a world by perceptually
imaging them with sensory and nonsensory imagery. I enact and participate
in their appearing and intuit its meaning. The skill is about imaginal grasp,
the intuition of pattern meaning.

Bracketing This is to do with managing the conceptual labels and models
embedded in the process of perceiving people and a world. The skill is
about holding in abeyance the classifications and constructs we impose on
our perceiving, so that we can be more open to its inherent primary,
imaginal meaning.
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Reframing This is to do with the conceptual revisioning in perceiving a
world. With this skill we not only hold in abeyance the constructs being
imposed on our perceiving, we also try out alternative ones for their creative
capacity to articulate an account of people and a world. We are open to
reframing the assumptions of any conceptual context or perspective.

The second group relate to radical practice in transformative inquiries
where the purpose is to engage in some action that seeks change within its
domain. Again, all these skills relate to what is going on in a person when
he or she is engaged with the action, busy doing it.

Dynamic congruence This is about practical knowing, knowing how to
act. The skill goes way beyond ordinary competent action. It means being
aware, while acting, of the bodily form of the behaviour, of its strategic
form and guiding norms, of its purpose or end and underlying values, of its
motives, of its external context and supporting beliefs, and of its actual
outcomes. At the same time it means being aware of any lack of con-
gruence between these different facets of the action and adjusting them
accordingly.

Emotional competence This is the ability to identify and manage emo-
tional states in various ways. These include keeping action free from
distorted reactions to current events that are driven by the unprocessed
distress of earlier years; and from the limiting influence of inappropriate
conventions acquired by social conditioning.

Non-attachment The ability here is to wear lightly and without fixation
the purpose, strategy, form of behaviour and motive which have been
chosen as the form of the action. This is the knack of non-attachment, not
investing one’s identity and emotional security in the action, while
remaining fully intentional about it and committed to it. :

Self-transcending intentionality This skill involves having in mind, while
busy with one overall form of action, one or more alternative forms, and
considering their possible relevance and applicability to the total situation.

Validity procedures

The purpose of these procedures is to free the various forms of knowing
involved in the inquiry process from the distortion of uncritical subjectivity,
that is, a lack of discriminating awareness. This occurs when, for example,
the mind fails to do justice to the claims of the given cosmos in which it
participates, to the claims of appropriate method, and to the claims of
dialogue and engagement with other minds involved in the same arena of
participative knowing. All the following validity procedures need to be
planned for, or applied, within the reflection phases.
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Research cycling 1If the research topic as a whole, and different subwholes
and parts singly and in combination, are taken round several cycles of
reflection and action, then experiential and reflective forms of knowing
progressively refine each other, through two-way negative and positive
feedback.

Divergence and convergence Within the action phase of any one cycle, or
as between the action phases of two adjacent cycles, the co-inquirers can
diverge over different parts or subwholes of the topic, or converge on the
same part or subwhole, or on the whole. This gives rise to innumerable
combinations of divergence and convergence which, expressed through
research cycling, can enable all forms of knowing to articulate the research
topic more thoroughly.

Reflection and action Since reflective and experiential forms of knowing
refine each other through cycling to and fro between reflection and action
phases, then this effect also depends on getting a right balance between
these two phases, so that there is neither too much reflection on too little
experience, nor too little reflection on too much experience.

Aspects of reflection  Within the reflection phase, there is a balance between
presentational (expressive or artistic) ways of making sense and proposi-
tional (verbal/intellectual) ways. And within intellectual ways, there is
balance between four mental activities: describing, evaluating descriptions,
building theory, and applying what has been learned in one cycle to the
management of the next.

Challenging uncritical subjectivity This is done with a simple procedure
which authorizes any inquirer at any time to adopt formally the role of
devil’s advocate in order to question the group as to whether one of several
forms of uncritical subjectivity is afoot. These forms include: not noticing,
or not mentioning, aspects of experience that show up the limitations of a
conceptual model or programme of action; unaware fixation on false
assumptions implicit in guiding ideas or action plans; unaware projections
distorting the inquiry process; lack of rigour in inquiry method and in
applying validity procedures.

Chaos and order This is not so much a procedure as a mental set which
allows for the interdependence of chaos and order, of nescience and
knowing. It is an attitude which tolerates and undergoes, without prema-
ture closure, inquiry phases which are confused and disorientated, am-
biguous and uncertain, conflicted and inharmonious, generally lost and
groping. These phases tend in their own good time to convert into new
levels of order. But since there is no guarantee that they will do so, they are
risky and edgy. Tidying them up prematurely out of anxiety leads to
pseudo-knowledge.

Managing unaware projections The group adopts some regular method for
surfacing and processing repressed templates of past emotional trauma,
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which may get unawarely projected out, distorting thought, perception and
action within the inquiry. The very process of researching the human con-
dition may stir up these templates and trigger them into compulsive inva-
sion of the inquiring mind.

Authentic collaboration Since intersubjective dialogue is a key component
in refining the forms of knowing, it is important that it manifests through
authentic collaboration. One aspect of this is that group members internal-
ize and make their own the inquiry method so that they become on a peer
footing with the initiating researchers. The other aspect is that each group
member is fully and authentically engaged in each action phase and in each
reflection phase; and in each reflection phase is fully expressive, fully heard,
and fully influential in decision-making, on a peer basis with every other
group member.
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Initiating an Inquiry Group

The purpose of this chapter is to review some of the issues involved in
enabling members of an inquiry group to become authentic and effective
co-researchers. In all the co-operative inquiries I know about, this enabling
has been undertaken by one or two initiating researchers who have some
prior knowledge or experience of the method. However, I must point out
that this is not necessary. A new inquiry group can be entirely co-operative
and peer directed from the start. This is the bootstrap group mentioned in
Chapter 3.

One reason for my writing a book like this is so that all the members of
a bootstrap group can read it, reach agreement about how to modify the
method to suit their own needs and interests, and then set about putting it
into practice. From the very outset they can rotate among themselves any
special roles which look after different important strands of the inquiry
process. I imagine this will happen more and more as time goes by, and
look forward to it.

However, there is little doubt that many inquiry groups will occur because
one or two initiating researchers call them into being; and that such groups
will find it convenient and helpful for the initiators to guide them into use
of the method while they gradually make it their own. So the role of
the initiating researcher is likely to be with us for quite a while, with all the
creative tensions that go with it.

This chapter is therefore written for and from the standpoint of the
initiating researcher. But any bootstrap group can equally well take
advantage of it and find its own imaginative ways of dealing with the issues
raised. I would be interested to hear from any such group how it gets on.

What follows is presented in an orderly and systematic manner. What
happens in the living presence of a group will be much more creatively
delightful, disorganized, incomplete and distraught.

Three-stranded initiation

The initiating researchers of a co-operative inquiry group have, from the
outset, three closely interdependent and fundamental issues to consider:

e The initiation of group members into the methodology of the inquiry so
that they can make it their own.



Initiating an Inquiry Group 63

e The emergence of participative decision-making and authentic collabor-
ation so that the inquiry becomes truly co-operative.

e The creation of a climate in which emotional states can be identified, so
that distress and tension aroused by the inquiry can be openly accepted
and processed, and joy and delight in it and with each other can be
freely expressed.

The first of these is to do with cognitive and methodological empowerment,
the second with political empowerment, and the third with emotional and
interpersonal empowerment. Initiating researchers need some skills in all
these three ways of empowering others. The combination is familiar to the
whole person educator whose analogous concern is to facilitate:

e Self-directed learning by students of some content and method.

e Increasing student participation in all aspects of educational decision-
making: the objectives, topics, resources, methods, programme and
pacing of learning; the assessment of learning, and the evaluation of the
course.

e Integration of cognitive with emotional and interpersonal aspects of
learning.

At the induction meeting, the initiating researchers will be wise to make
clear that the three strands are basic to the inquiry process, and to invite
only those to whom the three strands appeal to join the project. Then they
seek a contract in which everyone who wants to join makes a commitment
to bring the strands into being.

It is pretty important that this contract is not the result of either rapid
conversion or persuasive coercion. It needs to be a fully voluntary and well
informed agreement to realize the values of autonomy, co-operation and
wholeness which underlie the three strands. A co-operative inquiry is a
community of value, and its value premises are its foundation. If people are
excited by and attuned to these premises, they join, otherwise not. Getting
clear about all this at the outset makes for good craftspersonship later.

Suppose there are two initiating researchers. Once the inquiry gets under
way they may nurture the strands by the following sorts of strategy:

e They co-facilitate the emergence of all three strands, or they divide the
three strands among themselves, each taking responsibility for one or
two of them.

e As facilitators of any strand, they move along an intentional gradient
from presenting conceptual models and making directive proposals to
which assent is sought, through prompting and fully consultative pro-
cesses, until autonomous collaborative initiatives take off. This is a
basic sequence in which the facilitators move from hierarchy, deciding
for participants, through co-operation, deciding with participants, to
autonomy, in which decision-making is transferred fully to and taken
over by participants. A good deal of material about the use of these
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three decision-modes is given in The Facilitators’ Handbook (Heron,
1989).

As part of this process they may invite, and offer supervisory guidance
and support to, different individuals or subgroups to take responsibility
for each strand. Those people will then alert the group to relevant issues,
and propose and facilitate ways of dealing with them. These facilitator
roles can be rotated around the group as the inquiry proceeds, starting
with those group members who already have the appropriate kind of
skills.

As the initiating researchers’ active facilitation, or supervisory facili-
tation, on each strand progressively decreases, they participate more
and more on a par with everyone else.

They may make it clear at a certain point that they are retiring from
the primary facilitator role entirely. Or they may still formally main-
tain, with the assent of the group, a residual primary facilitator profile.
In this case, they occasionally exercise the role when it seems appro-
priate and necessary to do so, for example facilitating the current group
member facilitator in some crisis of omission or commission.

The initiating researcher of the youth workers’ inquiry into their own
learning processes launched the group, on its induction day, into
identifying and choosing roles. Thus the roles were in place from the
first day of the inquiry proper. These roles included: group facilitators
to plan and run the whole group reflection meetings; organizers to deal
with written communications between these meetings; group recorders
to take notes of the whole group process; personal recorders (everyone
keeping a diary of their own inquiry experience); distress managers
(everyone available to play this role for anyone in need); two people to
brief absent members about what they missed. Although the group
members started to plan and facilitate group reflection meetings from
the very outset, they still needed the guidance and support of the
initiating facilitator, who thus remained in role as superordinate
facilitator for the early sessions.

At the start of the research project, there was obviously a high level of
dependency upon Annette [the initiating researcher], primarily regarding the
research methodology. This diminished as we learned through our own
experience of the project that the initiator meant what she said, that is, that
our experiences, ideas and feelings were as important as hers.

It also diminished as we perceived the initiator less as an expert and more as
an equal co-researcher. A major turning point in this was ‘The Issue of the
Questionnaire’ as it became known. This led to co-researchers using each
other for support and to answer queries, rather than addressing these solely
to Annette as had occurred in the first four to six weeks of the project.

Similarly, the six co-researchers who had taken on the role of facilitator or
co-facilitator of the whole group days experienced a dependency on Annette
for the planning of the earlier ones. However, as we gained more confidence
in this role, and our understanding and knowledge of the process deepened,
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this dependency diminished to the extent that Annette was not involved in
helping to plan or facilitate any part of our Days 5, 6 or 7. (De Venney-
Tiernan et al., 1994: 132)

This quote is from a part of the report written by group members, who
assert strongly here and elsewhere that they moved beyond the stage of
dependency into a genuine collaborative ownership of the project. By
contrast, here is a quote from the two initiating researchers of an inquiry
into supervision in child protection agencies. They are commenting on the
sixth and final reflection meeting in which

the discussion was rambling and endless. Reiterating the agenda failed to focus
the group, as did reminding them of the time remaining. Our distress was clear in
the post-session tape: ‘I was in absolute panic half-way through ... they kept
losing their way . . . none of them were being concise or crisp and they knew we
only had today . . .” The burden of ownership is evident from our transcript. We
had considerable doubts about whether it was still willingly shared by the group.
There seemed to be a lot of unfinished business about. (Cosier and Glennie, 1994:
116)

So it is a knife-edge business. When initiating researchers launch an inquiry
it is the nature of the case that there can be no absolute parity of influence
between them and their co-opted inquirers. They can move from appro-
priately strong and primary influence, to significant peer consultant influ-
ence; and on the way may degenerate into either over-control or under-
control. It is a mistake to suppose that there can be a simple parity of
influence and to try to achieve it; or to imagine that it has ever been fully
achieved in an inquiry involving from five to eight full research cycles. What
undoubtedly can be achieved as the inquiry proceeds is a sufficient degree of
non-dependent collaborative reflection and management, for the research to
be genuinely with people, and not about them or on them. I pick up this
theme again in Chapter 8.

The inquiry strand

Facilitators of the inquiry strand have some fairly obvious tasks. The first is
conceptual, to enable people to grasp the method. Fortunately, the idea of
the method is not only radical, it is also very simple, however challenging it
may be to practise. The basics can be simply explained and readily
understood, since they speak directly to the human condition. The initiating
researchers can prepare explanatory handouts, and can recommend selected
readings, such as parts of Human Inquiry in Action (Reason, 1988a), of
Participation in Human Inquiry (Reason, 1994a), and of this book.

The approach of Dionysian and Apollonian initiators to the inquiry
strand will differ. The former will stress more the way in which action
emerges by diffusion from the reflection phase, being improvisatory and
situation-responsive. The latter will stress more the intentional preplanning
of action phases in the prior reflection phases. Other initiators may present
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these as bipolar interweaving aspects of one inquiry culture, and encourage
the group to find its own cultural identity.

At the induction day, the initiators can expound the basic ideas, with
supporting visual aids and discussion. They can help people ground them in
a series of mini-cycles of reflection and action, done in pairs, on some
immediately accessible topic, like the distinction between action and inten-
tion, or between the eyes and the gaze. They can also outline some of the
basic validity procedures, and again invite people to have a mini-experience
of them. The importance of emotional processing can be explored by
people in pairs taking turns to share any anxieties and fears evoked by the
thought of participating in the inquiry.

Once the inquiry is under way, in the earlier sessions there will need to
be:

e Intermittent and brief presentations, with discussion, as reminders of
various aspects of the method.

e Well-timed prompts, which suggest in a consultative mode what it may
or may not be appropriate to do at different stages of a reflection
meeting; and, as a complement to this . . .

e Well-timed invitations to group members to reflect on what they are
now doing, and to identify for themselves what it may or may not be
appropriate to do next.

e Occasional coaching over the shoulder of a group member who has
taken on the role of facilitating the inquiry process.

There are certain key aspects of the inquiry process which represent a
major challenge to its initiators. It is only too easy to collude with a group
not wanting to know about them. Some of these are:

e [Evaluating, in the light of appropriate criteria, descriptive accounts
shared in a reflection phase, when making sense of the prior action
phase. The tendency is for people to stay at the level of a description
without rising out of it to the level at which they can start to evaluate
its soundness.

e Being clearly intentional, in an Apollonian inquiry, in applying the
learning from the prior action phase to planning the next action phase.
This item tends to follow from the previous one. Without evaluating
data from the last action phase you haven’t got much of a warrant for
planning the next one.

e Being clearly intentional, in a Dionysian inquiry, about not preplanning
the next action phase. A Dionysian inquiry is not sleepwalking. It is
very aware about its use of creative pregnancy.

e Assessing at regular intervals various aspects of the soundness of the
inquiry process.

The last point is crucial. We live in a culture in which no-one is educated in
the art of self and peer assessment. Through long years of social condition-
ing to its absence, there is malaise, impotence, confusion and bewilderment
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about adopting it. The group needs some skilled facilitation to help it
discover the excitement of taking the process on board, and to realize that
an inquiry which doesn’t question its own soundness is simply not an
inquiry. There are several validity procedures which a group can adopt for
this kind of ongoing assessment, and these are discussed in Chapter 8.
Initiating research facilitators are busy with the paradox of leading
people into freedom. They are coaching people in a discipline of method, of
liberatory praxis, and are articulating it in some detail. If they coach in a
way that is continually sensitive to how what they do and when they do it
is respectful of human autonomy and empowering of it, then all will be
well. People will take the method on board, and reinvent it to express their
own creativity. If they coach in a way that is possessive of an orthodoxy to
which others must subscribe, they launch yet another generation of resear-
chers who are oppressed, and will oppress others, by the use of ‘proper
method’. This will produce conformist, but certainly not co-operative,

inquiry.

The collaboration strénd

This strand is about how much each individual contributes to the inquiry
and is open to listen to, learn from, share with and negotiate with others.
This applies mainly to the reflection phase, both in making sense of what
has been done and in planning what to do next. If people get fully involved
in these matters, their involvement in the action phase will follow. There
are some simple guidelines the facilitator of this strand can follow. With
respect to making sense of the data from the last action phase, the
facilitator can:

e Make space for each person to present his or her own data to the
others, in the whole group or in subgroups, to reflect on it out loud and
discuss it with the others.

e When the group is discussing and reflecting together on all the
presented and collated data, make space for everyone to have a fair
amount of air time. Ensure that high contributors do not dominate the
proceedings constraining the others to be medium or low (or nil)
contributors. This can be done by:

e Raising consciousness of the issue by giving the group feedback on
its pattern of contribution rates.

e Inviting everyone to be responsible for managing contributions
equitably: by speaking out, by reaching out to bring each other in
and draw each other out, by practising restraint if one is a com-
pulsive and competitive high contributor.

e Simple verbal and nonverbal facilitation methods of bringing low
contributors in, drawing them out and of shutting high contributors
out.
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e The occasional use of a round, especially for an important issue, in
which each person takes a turn to express their views on it.

e The occasional use of the ground-rule that no-one speaks twice until
everyone has spoken once.

e The occasional use of procedures such as: no-one speaks until
handed the mace by the current speaker; no-one speaks until sitting
in a fish-bowl in the centre of the group, and no-one stays there
talking with others in the bowl for too long.

e The occasional use of three subgroups, one of high contributors,
one of medium and one of low contributors.

e Remember the importance of story-telling, dramatized accounts, role-
plays, poetry, the free use of metaphor and analogy; and of the whole
range of presentational methods, including photos, film, drawings,
graphics, paintings, sculptures, music, song, dance, movement, mime.
Remember how these can be used powerfully as a first step in data
presentation; and as part of an ongoing dialectical interplay with con-
ceptual, analytic accounts. I discuss this in more detail in Chapter 5.

e Make sure that you or someone else has the role of maintaining a
visual aid that shows the key themes, issues and outcomes of the
group’s reflection.

When the group is planning the first action phase, the facilitator needs to
raise the consciousness of the group about what method of decision-making
they are going to use. This means:

e Present to the group a range of decision-making methods such as:

e Unanimity.

e A percentage majority vote, such as a seventy-five percent majority.

e A simple majority vote, that is, any percentage majority above fifty.

e Consensus: the contract here is that when the minority realizes it
has been heard, understood and still disagreed with, it yields to the
majority.

e Gathering the sense of the meeting: anyone may gather at any time
and if the gathering doesn’t take, then the cycle of discussion and
gathering is repeated until a gathering does take.

e An elected leader negotiates with people to integrate his or her
proposals with theirs, then seeks assent by consensus or gathering
the sense.

e An elected leader follows his or her own light after hearing every-
one’s preferences and proposals.

e An elected leader follows his or her own light after collecting in
relevant information only.

e Discuss these with the group and help people to choose one that seems
best suited to their inquiry needs. Suggest they use it for an agreed
period, then review it.

e In the discussion of options, issues and possible outcomes prior to
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making a decision, bear in mind all the strategies listed above for
managing contribution rates.

e Propose an absolutely basic ground-rule that before any decision, each
person states out loud their personal preference before participating in
any group choice. This is based on the principle that no-one can be
genuinely co-operative until they have established their autonomous
position. People who do not really know where they stand on an issue
have no proper ground for co-operation, and can only huddle together
in the middle of a fudge. The first step for someone to find out where
they stand is to identify the different emotional values the options have
for them, since this will lead them to their preference.

e When facilitating the final decision-making, use the chosen model,
remind people of it and gently but firmly keep everyone on track.

One fundamental anxiety for any community or co-operative group is
generated by the challenge of realizing personal autonomy in the context of
a fully collaborative venture. Meeting this challenge means the celebration
and affirmation of differences both when they are compatible with
collaboration and when they are not. A classic symptom of the anxiety at
work, and of the challenge unmet, is the group demand for unanimity in
decision-making. The youth workers’ inquiry into their own learning pro-
cesses uncovered this one.

Another early but major dependency was the group’s need to have a 100 per cent
consensus on every decision — majorities, however overwhelming, were not
sufficient. It was only on Day 3 that this was articulated by some co-researchers
to be a block to progress, creating frustration and eating up valuable group time.
Once the dependency was identified we could talk it through and came to the
conclusion that unanimity in decision-making would be sought, but where it
proved to be unobtainable in the time available, a majority decision would be
taken. With the additional mechanism that individuals could renegotiate the
decision on the following whole group day, this proved to be a constructive way
forward. (De Venney-Tiernan et al., 1994: 132)

The emotional and interpersonal strand

The facilitator of this strand needs a general overview of the stages through
which an effective co-operative group moves. Each stage has a different
emotional climate. Reason suggests there are three primary ones. The first is
about safety and inclusion, the second about difference and disagreement,
the third about authentic collaboration between respected individuals.

For the first stage, the facilitator needs to offer

ways in which people can get to know each other and feel comfortable with each
other, and get some measure of clear agreement about the nature of the task.



70 Co-operative Inquiry

The facilitation task in the second stage is

to allow and encourage the expression of different opinions, to help people listen
to each other, give and receive negative and positive feedback, and to help the
group find ways of working which include these diverse perspectives.

Then the group may establish

a more open network of affectionate relationships, in which each individual has a
unique place and is seen as making a unique contribution to the group. The
group is able to engage in a mature way with its task, using fully the contribution
of each member. Facilitation of the group and its task becomes more fully
shared, so there is less need for a normal facilitation role. (Reason, 1988b: 27-8)

The facilitator, through all these stages, is supporting the group to manifest
a basic level of competence in both identifying and managing emotional
states. I discuss the notion of emotional competence, nowadays called
emotional intelligence (Goleman, 1995), in more depth in Chapter 8. One
important thing it includes is having some skill in dealing with emotional
distress from past trauma and oppression, so that it is not unawarely
displaced into current activities in ways that distort attitudes to self, to
others and to the task.

The importance of this strand needs to be affirmed at the induction
meeting, and its unconventional nature in an emotionally repressive society
made clear. People are then invited to make a conscious choice and com-
mitment about joining an inquiry where it will be openly explored. If you
launch an inquiry without a contract to work with emotional processes and
interpersonal tensions, you will have no warrant to address and resolve
distressed distortions of the inquiry process, such as consensus collusion,
lack of rigour and so forth.

Once such a contract is in place, then the facilitator of this strand can:

e Propose, as a regular feature of reflection meetings, whole group
rounds, or small group or pair exchanges, in which everyone takes time
to report on current and recent emotional states accompanying the
inquiry process. The simple business of identifying, owning, accepting
and sharing such states, if they are distress states, may be sufficient to
defuse any distorting effect they may have. If the states are positive,
affirming them will strengthen motivation and involvement, and make
the inquiry radiant.

e Propose the same thing when the group process is lurching about with a
lot of unowned and unidentified agitation and tension. The essential
ground-rule here is that each person owns and reports their state
without blaming or attacking anyone else in the group.

e Keep an eye out for the appropriateness and relevance of doing more
in-depth work with people, using breathing, bodywork, uncovering
memories, psychodrama. This is in order to abreact hidden distress and
get some insight into how it has been distorting current attitudes and
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behaviour. This assumes that you are competent and willing to
facilitate such work.

e Find out who else in the group is competent to do this kind of in-depth
work, and seek a contract that their skill is available to the group.

e Seek a contract that each person in the group is available at any
properly negotiated time, on a one-to-one basis, for one-way or recip-
rocal processing of emotional states, by whatever method is mutually
agreed.

e Seek a contract to complement the discharge of distress emotion by two
methods of transmuting and transforming it. The first is through
simple, non-contentious, transfiguring ritual, and meditative practices of
inner centring and expansion of consciousness; the second is through
symbolic rendering in presentational forms, through drawing, painting,
movement, sound, music, drama, story.

Where strong interpersonal tensions and animosities build up between
people in the group, they need addressing openly, otherwise real co-
operation is undermined. The facilitator here needs to help the parties
involved to differentiate clearly between actual present-time issues, and
projected unfinished painful business from the past. There may be very real
issues in the present that need dealing with in their own terms, in which
case any past associations are of secondary import. On the other hand,
there may be virtually nothing at work but strong projections from the
past. In this case, especially, the simple reciprocal method used by co-
counsellors, whereby two people can check for hidden projections on each
other, is invaluable. Each person asks the other these four questions:

e Who do I remind you of? It may be necessary to repeat this question
several times until the association surfaces.

e How do I remind you of this person? This invites the other to identify
whatever aspect of appearance, manner or role triggers off the associ-
ation.

e What is it you still need to say to this person? This invites the other to
slip into a psychodrama and speak directly to the person from their
past, and so bring into conscious awareness the emotional charge that is
running the projection.

e How am I different from this person? This invites the other consciously
to withdraw the projection, and state clearly a positive difference that
affirms the reality of the present person.

Facilitators of this strand need to make a fundamental distinction between
the disruption of the inquiry process by emotional and interpersonal
distress, and the chaos, disorder and confusion that is an integral part of
the inquiry process. It would be a great mistake to try to clean up and get
rid of the latter by the methods appropriate to the former. When the group
is in the midst of chaos that is the harbinger of a new kind of order which
may eventually emerge from it, members need to be encouraged to tolerate
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the anxieties and frustrations involved, to stay with them and undergo
them. To climb out of these states as soon as they occur by some kind of
emotional processing would simply produce premature closure and spurious
order, and this would undermine the inquiry. I discuss this relation between
chaos and order in Chapter 8.

Initiators, academia and reports

Some initiating researchers may be academic staff, some may be post-
graduate research students, some may work in other professional settings,
and others may be part of some special interest group in society that has no
institutional form. For those who work in academia there are particular
challenges.

There are strong forces at work in the academic world that uphold four
traditions into which students are initiated in their secondary, and
especially in their tertiary, education: the importance of individual work,
the importance of the written word, the importance of external validating
standards, and the importance of expert assessment. What you do you do
on your own, after proper tutoring. You are not considered to have done it
until you write it all up thoroughly on your own. You do so to a validating
standard indicated by your tutors. And what you write is assessed
unilaterally by an expert in the field.

Co-operative inquiry runs counter to these four traditions. It is research
work that is done co-operatively. Written outcomes may be secondary to
other outcomes to do with practice; and the writing up may be done co-
operatively. The standards by which it is to be assessed are internal to each
inquity group. The expertise is internal to each inquiry group and is
manifest through self and peer assessment.

If you are an initiating researcher and the inquiry is part of your
postgraduate research project, no doubt there are various accommodations
and mild compromises that can be made to meet the demands of the
academic system. But there is clearly a limit, and to go beyond it will mean
a basic breach of faith with your co-inquirers. So get clear where you stand,
and rather than undermine the method by collusion with the system, press
the system to yield to the method.



5
Stages of the Inquiry Cycle

My purpose in this chapter is to discuss in more depth the main issues and
choices facing a group of researchers in the four stages of the first inquiry
cycle. To start I will repeat in slightly fuller form the outline of these stages
introduced in Chapter 3. Then I will go through various items in this fuller
outline in greater detail. The summary of stages that follow is cast in
Apollonian form. I will raise Dionysian issues in and among as I elaborate
the stages.

Stage 1 is the first reflection phase when the co-researchers have several
things to choose:

e The focus or topic of the inquiry and the type of inquiry. Will the focus
be informative or transformative or some combination of the two? Will
the type be full or partial form, inside or outside, with open or closed
boundaries, Apollonian or Dionysian or some combination?

e A launching statement. How can the focus of the inquiry be framed in
an opening statement that will be fruitful for launching the inquiry
process?

e A plan of action for the first action phase. What aspect or aspects of
the inquiry focus will the co-researchers choose to explore experi-
entially? Will the group be divergent or convergent or some balance of
the two? Will individuals be holistic or partitive or some balance of the
two? How long will the action phase last, before the next reflection
phase? How many cycles of reflection and action will be planned and
with what time-structure?

e A method of recording for the first action phase. There are standard
and presentational methods, preceded by the exercise of radical
memory, informative and transformative. Which methods will be used?
When will the recording be done?

Stage 2 is the first action phase when the co-subjects are:

e Exploring in experience and action the selected aspect or aspects of the
inquiry focus.

e Applying an integrated range of inquiry skills.

e Keeping records of the data generated.

Stage 3 is a state of mind and being that is fully immersed in stage 2,
bracketing off preconceptions, and at the forward edge of openness to
experience and practice:
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e Will the inquirers break through into new experience and transforma-
tive practice?

e Will they lose their way and ‘fall asleep’ to the inquiry process?

e Will they jump into transcendence of the inquiry format?

Stage 4 is the second reflection phase when the co-researchers come
together to share the data generated in the action phase. They will:

e Review how they now see the selected aspect of the inquiry focus in the
light of their experiential exploration of it, and as a result modify,
develop or reframe it; and review the overall launching statement in the
light of this, and likewise modify, develop or reframe it.

e Choose, for the second phase of action, the same aspect of the inquiry
focus, taking the reframed account of it back into experience for further
development; or select a different aspect for the next action phase; and
bear in mind the same divergent—convergent, holistic—partitive issues as
in the first reflection phase.

e Review, in the light of the sort of aspect chosen and of experience in
the first action phase, the inquiry procedures: the format of action,
ways of generating and recording data, the duration of the action
phase; and choose what to repeat, alter, add or delete.

Stage 1 (1) Focus and type of inquiry

If initiating researchers have recruited a group in terms of some broad topic
idea, once the group has convened, its members will need to rework this
idea, make it fully their own and bring it to more of a focus. It may be that
the use of graphics, phantasy, story-telling, dramaturgy and role-play, and
other expressive methods will help people bring forward a well-grounded
sense of a focus that really speaks to their condition. To agree on the focus
of the inquiry, what it is to be about, is also to start thinking about what
possible outcomes it will have. In these deliberations on the topic and
possible outcomes it will be helpful to bear in mind the two basic pillars of
the inquiry process, its informative and transformative dimensions, as
discussed above.

If the inquiry is informative and descriptive of its domain, the primary
outcomes are going to be propositional and presentational; if it is trans-
formative, they will be forms of practice, with written reports and
presentational forms as secondary.

It also makes sense when agreeing on the focus, for the group to start to
clarify what other features their inquiry is going to have, and to consider
their implications. Is it full form or partial, is it inside or outside, does it
have closed or open boundaries, is the culture going to be Apollonian or
Dionysian or some equipoise of the two?
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Stage 1 (2) A launching statement

Whether the focus of the inquiry is descriptive or practical, informative or
transformative, or some combination of the two, it needs to be stated as an
assumptive model. In an informative inquiry, this model is about the nature
of the inquiry domain. In a transformative inquiry, it is about principles of
action and strategic issues of practice. In a combined inquiry, it is about
both of these.

The health visitors started off with strategic issues of practice to do
with feedback, hidden agendas and confrontation (Traylen, 1994).

The youth workers began with the strategic issue of how people learn,
to be researched through their own processes of learning (De Venney-
Tiernan et al., 1994).

The women’s university staff group chose both story and strategy to
do with issues of sex and gender in a university (Treleaven, 1994).

The whole person medicine project worked out at its first meeting a
five-part model which was a set of possible strategic principles for the
practice of holistic medicine (Heron and Reason, 1985; Reason, 1988c¢).

The altered states inquiry began by assuming both a descriptive model
of two worlds and the strategic possibility of functioning awarely in
each world at the same time (Heron, 1988c).

The co-counselling inquiry on client states started out with a general
descriptive map of client states prevalent in co-counselling culture at
the time (Heron and Reason, 1981).

The launching statement is often broadly framed, embracing many aspects
of the inquiry focus. Then there is scope for a variety of different ways of
exploring it in more specific detail. The inquirers may discover, after a
certain amount of divergence among these aspects in the early stages of the
research, which ones they want to converge on in the later stages. In this
way the really significant issues can emerge from creative interaction with a
domain, rather than be imported into it from the outset.

The doctors exploring holistic medicine framed a very broad model of
holistic practice with five main parts covering many subparts. This
allowed for widely divergent forms of practice in the early action
phases. Later on, there was a need to converge on just two main kinds
of practice (Heron and Reason, 1985; Reason, 1988c).

Stage 1 (3) The first action plan

Once the launching statement is decided the inquirers’ next step is to
consider how to explore it in more detail. They need to consider the many
aspects of the topic and to agree which to choose to explore in the first
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action phase, in order to get the inquiry going in some specific direction.
What information about the research domain will be gathered and how?
What practice will be applied within it? It may be useful for the group to
brainstorm a wide range of options, from the sober and realistic to the
extreme, outrageous and bizarre, before winnowing through them to make
a choice.

This is a time for creative thinking and practical support. If the inquiry is into
innovative practice in some field, it will be important for the group to find ways
of thinking past the limitations of current practice towards the truly creative. This
will be experienced as more or less risky by group members, and some may need
the support and encouragement of their colleagues . . . It is helpful to have group
members make some form of contract with their colleagues. (Reason, 1988b: 33)

In choosing what to do, there are some basic options about the sorts of
choices being made. These are, for the group, whether to be divergent or
convergent, and, whichever of those is chosen, whether to be partitive or
holistic about the inquiry topic and its aspects.

Divergent and convergent

If the first action phase is divergent, the inquirers will go off and each do
something different, finding out different things, or trying out different
practices. If it is convergent, they will all find out the same thing, or try out
the same practice. Between the extremes of all diverging and all converging,
there are numerous gradations: thus there can be a number of subgroups,
the members of any one subgroup converge on the same thing, and the
subgroups diverge in different directions. This account of divergence and
convergence is to do with what goes on within an action phase.

Divergence and convergence are also about what goes on between action
phases: whether in the next action phase people do something different to,
or the same as, they did on the previous action phase. The combined within
and between accounts make up the simple logic of inquiry cycles.

Total combined divergence over several cycles means that everyone does
something different within every action phase, and no-one repeats in a later
action phase anything they have done in an earlier one. This generates data
that gives the maximum diversified overview of a topic. But this overview is
entirely impressionistic, since every part of the topic has only been attended
to once by one person. It is also low in coherence, since no-one has
attended to how the parts of the whole work together.

Total combined convergence over several cycles means that everyone
does the self-same thing on every cycle. This generates data that gives a
progressively refined and in-depth account of one aspect of the topic. This
account, however, becomes suspect because there is no complementary view
of how that aspect integrates with, and is influenced by, any other part and
the whole.

The intermediate model seeks to maximize the benefits of both con-
vergence and divergence and minimize the deficits of the extremes of each.
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One version is for several subgroups to diverge within an action phase.
Each subgroup takes on a different aspect of the inquiry topic. The
members within one subgroup converge on the same aspect. Each subgroup
sustains the same focus over several cycles.

The youth workers inquiring into their own learning processes divided
into small groups, each group converging on a specific skill and
method, each group having a different focus from the other groups,
and with intermittent whole group meetings for sharing and collating
among the subgroups (De Venney-Tiernan et al., 1944),

The doctors in the holistic medicine inquiry after diverging strongly
over the first two cycles, each doctor exploring something different,
then opted in the last four cycles to form two subgroups, each con-
verging on one area of shared interest, with a final reflection weekend
to draw the threads together (Heron and Reason, 1985; Reason,
1988¢).

It is as well for Apollonian inquirers to get some feel for this logic of
research cycling before planning the first action phase. Then they can start
to be intentional about the way they are going to play the logic out over
the whole series of cycles. There are, of course, innumerable variations of
play, remembering how divergence and convergence can apply both within
any action phase, and between successive action phases.

It is too early in the use of the research method to come up with any
golden rules. From the limited experience so far available it does look as
though divergence early on, both within and between action phases, is
fruitful. As mentioned above, it allows for diverse interactions with a
domain, as a basis for the later emergence of well-grounded convergence. It
encourages individual interest and initiative at the start of the inquiry, and
gets everyone motivated and involved. This avoids conformity and
following behaviour, which is the absence of true co-operation.

Allowing and encouraging idiosyncratic behaviour during the research process
allows the researchers later to come together with their differences. It is essential
that different approaches to the topic are taken, because often these are com-
plementary: thus in this project state maps and process maps complement each
other. It is important that people have space to discover their particular unique
identities and contributions to the project. Thus to an extent we can argue that
the validity of the process rests in the inquiry group — whether enough divergence
and idiosyncrasy has been built up for the group to become supportively
confronting and test each other’s ideas strongly . . . We argue that allowing and
encouraging divergence and chaos will lead to a richer convergence, greater
creativity, novelty and excitement, and to a greater validity in the research.
(Heron and Reason, 1981: 51)

So there may be a case for moving from divergence in the opening cycles,
through an intermediate model in the middle cycles, to convergence in the
closing cycles. But it would be a great mistake to turn this into a
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procedural rule. The field is wide open for meta-inquiries into the different
variations.

Dionysian inquiries won’t consider it appropriate to be as intentional as
this about research logic. Instead, they will be intentional about letting
issues of divergence and convergence play themselves out in an impromptu
fashion through their tacit diffusion from the reflection phase into the
action phase. The justification for this is that it allows for action:

e To be born following creative gestation after the reflection phase.

e To be influenced by intuitive, imaginal, emotional and sensory states
occurring in the field.

e To take account of implicit structures and synchronicities in the field.

However, Dionysian inquiries may well choose to consider retrospectively
the pattern of divergence and convergence that has emerged over several
cycles.

Part and whole

Divergence and convergence are to do with how different members of the
group address the topic area in a given cycle and over a series of cycles.
Will we all, or some of us, do the same thing or something different? But
whether the thing we do is the same or different, there is also the further
question of whether it represents only a part of the topic area, a subset of
parts (a subwhole), or the whole of it. This is another option facing
inquirers when choosing what to do for their first action phase.

I launched an inquiry with a group of dentists to monitor and modify
their professional practice in the light of mutually agreed criteria
(Heron, 1979). Their job can be divided into several main areas:
clinical/technical, communication with patients, managing staff,
financial, legal, educational, and so on. Each of these can be further
subdivided. Thus the clinical area covers examinations, bitewing X-
rays, amalgams, extractions, dental hygiene, and so on. Again, any
one of these has its component parts. So amalgams include removing
decay, undercutting, implanting, contouring, and more.

What the dentists choose to monitor in any one action phase can
range from the very partitive to the very holistic. They can choose to
look only at how they do only one part of one main area, or they can
opt to monitor the job as whole including all its main areas; and
between these two extremes there is a graded series of selections of
increasing scope, with many different possible combinations at each
step in the series. In the inquiry mentioned, the dentists started off by
looking only at their work on amalgams (fillings), which is just one
part of the clinical area, which is a subwhole of the job.

The part-whole dimension is relatively independent of the divergence—
convergence one. So if a group plans to be divergent for the next action
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phase, it can look at a different part, or at a different subwhole, or at the
whole in terms of different assumptions — for example, in terms of a
hierarchy in which a different part or subwhole is primary. (Whether
underlying assumptions are different or the same brings in another dimen-
sion, that of heterogeneity—homogeneity: see Chapter 8.) If the group plans
to be convergent it can look at the same part, or at the same subwhole, or
at the whole in the same way. The holistic and the convergent ultimately
merge at some ideal or infinite limit. If each individual is looking at the
whole in an integration of all possible ways of looking at it, then the group
is fully convergent.

Dionysian inquirers will understandably protest that all this is starting to
lose sight of the synthetic wood for the analytic trees. I sympathize with
them, and at the same time consider that it will benefit the processes of a
Dionysian inquiry if its members have grasped the underlying logic of
research method, even though they choose not to apply this logic explicitly
in making decisions about what they do in the action phases. I give a
complete account of the bipolar parameters of the logic of cyclic method in
Chapter 8.

Length of the action phase

In an inside inquiry the group is doing all its work together in a special
place where both reflection and action phases follow directly on from each
other. The whole meeting, including several complete cycles of reflection
and action, may be anything from two to five days. Depending on the
topic, an action phase may last for anything between some minutes and
some hours. The length allocated needs to include enough time for each
subject to record their own experience, and where relevant, record some
observations of other co-subjects working with them.

In an outside inquiry, the action phase will be done by each inquirer on
their own in their place of work and/or in their personal life. It is likely that
each action phase will last for several days or weeks.

For the doctors in the holistic medicine inquiry each action phase
lasted for six weeks, and this is probably an outer limit for any action
phase (Heron and Reason, 1985; Reason, 1988c).

The length partly depends on the focus of the inquiry and the amount of
time needed to generate sufficient data for fruitful reflection. If the topic is
a particular aspect of professional practice, this aspect may occur at
irregular and unpredictable intervals, in which case weeks may be needed.
The length also depends on concerns external to the inquiry. Busy people
can only arrange to meet every so often for the reflection phases, because of
other commitments, which therefore have an influence on the length of the
action phases.

For any given topic, there is probably some best ratio between the
lengths of the reflection and action phases of any one cycle, a ratio that
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makes them each as fruitful as possible. And for a given topic in the hands
of a particular group, there is probably some optimum total of inquiry
cycles which make for a fruitful inquiry. It is difficult to estimate at the
start of an inquiry what these ideal numbers are; and if one did know, they
would still probably need to be modified by other considerations.
Nevertheless, the basic outline of the inquiry cycles

needs to be worked out fairly early on: it is most important, at this stage, to
arrange the project so that several stages of action and reflection can be
undertaken. Inevitably this involves some pragmatic guesswork in arriving at an
appropriate balance between action and reflection. (Reason, 1988b: 26)

Three would seem to be an absolute minimum for the total number of
inquiry cycles. Somewhere between five and eight cycles gives enough scope
for something fruitful to emerge.

The youth worker inquiry into learning processes had eight one-month
cycles for the whole group, with subgroup cycles of one week —
making over thirty of these (De Venney-Tiernan et al., 1994).

The holistic medicine inquiry had six six-week cycles (Heron and
Reason, 1985; Reason, 1988c).

In this, as in every other aspect of the method, there are no rules, only
exploratory choices.

Stage 1 (4) Data generation methods

Standard methods

The final thing the inquirers need to do in the first reflection phase is to
choose how they will keep a record of their forthcoming action, so that
they can bring the data to the second reflection phase. Depending on the
activity and its context there is a wide array of options here. There are
descriptive notes, conceptual maps, theory outlines, journal entries of self
or other, observational data and feedback notes, questionnaires and rating
scales filled in by self or other, interview notes, audio and video tapes,
photos, documents of self or other (letters, minutes, memos, records,
reports), physiological measures. This list includes most of the standard
data generation approaches of qualitative research (Creswell, 1994).

The primary purpose of data generation in co-operative inquiry is for
each person to provide information about his or her own action and
experience, to formulate data about oneself as a subject, not about
someone else as a subject or ‘informant’. A subordinate use, where two or
more co-subjects are working and interacting together in the action phase,
is for each person also to record data about the other co-subjects.

When no other co-subjects are present, non-inquiry people who are
involved can be asked to generate data about the active inquirer and his or
her context (but if these people have no say at all in how the data they
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provide is presented and used, this infringes a norm of co-operative
inquiry). This data from others about the inquirer or context complements
his or her self-report.

Presentational methods

Towards the end of Chapter 2 and again in Chapter 3, I presented a
fourfold holistic model of knowledge which included presentational
knowing, intuitive pattern knowing, expressed in graphic, plastic, moving,
musical and verbal art-forms. I also suggested that this kind of knowing
supports propositional or conceptual knowing. On this account of knowl-
edge, there is a strong case for including, as forms of data generation,
expressive records which reveal an imaginal grasp of significant pattern in
the inquiry domain, including actions taken within it. These include:
drawings, paintings, photos, film, sculptures, musical forms, choreography,
ritual, thick multi-sensory descriptions, poetry, story, allegory, drama. Such
presentational methods can be used as a precursor to and complement of
the more literal, prosaic and conceptual forms. They may well be relevant
as the first way of symbolizing the data from two radical kinds of memory
I now discuss.

Radical memory

Since the inquirers are also their own subjects, their data about their own
perceptions and actions is necessarily recorded retrospectively, anything
from minutes to hours to a day or more after the event. Hence any record
is actually a secondary form of data generation. The primary form, which
indeed is at the very point of generation, is memory.

In Chapter 7 I discuss the use of memory in generating data. I suggest
that reliable memory is born at the moment of focal perception or action
through paying heed, giving careful attention to what is going on. I also
distinguish between paying heed in the ordinary way, and paying heed to
perception or action in an extraordinary way, which generates radical
memory. Such radical memory is at the heart of data generation. It has two
complementary, interrelated and different forms. One yields data for
informative statements about an inquiry domain; the other yields data on
transformative practice within a domain. See Chapter 7 for a full account
of this summary paragraph.

I include radical memory in this discussion of the first reflection and
planning phase, because it makes sense to prepare for it, reflect on it,
maybe practise it in the group with short exercises; and because it is
presupposed by all the other self-report data recording methods. I underline
again the simple and central point that for research using one’s own
experiences and behaviours, the basic data about them is memory data,
which is generated with them at their points of origin.
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Stage 1 Inquiry culture

The whole of stage 1 — the choice of focal idea, of the launching statement,
of first action plan, of data generation methods — can be carried through
mainly in a conceptual, linear and logical manner. This may be leavened by
the secondary and supportive use of presentational methods, with creative
explorations of options through metaphor and analogy, using active imagi-
nation through phantasy futures, myth-making, story-telling, dramaturgy,
drawing, movement, etc. This is the approach of the Apollonian inquiry
culture. A Dionysian inquiry will reverse this balance. Expressive, presen-
tational modes of exploring the options will lead the way, complemented by
creative conceptual formulations. The intermediate culture will seek a
continuous dialectic interplay between the conceptual and the imaginal.

Stage 2 The first action phase

The co-researchers now become experiential inquirers, each ready to
implement his or her action plan. In an outside inquiry, they leave the
group reflection meeting and go off into the outer world to do whatever it
is they have undertaken to do in the first action phase, to generate data on
this through the cultivation of radical memory, and to record this data in
whatever ways they have chosen. This engagement with experience for the
purpose of inquiring into it requires a range of special skills, some of which
relate to perception and the informative inquiry pole, while others concern
practice and the transformative pole. I give a summary of these in the next
two paragraphs. A brief description of each is given in Chapter 3, and full
account in Chapter 7.

Informative inquiry skills involve radical perception, with its two com-
ponents of being fully present and imaginally open. This is supported by
bracketing: attending fully to what is going on in the process of perceiving
while making explicit in awareness and holding in suspension the various
sets of presuppositions which might otherwise obscure it. At the same time,
there is reframing skill: the ability to generate and hold in mind alternative
conceptual frameworks and try them out for their fit. _

The complementary skills, to do with researching practice in a trans-
formative inquiry, involve radical action, or dynamic congruence. This
means attending to all facets of an action and reshaping any of them in the
interests of greater mutual impact and reduced dissonance. This is where
action inquiry as developed by Torbert (1991) is applicable. It is supported
by emotional competence in identifying and managing emotional states, by
nonattachment to the form of the action, and by having alternative action
frameworks available for use.

Issues of recording data

Generating data by the exercise of these interweaving skills, each inquirer
will take time out every once in a while to record them by whatever means
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he or she has already chosen in stage 1. Given that the length of the action
phase as a whole has already been decided, there is still an issue about
choosing which bits of experience within that span are to be used as a
source of data, and when and how frequently to record them.

This issue arises mainly in outside inquiries, in which each person is out
there in the world on their own in a long action phase, which will consist of
many mini-cycles of doing-recording, doing—recording.

In the whole person medicine inquiry, each action phase lasted for six
weeks, during which time each doctor explored innovation in a chosen
area of practice, trying things out in action, recording data about this,
and repeating this cycle many times over during the six weeks (Heron
and Reason, 1985; Reason, 1988c).

When to try something out and for how long? When and how often to
record data about it? The answers depend on the chosen task, the situations
within which it is to be undertaken, and on what it is realistic and
practicable for a busy person to undertake and to be able to sustain. There
is a lot of rough grain texture to an outside inquiry in this area. Every
member will have a different self-directed schedule of doing and recording.
Some schedules will be more stringent, regular and systematic, others more
variable and irregular in their format. Each person has to strike their own
balance between the rigorous, the realistic and their own level of motiva-
tion and commitment.

In a long action phase, lasting for days or weeks of application in daily
life, and including many mini-cycles of doing and recording the doing, each
of these mini-cycles is a piece of one-person experiential research moving
between selected action and reflecting on it in order to record it. It is also in
the doing as such that action inquiry as defined by Torbert (1991) — with its
emphasis on the conscious discrimination and command during action of
its essential components — becomes an integral part of a co-operative
inquiry.

On inside inquiries, where there is interaction between two or more co-
subjects in the action phases, then data generation and recording can go
two ways. First and foremost, each person generates and records data on
his or her own experience; but also each can generate and record data on
what the others involved appear to be undergoing and doing.

In the co-counselling inquiry on client states, after each client session
the client made a record of their states, then the counsellor gave their
own account of what seemed to be going on for the client (Heron and
Reason, 1981).

On outside inquiries, where each person is not interacting with other
inquirers during the action phase, non-inquirers who are present at the
open boundary can be asked to record their relevant perceptions of the
subject, to supplement the primary self-report. I have referred already to
the ethical and epistemological issue here about those who provide the data
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having no say in the use to which it is put, since they are not members of
the inquiry group. It may be also possible on some outside inquiries for co-
subjects to make occasional visits to each other’s inquiry context, to spend
time there and to record their impressions of the visited one busy in a part
of their action phase.

On inside inquiries, where the group remains together in a special place
for several whole research cycles, each action phase will be from half an
hour to an hour or so, and will consist entirely of generating experiential
data and recording it, so the issue of what and when to record does not arise.

Stage 3 Experiential immersion

Stage 3 can be seen as a state of mind and being at the heart of stage 2. It
is the state of deep immersion in the action phase, a full engagement with
the relevant experience or practice, a great openness of encounter with the
chosen domain. This stage is the bedrock, the touchstone of the inquiry
process. It is the consummation of paying heed in a radical way to the
processes of perception and action, and of the family of skills supportive of
these two deep kinds of attentiveness.

The inquirers may develop a degree of openness to the experience or the
practice so free of preconceptions that they see it and engage with it in a new
way. They may deepen into the experience or the practice so that the
launching frameworks for it appear superficial and are seen to be in need of
elaboration and development. Or immersion in this stage may lead them
away from the original ideas and proposals into new ones, that yield
ground-breaking insights or unpredicted personal and social transformation.

Falling asleep

It is also possible that they may get so involved in what they are doing that
for a time they lose their radical attentiveness. They may also lose the
awareness that they are part of an inquiry group. There may be a practical
crisis, they may become enthralled, they may simply forget. Bracketing off
preconceptions with great openness to what is going on is a threshold state
of mind. It can either lead to new awareness or relapse into nescience and
forgetfulness. It is similar to the practitioner of meditation who, on the
threshold of the meditative state, may either enter its enhanced awareness
or simply fall asleep. So just as inquirers are getting deeply into their
experiential immersion and are starting to succeed in bracketing off their
defining assumptions, they may ‘fall asleep’ and revert to ordinary con-
sciousness with its conventional beliefs and practices.

Threshold oscillation

There may well, indeed, be periods of oscillation between ordinary states
and the extraordinary states of radical paying heed with their supporting
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skills. This seems to be the inescapable occupational hazard of a person
being their own instrument for researching the human condition. There is
no guarantee that it is possible, at any rate at the beginning, to ‘stay awake’
in extraordinary states. The transparent body-mind may suddenly glaze
over and go dull. Hence the data generated may have gaps and omissions
and be low in content redundancy. It may be like the flickering scenes of
early films where only a small number of frames are transmitted per unit of
time.

Celebration, inquiry and creativity

When people are their own instruments, inquiring into their realities
through participation in them, they are not just busy with inquiry. Par-
ticipative inquiry, in both the epistemic sense of being experientially
resonant with the inquiry domain, indwelling it, and in the political sense of
being engaged with others in co-operative decision-making, is not just
inquiry without anything else going on. It cannot subsist on its own. It
partakes of an embrace with other central features of human experience. It
is fed and sustained in its engagement with its world by being part of a
wider whole.

For any expressive person, this whole consists, perhaps, of three things.
First, there is the inquiry itself; second, a celebration of lived experience;
and third, creativity in refashioning our world. The inquiry is inter-
dependent with the celebration and the creativity: it can reflect something
of these two, but cannot entirely encompass or contain them. For inquiry
to be living inquiry, it needs to be vitalized by the celebration and the
creativity which flow into it from beyond it. If it could include them both
without remainder, they would all become impoverished. Inquiry, therefore,
cannot accomplish a complete account of the human condition, since it is
always joined by these friends whose dance extends beyond its range.

Transformative inquiries which focus on creative practice might seem to
offer the most complete account. And in one sense they do, since such
practice is also joined by much celebration. But it is also continuously self-
transcending. The creative practice I inquire into today is surmounted by a
new wave of its forward-moving passion tomorrow. The practical knowing
how, which is the focus of a transformative inquiry, because it transfigures
its world, opens up new vistas on ways of moving beyond itself. It seems to
include its colleagues, creativity and celebration, but they continually leap
forward to further horizons, beyond those it is currently mapping out.

Informative inquiries seek to attend to the properties and patterning of
our realities. In this they are joined closely by the celebration of lived
experience. Paying radical heed to the whole perceptual process unites us
with our inherent appreciation of what there is, of our participation in its
coming into being, and of our coming into being within it. This kind of
appreciation is like birdsong, which lauds the emergence of the singer within
a world of sun and wind and leaf. The propositional and presentational
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outcomes of an informative inquiry tell us about our realities. In this they
are a kind of testament, bearing witness to our appreciation of being a
presence arising with and among other presences. But this pointing to our
appreciation is forever surmounted by the eternal suchness of that
appreciation, its very nowness in the permanent surge of being.

This rhetoric is a way of saying that in stage 3, the stage of deep and
aware immersion in the experiential focus of the inquiry, the inquirer may
not only ‘fall asleep’ and drop out of the state of paying radical heed, not
only oscillate between ‘sleeping’ and heeding, but may also become so fully
awake, that he or she jumps into a kind of celebration or creativity that is
right outside the inquiry format. Is the inquiry then rejigged to take
account of this forward jump? Or is the jump a transcending sign that the
inquiry is on the right track by virtue of leading beyond itself to celebration
of the values of being? Thus of the final and sixth experiential phase of an
inquiry into altered states of consciousness, I wrote:

This cycle was co-operatively planned by several group members. It was much
more like a concluding ceremony — a celebration and an affirmation — than a
formal part of our inquiry ... Unless, of course, you choose to see the
celebration itself as a special kind of conclusion drawn from the inquiry. (Heron,
1988c: 190-1)

Stage 4 (1) The second reflection phase: making sense

I cover a lot of epistemological ground in this section on making sense,
because it is at the heart of the method as a method of inquiry. So it seems
appropriate to raise some of the main issues involved, without deferring
them to later chapters. The first two subsections are of immediate practical
relevance. Not all the other issues discussed will be relevant to any
particular instance of the reflection phase. In practice this phase can be
brief or lengthy, lightly covered or comprehensive, depending on what has
gone on in the prior action phase and on the sort of data it has generated.

Reporting, collating and reviewing

Stage 4 is the second reflection phase when the co-researchers come
together to make sense of their experiences in the first action phase. Inside
inquiries will probably take an hour or two for this: they only have short
periods of data generation to consider. Outside inquiries will take several
hours, from half a day to two days. They have days or weeks of experience
to mull over.

The first thing the inquirers need to do is find some way of sharing their
data with each other. This can be done by a series of individual reports,
each person in turn giving their findings to the group, with supporting
records, numerical, verbal, presentational. The group then together collate
the individual findings, sort them into categories and look at patterns of
relationship among them (P. Hawkins, 1986). Another approach, which
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may or may not be preceded by individual sharing before the group, is for
one person, or a very small subgroup of at most three people, to do the
collating, sorting and pattern-finding. They then bring all this to the group
for members to check, amend and approve (P.J. Hawkins, 1986).

Fundamentally, the making-sense process requires time, energy, patience, and
resources. It helps to have plenty of space, lots of large sheets of paper and
coloured pens, and a willingness to experiment. The group needs to develop a
tolerance for the irritation that comes from thinking too much, and to keep a
careful eye out for when members are getting exhausted with the process, and a
change of activity is called for to help people relax. (Reason, 1988b: 36)

What the co-researchers are sharing here are their experientially generated
data on some aspect or aspects of the inquiry topic. When they have
collated and made further sense of the data, this may lead them to modify,
extend or radically reframe their original account of the aspect or aspects.
Then, in the light of these changes, they can review the overall launching
statement of the inquiry, the one that embraces all its aspects, and likewise
modify, extend or reframe it. The nature of the changes at these two levels
will depend on whether the group has diverged over many aspects or
converged on just one or two. Also on whether each individual has been
holistic in combining several aspects or partitive in attending to only one or
two.

In practice this kind of reframing, of the immediate aspect just explored
and of the overall inquiry topic, is likely to be much less formalized, more
approximate and inchoate, if not downright messy and unfocused at times.
Dionysian inquiries will make a virtue of this and adopt a tacit approach in
which the reframing is left implicit in the members’ minds during their
sharing of experiences.

Making sense and reaching agreement
There are four steps in making sense of experiential data:

e Radical memory and framing at the point of perception and action.
This is the grounding step: paying heed to the patterning of elements,
and their appropriate framing, in our perceiving and doing.

e Recording this, either in presentational or propositional form or both.
Here radical memory and framing are processed and symbolized by the
record. Both this and the previous step occur during the action phase.

e Each individual presenting and reporting his or her records to the
group in the reflection phase. Here the records are processed and sym-
bolized by a summary of their content.

e The final step is the collation of all the individual accounts of what is
significant. This means identifying similarities and differences among
them, and meaningful patterns among those similarities and differences.

In the first three steps the individual is progressively identifying significant
categories within personal experience, and significant patterning of these







































































































































































































































































































































































































































